Workgroup Consultation Responses Summary|

CMP435: Application of Gate 2 Criteria to existing contracted background

Consultation date: 25 July 2024 - 06 August 2024

[Respondent Details

Response
Number Organisation

Kona Energy Limited [ Andy Willis

Organisation
type
Generator / Storage

Standard Consultation Questions

Q1 - Do you
believe that the
Original Proposal
and/or any
potential
EUCIHENIES]
better facilitate
the Applicable
Objectives?

Q2 - Do you
support the
proposed

approach?

implementation

Q3 - Do you have
any other
comments?

Q4 - Do you wish
to raise a
Workgroup
Consultation
Alternative
Request for th
Workgroup to
consider?

Specific Consultation Questions

Q5 - Do you agree with the elements of the proposed solution for CMP435? Yes/No

Element 3:

Clarifying

which
Element 1: Proposed
Authority approved
methodologies and
ESO guidance

Primary
Process

projects go
through the

Element
Clarifying
any Primary
Process
differences

Element

Longstop

Element 9:

for customer Date for Gate Project

groups
N/A

1 Agreements Designation
N

Element 11: Setting
out the criteria for
demonstrating Gate 2
has been achieved
and setting out the
obligations imposed
once Gate 2 has been
achieved

Element 13: Gate Element 14: Gate
2 Offer and
Project Site
Location Change

2 Criteria
Evidence
Assessment

Element 16:
Introducing the
proposed
Connections
Network Design
Methodology
(CNDM)

N/A

Element 19: Element 20: Cut
Contractual Over
changes arrangements

Q6 - Are there any elements
of the proposed CMP435
solution - as per Q5 - which
you believe are not
appropriate to include when
you consider how to most
effectively implement TMO4+
to projects in the existing
contracted background (as
opposed to the process for
new applicants via CMP434)?
If yes, please provide
supporting justification.

Q7 - In relation to Q6, are
there any features which

you believe are missing in Q8 - Do you believe any

the proposed CMP435
solution that would more
effectively facilitate

groups of projects should
be exempt from the
scope of CMP435 or from

implementation of TMO4+ some elements of the
to the existing contracted proposed solution? If so,

background.
If yes, please provide
details and justification.

please advise on which

groups and elements and
provide rationale to why.
N/A

Q9 - Do you believe that the
proposed solution could duly
or unduly discriminate
against any particular types
of projects? If so, do you
believe this is justified?

Themes

Key points

The respondent is not supportive of solution because of delays that will
ensue because of Gate 2 still having a vast number of connections which
can progress. This will lead to a ‘queue within a queue’ and will delay
implementations further

The respondent suggest that for ‘First ready first connect' to work, it wil
have to go off delevoper's ‘first-choice' substation rather than connection
nodes or alternative substations

The respondent is supportive of the project designation idea but believes it
shold not be used by ESO and TOs to pick technologies felt more
consented.

Overall, the respondent believes the suggestion seems to be that the
process that is used to pick which applications get a bay in Gate 2 needs to
be a fairer svstem.

The respondent suggest that: All applications since the start of the
connections reform process and those agreed by the start of the Gate 1
process should be considered in the 1t Tranche of Gate 1 and Gate 2
offers based on the ‘first choice’ substation.

The Respondent suggests that if the ESO does not have a clear process for|
the Network Design then it is likely that Connections Reform will fail, and
that the CNDM should be codified and not governed by a guidance

The Respondent believes that the Cut Over arrangements disadvantage all
new applications.

2 Renewable
Connections
Developments Ltd

Joe Hulyer

Demand / Generator
| Storage

Yes (for B) Yes

No

No

Yes Yes

Yes Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Overall this Respondent is supportive of the solution. However thinks that

there should be more clarity r.e. primary process, taking into consideration
how this will interact with the BEGA/BELLA process as using IDNO
process could be exploited as a back door

Respondent believes there needs to be robust parameters in place to
ensure faimess against speculative applications, r.e. longstop date for Gate
1

The respondent believes that more details around self certification of gate 2

self certification are required

Respondent does not believe that any project should be exempt from having
necessary land to facilitate

3 Sembcorp Energy | Mark Field

(UK) Limited

Demand / Generator
1 Supplier

Yes (for A, B and D) |Yes

Yes

No

No Yes

Yes Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No Yes Yes

No

No

No

Yes

Respondent is in favour of the proposed solution as believes the more
structured approach will improve efficiency. However, expresses that the
application of new ESO powers to be able to prioritise Some projects over
others may hinder t ition in some cases
Respondent is generally supportive of the solution, subject to the availability
and content of all proposed new methodologies and relevant guidance
documentation, that the Workgroup has yet to see, together with an

iate reaulatory framework to cover these new proposals.
Respondent believes it is important that the full scope of the proposed new
Connection Reform is visible in order to provide a clear and complete view
and for parties to be able to make fully informed decisions regarding their
Droiects.
Respondent requests close watch from ESO on successful connection
reform mods as they embed. They also request clear and prompt
communication as to any issues or unforeseen defects, for refinement
purpose:
Respondent is concerned that proposed solution for ICs and OHAS to be
provided with a confirmed Connection point and date at Gate 1, subject to
meeting the Gate 2 criteria within the longstop period, may cause
discrimination s provides these projects with more time to prepare for Gate
2 whilst holding a confirmed position; could result in other projects being
further delayed

4 Ethical Power Paul Munday

Generator

N/A N/A

N/A

N/A

No Yes

No Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent seems supportive of some elements of the solution

‘A common theme throughout the respondent's response is that they require
more clarity on methodology and guidance (Element 1) and Project

D (Element 9)

The respondent does not support Element 14 of the proposal. The
respondent takes the view that it is not workable and is in contradiction to
the principal of the purpose of Gate 2. Suggests a different solution is
required, which would involve publishing queue data and POC availability so
projects can see likelihood of Gate 2 offer before applying for land rights.

The respondent is not supportive of Element 5 of the proposal - particularly
the retention of the Statement of Works, Project Progression and
Modification Application processes for Gate 2 notification from DNO to
NGESO, as in their view it worsens connection process for Distribution
Network Companies, and disadvantages DNO users, whilst Transmission
users have option to ‘self certify’

5 Eclipse Power Charles Deacon

Networks Limited

Distribution Network

Yes for a) b) ¢) d) Yes

Yes

No

Yes and No No

Yes Yes

Yes

Yes and No

Yes.

Yes and No

No

Yes

largely in support of the solution - however have concerns
about fairness in relation to some elements i.e. Element 3, Element 14,
|Element 20

Respondent does not disagree with methodologies, however are concerned
about the lack of open governance and express the need for more

and
Respondent is mainly concerned about fairness in relation to element 3 - the|
respondent believes this could have discriminatory effects on small or
medium embedded aenerators
Respondent raises that the effects of Element 5 on offshore users, such as
i needs to be better
Respondent requests more visibility of the work of the ENA SCG to re-order
distribution queues. If distribution queues are not re-ordered in-line with new|
transmission queue positions, this carries much less value. Whole system

6 Enso Energy Rob Smith

Generator / Storage

Yesfora)andb)  |Yes

No

No

No Yes

N/A Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

aueue approach.
The respondent largely supports the solution, however finds significant
issue with Element 9. Proiect Desianati

The respondent feels it is unclear why Project Designation has been
included in the CMP434 modification as it does not meet the MVP criteria
and it is not clear how it better facilitates the proposers stated aims of a)
quicker connections for projects in better positions to progress to
connection, b) coordinated and efficient network design, leading to lower
lgverall costs and c) net zero

The respondent posits that Element 9 has been introduced into the proposal
for ESO to future-proof itself against unforeseen systems operation risk.

Respodent expresses real concerns in that the industry is being asked to
provide views on something that has no firm detail, no clarity on oversight
arrangements and no discernible examples of how, and how often, it might
be used.

The Respondent believes in regards to Project Designation that if it is
utilised to bring forward projects at the expense of the ability of others to
accelerate their connection dates, the ESO will effectively be bestowing a
commercial advantage on certain applicants. Suggesting that this may be
legitimate, but it will create a perception of opaque decision making.
Believes it is contrary to open market approach.

Respondent believes Element 9 undermines the rest of proposal




Centrica

Sam Railton

Generator / Storage /|
Supplier / Virtual
Lead Party

Yes, ) b) )

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent agrees with proposal however believes it is unikely that the
Original Proposal would significantly reduce the size of the queue as only a
minority of projects may fail to meet these criteria, and therefore the

to accelerate remaining projects may be limited. Thinks timeline
for ion needs to be more realistic

Responden believes that 1o group of projects should be exempt from scope
of CMP435 as would be contrar to applicable obiectives

Respondent feels it is uncertain on the impact of Element 19 on shortening
queues for Gate 2, however find the reordering process suitable

Respondent needs more clarity on Element 9 before supporting, believes it
gives uncertainty to projects due to un-codified methodology - doesnt know
if this element is necessarv

Respondent would like to see obligations for ESO to engage with industry
prior to formal external consultations before supporting Element 1

Arise Renewable
Energy UK Limited

Daniel Cambridge

Supplier

No

No

Yes

N/A

No

No

N/A

No

No

N/A

No

No

N/IA

The Respondent doesn't believe the Original Proposal better faciltates any
of the Applicable Obiectives

The Respondent doesnt support the implementation approach and believes
that the 1st January 2025 date doesn't give developers with existing
connection

sufficient time to implement the aate 2 criteria.
The Respondent believes that projects with existing connection agreements
that demonstrate compliance with the milestones included in their bilateral
connection agreements schedules should be exempt from the scope of
CMP435

The Responde belives that the Original proposal could duly or nduly
discriminate against projects with existing connection agreements in
compliance with the milestone schedules included in their bilateral
lgmnscliun

Innova Renewables

Joe Colebrook

Generator

Yes a) b) d)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

The respondent believes the proposal satisfies Objective A B and D,
however regarding Objective C, they express concern that the introduction
of Element 9 Project Designation, creates discriminatory terms and
therefore may not comply with the Electricity Regulation. Innova
recommends the Proposer seeks legal advice to confirm if Project

Designation complies with the Electricity Requlation.

Respondent has fundamental concerns with bias and discrimination being

i into the process via the which will be
governed by a different process and importantly with different objectives and
believe it could reduce the competition in connections.

Respondent highlights that offshore wind and interconnectors are given an
within the process.

Respondent is concerned that the introduction of Designated Projects and
the Capacity Reallocation Mechanism (CRM) will reduce the
competitiveness of the connections process. It is difficult to know the impact
of these processes on competition because the rules are being defined
outside of the CUSC.

10

Getlink

Alice Verney

Interconnector

Yes a) b) d)

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Respondent broadly supports the solution and implementation approach. In
particular the potential to remove non-progressing projects and advance the
connection dates of viable projects within the connection queue

Respondent noted that outlined timelines are ambitious and leave little room
for delays within the market consultation and Authority approval processes

Respondent stated that there is a need to consider how any delays to the
i date will impact the reform process but also projects
currently in the aueue or

Respondent suggest there needs to be clear guidance and communication
throughout the implementation of the Connection Reform

Respondent believes there are certain edge cases which have not been fully

considered by the current consultation drafting. Propose that the ESO must

introduce flexibility into the

Respondent does not foresee any duly o unduly discrimination against any
tvoe.

11

‘Aquind Limited

Vladimir Temerko

Interconnector

Yes b) d)

Yes

Yes

N/A

No

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

No

No

No

Respondent broadly supports the solution, as they believe it will satisfy
objective B and D, through facilitating effective competition by adopting the
“first ready, first connected" principle in turn increasing market liquidity,
creating a more coordinated network design which should make the
process more efficient.
Respondent also supports the implementation approach for in scope
projects. They do however acknowledge the challenging timescales for
implementation and urge the ESO to be forthright in communication of
and to not rush solution .

Respondent has strong reservations regarding Element 11 and believes that
any existing project that has applied for the planning consent at the go live
date should not be subiected to aate 1 and gate 2 of the Primary Process.

12

‘Alice Taylor

System operator

Yes a) b) d)

Yes

Yes

No

yes

No

No

No

No

Respondent believes the original proposal better facilitates a), b), and d)
CUSC objectives and agrees with the implementation approach

Respondent is neutral against objective c)

13

Drsted

Alex Ikonic

Generator

N/A

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

NIA

No

No

No

The Respondent strongly supports the concept of CMP435 and believes it
is key for Connections Reform to be able to deliver its full impact and help
the UK achieve Net Zero targets.

Respondent expresses concern to the level of uncertainty and detail given in
some elements, and as a result of their belief that this proposal is in
rudimentary stages, believe that the implementation date is not workable.

Respondent does not support Element 1 - requests higher level of
codification - remains an outstanding risk that the ESO could modify
relatively concerned about investor

On a similar note, the respondent believes Element 9 needs codifying and
also iustifvina . as is too broad in its current form

Respondent wishes for further discussions at workgroup regarding primary
process (Element 5) , concerned about the disadvantage to embedded
proiects.

requests significant changes to Element 11 such as a ‘buffer
period’ or waiving obligations on implementation if a project is within 5 years
of connection, citing that projects that are already developing will be
disadvantaged if they have to apply the new objectives retrospectively. Wish
for Gate 2 definition to be codified

14

Drax Group

Paul Youngman

Generator/Storage/s
upplier

N/A (No for (a), (b),
(@)

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

The respondent is supportive of changing the connection process to meet
net zero targets but strongly believes that the original proposal fails to
demonstrate how it will better faciltate the applicable objectives.

The Respondent believe the modification proposal lacks sufficient and
balanced evidence, has interdependency risks [Mods and license

and potential for legal challenae
The respondent does also not support the implementation approach - they
acknowledge the approach is clear but is not comprehensive neither does it
consider significant risks through a rigorous assessment of the full process.

The respondent suggests that there has been a lack of impact assessment
for the proposal [project number and MW quantity] and there is no evidence
to demonstrate how each of the proposed elements will impact and interact
with existing contracts. Additionaly, they believe the proposal does not
address the defect itself

The believes the is developed to
assess if the proposed changes to the CUSC would faciltate effective
competition [The impact of the CNDM has also not been evaluated], in
addition to the impact of differential treatment of parties not being assessed
o quantified.

The respondent beleives its unclear whether the CMP435 proposal is
effective as an independent madification or is reliant on the CMP434
proposal as a support mechanism, calling into question whether it is
effective and robust in reducing the queue.

15

Island Green Power

Sam Aitchison

Generator

Yesa)

Yes

No

Yes/No

Yes/No

Yes

No

No

NIA

No

No

No

No

No

N/A

Yes/No

The Respondent suggested that the Proposal could be adjusted to create
an even more efficient discharge of the Licensee’s obligations e.g.,

irming POC and ion date at Gate.
The Respondent believes that the Proposal does not better faciltate
effective competition and it might even hinder competition with some clear
preferential treatment for some projects and larger developers, with no clear

The Respondent suggested that the Proposal could create more work for
implementation of the CUSC and the checking of Gate 2 criteria and the
(and their review) will also require further administration of

the CUSC

The Respondent agrees with the Primary Process in its simplest format, but
the non-codification of the specific elements of the Proposal does not
provide for a better approach than is currently used.

The Respondent show concerns with the indicative nature of a Gate 1 offer,
and believes it seriously increases the initial risk of a project if the
point has the potential to chanae.




The Respondent encourages the ESO to engage with industry on the non-
codified elements of the Proposal  Methodologies and Guidance notes) and
be clearer on how it intends to involve industry, however the Respondent

believes that they should be codified further than what is currently proposed.

The Respondent believes that in the Proposal, there are several groups of
projects discriminated against. For CMP435 specifically, there is undue
discrimination against projects that will apply between now and the go-live
date. Element 19's proposal of making them submit Mod App is not
appropriate

The Respondent stated that the 12-month exemption does not reflect the
process of development and would not allow enough time to readjust.

The Respondent believes that there are some Elements of the proposal that
should not be included, with current processes allowing for a minimum
viable product.

16

Orron Energy
Development Ltd

Axel Wikner

Generator

N/A

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

yes

No

Respondent does not have a view on the Original Proposal and doesn't
support the approach

Respondents impression is that with CMP434 and 435, connecting more.
renewable energy projects has been deprioritised for the benefit of reducing
the queue. Believes that it is possible to achieve both through making some

stresses the of a sufficient period for

developers who have invested in their projects based on accepted grid

offers and met development deadlines but may not meet the criteria for Gate

2by 31 January 2025. Suggested transferring all existing firm grid

connections to Gate 2, with a disqualification period of 12-24 months post-

reform confirmation, to avoid giving an unfair advantage to those with prior
of the reform process.

discussed the challenges faced b due to the lack
of precise grid connection locations in their grid offers, which hampers their
ability to secure land. Finds that the current reform benefits offshore wind
projects over onshore renewable projects

Respondent believes there has to be a transition period to ensure a level
playing field and to enable maximum possible capacity to connect to the
arid.

Respondent proposed to raise an Alternate WACM, will include suggested
interim milestones to reduce the queue while focusing on renewable energy
targets, and alternates to current proposal regarding grid congestion

17

Enfinity Global

Alex Fornal

Generator

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

No

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

No

NIA

NIA

N/A

N/A

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

N/A

Respondent does not state their preferred solution or implementation
approach

Respondent concerned that ESO is taking powers to decide the
Drocess without proper

Respondent suggest that with respect to non-BEGA-holding distribution
connected projects, there is a critical need to highly codify the behaviour of
DNOs to ensure these projects are not treated unfairly or disadvantaged as
compared to transmission-connected projects, ensuring there is a high
dearee of

18

Commonwealth
Asset Management
(CWAM)

Peter Rumbold

Demand

Yes a).b) and d)

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/IA

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/IA

NIA

The Respondent supports the application of the new process to all projects
in the existing queue and believes this is critical to ensuring the reform
delivers the desired impact.

The Respondent broadly supports the implementation approach, but
believes that is imperative that the ESO and TOs are resourced adequately
for

Respondent believes that a large number of projects will self-declare by the
deadiine and believes it is critical to assess this projects as switly as
possible.

The respondent suggests that the guidance published will need to be very
clear on timings and requirements o that there is zero ambiguity and users
are able to

The respondent believes that the criteria for Gate 2 should be strengthened
(advised that provided suggestions to Gate 1 on secured land rights) and
that the Gate 2 should secure the outline planning permission

19

Flotation Energy

Calum Watt

Generator

Yes a)

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

The respondent believes the Proposal has the potential to meet the
objectives, but requires further consultation and publication of the

to be

The Respondent is in general support of the Proposal, however careful
consideration is needed for the transitional arrangements for projects that
are "in-Flight” with a Modification Application prior to the i

The Respondent want to raise an Alternative for a Grace Period be
introduced for existing consented projects to ModApp ahead of 1st January
2025.

The respondent believes existing consented projects should be allowed an
opportunity to ModApp ahead of 1st January 2025 to resolve any contractual
issues without beina proaressed to Gate 1 and Gate 2

The respondent believes the proposed solution will unduly impact projects

which are near to securing route to market which would have otherwise
been able to ModApp on tvpical timescale:

The respondent believes a small number of consented projects which are
approaching FID who require changes to the contracted position should be
exempt from the scope of CMP435

20

UK Power Networks

Ross Thompson

Distribution Network
Operator

Yes to all

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent believes that the original proposal facilitates all 4 objectives,
however raises some concern around Element 19

Regarding Element 19, the respondent states that thought needs to be
given to the consequential impact of a connection agreement of an
aenerator beina converted to a Gate 1 aareement.

Respondent believes the proposed solution will impact accepted distribution
customer quotes, and believe a strong line of sight between the Authority
and Government decisions leading to this solution is important. Believe a
clear instruction for all DNOs to comply with the requirements of the
solution should be included in the proposed legal text for the CUSC

of CMP 435 (and 434)

21

FRV Powertek Ltd

Ravinder Shan

Generator /Storage

Yes toall

No

No

NIA

NIA

No

N/A

No

No

No

The Respondent believes the original proposal better faciltates all the
applicable CUSC objectives and agrees with the implementation approach

The Respondent agrees with the approach regarding the Authority approved
methodologies and understand the need for flexibility but request that these
methodologies are published as soon as possible so that they can be
approved in time, as approval is contingent on the implementation of

reform.

22

EDF Energy

Jonathon Hoggarth

Generator

No

No

N/A

No

No

No

yes

No

No

No

N/A

Respondent does not support the proposal obeictives and does not support
approach

the
Respondent is concerned that the current requirement for a forward-looking
planning application will result in unwarranted

chanaes to normal proiect even for viable projects.

Respondent recommend using the recently implemented Queue
lest

Respondent states the potential technology change restrictions listed in
Element 4 of the consultation are unclear and potentially impede normal
project

Respondent does not support the short fime between Authority decision and
CMP435 implementation. Recommends introducing a 6-month transition
period to allow developers to appropriately respond to the final decision and
legal chanaes in the CUSC

Respondent mentions that the preferred solution is for the criteria to be
codified to ensure stability and prevent future changes without proper
industrv input.

Respondent warns that restricting users from changing original boundary
could lead to such as the

termination or reduction of viable projects. They stress the importance of
considering future planned development during the planning phase to avoid
negative impacts.

23

MaresConnect
Limited

Holly Burke

Interconnector

N/A

No

N/A

No

NIA

No

believes that with existing
agreements should be excluded from the proposal and would like to raise
this as a C Alternative Reauest.

Respondent believes that the timeframe for interconnectors with existing
connection agreements which are currently being assessed in Ofgem's third
Cap & floor window should be extended by an additional 6 months to 31 July|
2025. As it would be unfair/ discriminate for the same Gate 2 criteria
timetable to apply to these projects, as they have been delayed as a result of
Ofgem's process/timing for a final decision and would struggle to achieve
the Gate 2 criteria by 31 January 2025. This would allow them sufficient
time to meet the criteria and obtain the required land interests, which may
be delayed due to protracted and

and Technical studies

Respondent would also like to raise this as another Workgroup Consultation
Alternative Request.

Respondent believes that National Grid is in potentially promoting a
development process that results in increased costs to UK consumers, by




enforcing interconnector developers to secure land rights early in the
development process and by taking away their discretion to decide the most
appropriate and cost effective time to do this.

24

Google

Brian Denvir

Demand

Noto all

No

No

No

NIA

No

NIA

Yes

Yes

No

NIA

NIA

N/A

N/A

N/A

NIA

Respodent does not believe that the Original proposal faciliates any
obiecti

Respondent doesnt support the application of the proposed connection
process to contracts classified as ‘connected,’ regardless of whether or not
some project stages are vet to be eneraised.

Respondent feels that the objective of the proposal s to ensure that viable
projects can connect - connected projects have already demonstrated
themselves to be viable. Changing the terms of connection agreements for
assets that have already been energised creates uncertainty for investors
and would undermine confidence in the connection process

25

Zenobe energy

Duncan Hughes

Storage

Yes to all

No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

No

No

No

No

The Respondent believes the original proposal better facilitates all the
applicable CUSC objectives and agrees with the implementation approach

26

Enviromena Project
Management UK
Limited

Mark Harding

Generator

Yes to all

Yes

No

NIA

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

N/A

N/A

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

The Respondent belives the Original Proposal better facilitates all
Applicable CUSC obiectives and supports the implementation approach
The Respondent stated that is positive to see changes proposed to facilitate
earlier connections for projects which have long term land rights and a route
to planning in place.

supports the first readv first connected” approach
Respondent suggests statutory obligations need to be set out for DNOs to
ensure projects are not held back for several months / years before they are
submitted to NGESO
suggested that information is needed on how the DNOS will
replicate this process

believes regarding and
queues should be made readily available to the industry with full details on
each projects including land rights status, planning status and funding
status as it will enabla developers undrestanding how they may be promoted
up the aueve.
Respondent believes there is lack of detail on how projects which have land
tights, planning and funding in place will be accelerated ahead of those
projects which just have land rights and a route to planning in place.

Respondent believes that DNOS should look to replicate the process and be
aligned ahead of the go live on 1st January 2024, as is critical to the whole
process of accelerating connections as without this a project could find itself
promoted up the queue at transmission level but still find itself low down in
the aueue at level.

27

Statkraft

Barney Cowin

Generator

Yes a), b) and d)

Yes

Yes

No

N/A

No

No

The respondent believes the original proposal meets objectives a) b) and d)
However takes issue with the Methodologies as they have not been properly
clarified. Would like for Project Designation Their

Respondents primary concern seems to be timescales not being long
ah.

The respondent believes timescales laid out in Element 11 are unworkable.
The respondent i dissatisfied with the practical repurcussions of the
maioritv of this Element.

The respondent has concerns rega:dmg ‘duplication checks for Element 13 -
Doints out that a proiect mav have 2 technoloaies at 1 location

Respondent believes there is umuslmed mscnmmauon for projects with
multiple packages are against through the
red line boundary change process

28

Uniper UK Ltd

Paul Jones

Generator

Yes a), b) and d)

No

No

No

No

No

N/A

No

No

No

The respondent belives the Original Proposal better facilitates CUSC
obiectives (ab.d) and supports the i approach.

Respondent does not fully support the proposed Authority approved
methodologies and ESO guidance, but does acknowledge in some
instances it could be sensible to have separate guidance/methodologies for
aprocess i.e. Proiect D

Respondent generally feels some of the proposed areas should sit in the
CUSC i.e. Gate 2 Criteria.

29

Haldane Energy
Limited

Lawson Steele

Demand

Yes a) and b)

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

The respondent belives the Original Proposal better facilitates CUSC
objectives (aand b) and supports the implementation approach

Whilst the Respondent broadly agrees with the criteria for demonstrating
Gate 2 has been achieved, itis clear that some new technology types will
have very different requirements. Therefore there needs to be flexibility
and/or discretion as to what is actually required in terms of securing land for
novel technologies.
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Northern Powergrid

Luke Scott

Yes to all

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No comments
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‘Welsh Power

David Palmer

Generator

Yes to all

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

The Respondent belives the Original Proposal betrer facilitates au
Anplicable CUSC obiectives and suports the oD
The Respondent believes the Proposal helps with streamlining connestion
processes, reducing delays and improving overall project timelines.

The Respondent believes the clear timelines and structured processes
should help in better plannina and execution of proiects.

The Respondent believes all projects should have the same requirements
for each gate, and the process can be deemed “technology neutral”
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SSE Generation Ltd

Garth Graham

upplier

Potential to better
facilitate (a),(b) & (d).

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

N/A

N/A

No

The Respondent believes that this has the potential to better faciliate
objectives a, b and d. However, since being raised, its no longer clear that
prioritising readier projects w||| denver the outcomes required nor align with
emerging (and reform) UK policy
developments, including the Clean Power Plan for 2030 and longer-term net
zero targets.

supports, application of the

Respondent believes a transition period may be warranted for the
implementation of CMP435 (as currently proposed).

Because of the proximity between the Authority decision date, festive period
and implementation date. This transitional should be greater than two to four
weeks. but no longer than twelve weeks.

Respondent believes that TMO4+ should ensure that developers are
allowed the option to reduce their capacity in line with acreage requirements
between Gate 1 and Gate 2 and that CMP435 should be amend

Respondent believes that stakeholders have not seen the details for
“Derogation 2’ and can not therefore comment on the purported transitional
arrangements, regarding ModApps for existing projects. The current scope
of what ModApps will be allowed (and not allowed) between August 2024
and Januarv 2025 needs to be
Respondent believes that Elements 1, 5, 8, 9, 11 and 16. are no longer
required, in whole or in part; taking into account both the changing

ion reform landscape arising from the UK Government's ongoing
policy and broader concerns with the solution as proposed.
Respondent believes that what is being proposed is a broad brushstroke
approach applied to all projects regardless of technology type (excluding
Respondent believes that whilst CMP435 is not unduly discriminatory,
TMO4+ favours technologies or projects that are less complex and/or have
a smaller footprint.
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Nicky Ferguson

Eku Energy Limited

Storage

Noto all

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

The Respondent does not believe the original proposal better faciltates any
of the applicable objectives - although they welcome the decision to
implement the requirement to provide Gate 2 Criteria evidence to the
existing que.

"The Respondent believes that the Gate 2 planning criteria needs to be more
stringent than the original proposal to be adequate and further requirements
are needed if the criteria is to have a material impact on queue size and be
practical to implement.

The Respondent believes that the current process includes too much
uncertainty for viable projects which needs to be address for them to
remain in the queue and to continue progressing milestones and

The Respondent suggests providing more ata to customers could help
alleviate this uncertainty to aid understanding of their place in the TEC
register and possibility of early connection dates i.e. import/export limitations

dates and for . detail of project in
queue, status of and ESO for
by location.

tex

[The Respondent h.gnngmed 3 main issues with the proposal

1) Process/criteria may increase the cost and decrease the chances of
achieving net zero

2)There is a high risk that current proposed gate 2 criteria will be laborious
to implement for little impact on the queue. Suggests criteria requires
evidence of land ownership, a lease or afixed option in place for the land for
minimum 3 years.

3) The timeframes for impacting the queue are too long and too uncertain,
negativiey impacting UK investment. Suggests this requires a change to
queue management rules as with current requirement will st take 1-3 years
to be removed

The Respondent believes ESO could minimise the risks and achieve
benefits through their in Q2.




The Respondent does not support the implementation approach as
suggests it is insufficient in two areas; 1) the criteria for Gate 2 evidence
and 2) the risks/uncertainties that will remain for viable projects that stay in
the queue wishing to move forward their connection dates.

Overall the Respondent does welcome the motivations for the proposal and
the implementation approach and that they agree with several elements
including: 1) Gate 2 criteria should be added to the existing queue for all
connection agreements 2) Projects that cannot submit gate 2 evidence
should have their firm connection offers removed 3) Parties should be
required to submit evidence to the ESO as soon as possible

The Respondent believes that several topics remain unclear and require
consideration and further clarification; When you have an offer with an
indicative substation how do you submit planning in proposed timeframes?
Who bears the cost f required to submit under an indicative location which
could then change?

The Respondent is unclear of the process for assets <100MW connected

|to the DNO network

The Respondent suggests it is unicear for existing contracted background
how the date of the land agreement [required for self declaration] wil affect
the queue position.

The Respondent suggests that the ESO outlines when projects successful
in recieving gate 2 connection offers and then apply for a MODAP, would
hear about their new ion dates.
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National Grid
Ventures

Andy Dekany

Interconnector

Notoall

No

No

N/A

N/A

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent believes that the Original Proposal has the potential to better
facilitate the Applicable CUSC Objectives. However there are reservations
about the current position of the

Respondent feels the approach taken with the proposal tries to treat all
the same

Respondent suggests that further development of CMP435 should account
for the recent commissioning by the Secretary of State advice to the ESO
on the pathway towards 2030 ambition

Respondent will be raising an Alternate that suggest the proposal should
focus on delivering technology specific solutions to the queue management
approach rather than a “one size fits all approacl

Respondent states that at no stage has any impact assessment been
presented about whether any of the elements of the proposal as it currently
stand will have the desired impact of ina the defect.

Respondent believes the timelines are too tight, as well as falling over
holiday periods, and implementation approach is risky and therefore
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Scottish Power

Deborah

Generator

Yes,a,b&d

No

No

No

N/A

No

No

No

No

Respondent believes that the Proposal has the potential to better faciliate
the Applicable Obiectives than the Original Solution

Respondent is concerned about the process timeline and the proposed
reforms not achievina the desired impact

Respondent believes evidence of land documentation should only be
uploaded to the ESO portal for projects within the sample range of checks
to reduce i duties for devel

Respondent believes details of non - codified supplementary processes
should be published before the consultation ends to address concerns
about items outside the SC

ope.
Respondent believes that specific project types (eg. OHAS) that bring
complexity and slow down the implementation of this mofification should be
exemnpt.

36

Transmission
Investment

Holly MacDonald

Transmission Owner|

Notoall

No

Yes

No

No

N/A

No

No

No

No

N/A

No

N/A

No

No

Respondent does not believe the Original Proposal will better faciltate the
Applicable CUSC Obiective:

Respondent is concerned that the process will extend the process timelines
waiting longer to recieve a offer

Believes there is a lack of clarity on the level of detail proposed for the
codified hiah-level principles and i

‘Agrees that the 3 year long-stop dates should start from the point at which a
project becomes akin to a Gate 1 contract - concerned about the proposal to|
anplv Gate 2 criteria to exisitna proiects in the aueue.
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Electricity North
West Ltd

Steffan Jones

DNO

Yes a).b).d)

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

Generally, the respondentagrees that the original proposal better facilitates
with objectives A, B and D. They believe that objective C is neutral however
and that this depends on the maintaince of a high Gate 2 level.

The Respondent is not currently convinced that the Gate 2 Criteria as.
pronosed are strona enouah to secure the desired outcome.

Whilst the Respondent supports the proposed implementation approach
thev await the revised timetable followina approval.

The Respondent believes that the delay to the Authority Approval Date
without a subsequent delay to the implementation date has an impact on the
“existing queue” customers, which is more significant for CMP435 than
CMP434,

The Respondent believes there is not a viable timeline for customers to
resnond to the confirmed / anoroved Gate 2

The Respondent believes the implementation of CMP435 is critical to the
success of CMP434 and the application of CMP435 is required to move a

proportion of the current pipeline to Gate 1. This therefore needs
to be correctly structured, correctly implemented and tied to or ahead of
CMP434.

Suggests something is needed to ensure that only viable schemes do take
Gate 2 status and it is not secured by “speculative’ schemes that will then
hobe to sell on that position.

The Respondent wishes to raise propose an alternative request for
consideration. They propose a strong / significant financial instrument to
Gate 2, anon-refundable deposit to ensure schemes that look for Gate 2
are serious and viable.
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Muir Mhor Offshore
'Wind Farm

Helen Snodin

Generator

Yesa c&d

Yes

No

NIA

NIA

N/A

N/A

No

No

N/A

Respondent agrees that the Original Proposal better facilitiatres objectives
A.C&D.

Respondent supports the idea of uncodified methologies to allow them to
evolve, would like to see them be transparent however including a
and approval process.

Respondent has concerns relating to Gate 1 location changes

Respondent believes a first-read-first-served regieme should be introduced,
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Energiekontor UK

Cameron Gall

Generator

Yes,c&d

No

No

No

N/A

N/A

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

N/A

No

Respondent doesn't think Approved Methodologies as currently envisioned
is the best way to process changes to Gate 2 criteria, specifically. Believes
there needs to be a process for industry to raise and/or comment on
proposed

Respondent believes the proposal is missing reference to queue
management milestones M1 and M2 in the Gate 2 criteria, as applied
to the Gate 2 to Whole Queue process.

Respondent feels the principle of “irst ready, first connected” should be
given more prominence than currently proposed. Carve-outs for specific
technologies, such as off-shore wind, should be avoided to allow the most
mature projects and to connect.
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Ocean Winds

Nina Brundage

Generator

Yes,a&b

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

N/A

No

Respondent agrees that the Original Proposal better facilitates objectives A
&B. D is negative because mothodology docs for implementation will sit
outside of the CUSC

Implementation approach caveated by saying timescales on the updated
Gate 2 offers places sianificant inty on users

Respondent is unclear how ScotWind projects with no post-HND/HNDFUE
update offers will be dealt with
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Energy UK

Tobias Burke

industry Body

Yes to all

Yes

No

N/A

N/A

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

N/A

N/A

No

Respondent agrees that the Original Proposal better faciliiatres all
objectives. They believe further steps are required to manage the
connection queue beyond 2025 as network moves towards strategic
plannina,

Respondent is supportive of the implementation approach but has notable
concerns regarding implementation timescales for those in the queue to be
compliant before the land right cut off date and risks legal challenge,
possibly requiring with a specific to
avoid this.

Respondent acknowledges timelines have been set back by 6 weeks -
expresses there needs to be explanation and fair notice on any timeline

smaller firms require notice in advance and time to submit
evidence by.

The Respondent suggested that the ESO needs to urgently provide clarity

on likely o live date and whether this is achievable. If not ESO must provide

acontingency plan. Highlights methodologies for Gate 2 criteria and CNDM

are not yet produced and urge transparency with the design and degree of
for these.

Respondent raises concerns of timing of the working groups in August as
does not give CPAG time to provide views in an area of significant change

The Respondent questions in the long run if land rights are sufficient
determining factor for queue - support the yuse
of some financial commitmenents such as a CfD or Capacity Market
contract

The Respondent believes that there is a need for further measures to
accelearate connection times after the go live date given the scale of

proiects willina and able to meet the Gate 2 criteria.




Respondent has concerns of over reliance in both CMP434 and CMP435
proposals specifically CNDM, Gate 2 criteria, Significant Modification

pp , Project D ion and Capacity ion. Relying on
guidance over codification dilutes confidence for investors in UK energy
sector.
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Scottish

en McKellar

Industry Body

Yes. ()

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Neutral

No

No

No

No

Neutral

Neutral

No

Neutral

Neutral

Respondent is concerened amount embedded projects without a BELLA or
BEGA needina to liase with DNO directlv.

Respondent is concerned about reordering queue.

Respondent is concerned proposed timeframe is ambitious.

Respondent states there is no apparent active risk management which most
connecting projects would use to manage risk during development and
delivery.

3

NGED

Sarah Kenny-Levick

DNO

Yes a), b) and d)

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent states that the proposal does drive some improvements to
Obiectives A. B and D. but feel that that the proposal must ao further.
Respondent believes that a first needed’ approach should be integrated into
the gate 2 criteria. Propose that further changes are developed in parallel to
the TMO4+ pronosals.

Respondent is concerned about the implementation timescales Do not have
sufficient information to determine the impact to processes and customers

Respondent suggests 2 months to implement, following the final publication
of the ledal text to enact TMO4+.

Believe adding additional DNO criteria to facilitate acceleration of projects
that offer benefit to the distribution network.

Respondent would like to see further justification on the proposed self-
certification approach. There is concern of false mis-use of this certification
and a potential backwards step from a DNO governance perspective.

n relation to Queue Milestones,the forward-facing
milestones will create extra bureaucracy for al parties and will lead to further
delays. Milestones should be applied flexibly,

based upon the proposed dates.

Respondent mentioned GC0117 and the impact that this would have on the
Connection Reform proiect and wider proce:

Respondent believes an interim version of a system benefit prioritisation
should be included, rather than the optimum version where Net Zero plans
drive the

44

b Vogt

Jingling Sun

Generator

Yes, (b)

Yes

NIA

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent has some concerns about the implementation approach but
believes that the January 31, 2025, deadline for submitting the Gate 2 Self-
Declaration Letter is for the

‘whether customers will be allowed to give back
some capacity for some of their existing projects?
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Renewable UK

Barnaby Wharton

Industry Body

Yes a), Neutral b)
and d)

No

Yes

No

No

No

Neutral

No

No

No

No

Neutral

Neutral

No

Neutral

NIA

Respondent broadly supports that the proposal has the potential to better
facilitate the Applicable Objectives when compared to the present approach.

Suggests Objective A has limited evidence to confirm that the proposed
changes will achieve the intended objective. It recommends further testing
and modeling of various scenarios.

Respondent believes Objective B could be better facilitated by the proposal
in some cases, it may decrease investor confidence, restrict competition,
and impact certain technology types. The current level of definition does not
allow for a complete risk

Respondent states that for Objective D, they are relying on guidance and
policies that are still to be developed. The achievement of this objective
laraelv depends on not presented durina the

Respondent believes it is important to ensure that all essential
documentation, not just methodologies, are made available for industry

Respondent disagrees with the approach and feels the deadlines seem too
short, especially during holiday periods and will restrict accessibility of the

v
Respondent acknowledges the need for reform but raises concerns about
the significant proposed modifications and incomplete processes. There are
worries about the restricted accessibility of key information due to a short
consultation period, especially over the holiday period, and the potential
impact of the timeline on industrv response

Respondent questions whether the proposed implementation approach
meets objectives and facilitates viable projects and seek a balanced, well-
defined change with a robust impact assessment. Views on implementation
and post-implementation changes are varied, with concerns about additional
impactina investor

Respondent believes there are two user / project groups that need further
either removal from CMP435 or different arrangements such
as 2024 Accepted Offers and Larae Demand
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SSEN Distribution

Michelle MacDonald
Sandison

Distribution Network

Yes (a), (b) & (d)

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

is overall concerned about timescales / deadlines probosed.
Respondent believes it is vital that the principles of the concepts are
codified.

is concerned about small and medum embedded users going
throuah the primarv process if DFTC is not codified.

Responent feels as thouah the 3 vears is too lona for the lonastop date..

a7

RWE Renewables &
RWE Supply &
Trading

Claire Hynes & Tim
Ellingham

Generator

Yes, (a) & (d)
Negative B

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

N/IA

N/IA

No

Respondent is generally supportive however there are many concerns on
timelines being too short within the methodologies ie between Gates 1 & 2
as life cvcle mav take lonaer than expected.
‘Additionally although a site location change might be well intentioned in
realitv it mav be hard to do within the timeline offered.

Respondees also suggest the definitions within the methodologies need to
be much tighter to give more certainy and recognise that better governance
might mean less

Respondee has suggested that the Guidance and 3 methodologies should
be codified as Guidance on its own is legally challenging and not really
enforcable in the way a code is and therefore give NESO too much power
and could raise risk and cost for partici

The Respondent suggested longstop dates may raise risk and costs as
landowners might game with land prices knowing a deadline is drawing in.
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Bute Energy Ltd

Douglas Allan

Generator

Yes (a) & (b)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent supports the implementation but has concerns around the
timeline for implementing the modification. They believe that the accelerated
pace raises the risk that implications/ outcomes may not have been
thoroughly considered and could result in unintended consequences.

Respondent questioned the practicality of Element 14.

Respondent believes that as CMP435 allows for the Designation of certain
proiects. the proposed solution already allows for exemption

Respondent believes that the process will unduly discriminate against
onshore wind or other projects that require longer environmental studies,
unless the Proposal is changed to allow different technologies different
periods of time to submit for planning.

29

Green Generation
Energy Networks
Cymru Ltd

Daryn Lucas

Distribution Network
Operator

Yes (a) & (b)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent is concerned that many aspects of the wider proposals for
connections reform have been progressed in ENA meetings and IDNOs
were not invited. This has resulted in certain decisions being made (such as
excluding embedded demand from scope, what generation is included in the
DFTC, and details pertaining to the DFTC) which has limited what can be
discussed in CMP435 and created uncertainty about how the proposal
would work in practice for IDNOS.

Respondent believes that more detailed consideration of the implications on
the existing cancellation liability and security requirements arising as a
consequence of CMP435 are needed, and that the ESO should be working
with affected parties to clarify the arrangements.
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Research Relay Ltd

Dennis Gowland

Generator

Yes, (a), (b) & (c)

No

No

N/A

N/A

No

No

No

Respondent requests clarification on those with BELLA / BEGA contracts

Respondent has concers about smaller players facing unintended
consequences of not having access to a team of experts and reliance on
accurate from ESO/TO/SNO and Connection Managers.
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BayWar.e. UK

Graham Pannell

Generator

Noto all

NIA

N/A

N/A

The respondent critises the proposal for lacking documentation. They stress|
the f making a without it and express
the need for reconsideration when the missing documentation drafts are
available. The Respondent outlined the specific missing documentation and
caution that any decision made by the regulator could face legal challenges.

The respondent hopes for an update to the original proposal but will support
aWACM if necessary. Proposing to adjust the Gate 1 long-stop for pre-
existing contracts based on the target grid date. They also support other
WACMs, including enhancing duplication checks and limiting early planning
milestone dates against taraet arid dates.

The respondent expresses concerns about the potential unfair impact on
|Embedded with GSP works




The lighli the burden of securities and
capital onafew that
further work is needed to allocate these costs under the Connections Action
Plan to prevent undue pressure on these users to terminate their progress.
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Xiinks Morocco UK
Power Project
(MUPP)

John Greasley

Generator

Yes, (a), (b) & (d)

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

N/A

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

Respondent considers the proposal neutral to objective C

Respondent feels the connections reform should consider offshore ‘mega’
projects where the majority of assets are outside of the UK and its territorial
waters, where there s a risk of not being able to demonstrate (in time) land
ontions are in place to satisfv aate 2 criteria
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Community Energy
Scotland

Eibhiin Norquoy

Generator

Yes, () & (d)

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent is mainly concerned about the timescale.

Respondent believes the proposed long stop date of 3 years is not sufficient

has auestions around those with BELLA / BEGA contracts
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Field

Andy Ho

Storage

N/A

Yes

NIA

NIA

NIA

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

No

NIA

NIA

N/A

N/A

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

Respondent therefore believes there should be more stringent requirements
to reach Gate 2 and that having land rights is insufficient a hurdie to help
NGESO and TOs to rationalise the queue

Respondent suggests 1 of 2 additions to Gate 2 critieria:
1 -Planning Consent application submitted (proof of submission)
2- A minimum financial outiay on planning related activities to date

Or alternatively, the Respondent suggests that a ‘Ready to Submit Planning
Consents Application’ or an equivalent criteria be included in gate 2 criteria,
but acknowledges this would be fairly difficult in terms of resourcing
(checking all planning docs of all projects).
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'SP Energy Networks

Gareth Williams

Distribution Network
Operator

Yes, (a), (b) & (d)

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent supports the move from a First Come, First Served to a ‘First
Readv. First Connects’ anproach.

Respondent feels Gate 2 Criteria set out is too low.

Respondent would suggest an earlier date than 10 days following the
authoritv decision for cutover
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OnPath Energy
Limited- inc Kype
Muir Wind Farm

Dan Thomas

Generator

Yes, (a), (b) & (d)

No

Yes

NIA

NIA

No

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

N/A

N/A

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

Respondent believes Original Proposal better facilitates the Applicable
Obiectives for a). b) and d)

Respondent does not support the implementation approach. And is

concerned about the lack of an impact assessment, short consultation

timescales, and the potential for unintended consequences regarding a
change.

Respondent is a member of Renewable UK and_support their responses

The Respondent highlights the need for further development and testing of
interface with DNOSs.

Believes this better facilitates Objectives a & b, becasue it will help faciltate
competition by ensuring that projects can only remain in the queue if they
make serious and sustained progress towards energisation
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Low Carbon

Ed Birkett

Generator

Yes (a) & (b)
No (d)

No

Yes

NIA

No

No

No

No

N/A

No

No

No

The Respondent believes it is negative for d, because the ESO is proposing
to implement the new rules without changing the connections contracts of
developers/Users which has the potential to cause widespread confusion in
the industry. Which would have a negative impact on the efficient

and of the CUSC

Respondent does not support the implementation approach i.6. ESO's
proposal to “deem” that existing contracts have been converted to the Gate
1 Offer. Because this would materially change the meaning of existing
contracts without changing the actual legal content of the contract and
poses a risk of leaal challende.

Respondent believes that the ESO needs to clarify what changes should be
allowed to existing agreements as part of the Gate 2 to Whole Queue
process (e.g. TEC reduction, removing a technology, reassessment of the
most efficient Connection Site).

Respondent believes that the ESO needs to clarify what changes should be
allowed to existing agreements as part of the Gate 2 to Whole Queue
process (e.g. TEC reduction, removing a technology, reassessment of the
most efficient Connection Site).

Respondent suggests that a Modification Application should be allowed at
the point of entry into the Gate 2 to Whole Queue process, in line with the
Significant Change and Material Technology Change provisions. As it could
lead to inefficient outcomes if developers have to immediately submit

following the of a Gate 2 Offer in Q4
2025.

Respondant has submitted one alternative request which: Requires the
ESO to amend existing contracts using ATVs, following the same approach
as CMP376.

But is still deciding on whether to raise the following alternative: Users.
should be able to seek advancement without paying a fee or submitting a
Mod App. If ESO finds/decides that the User is eligible for advancement,
only then should the User submit a Mod App and pay a fee.

Respondent believes that Elements 9 & 14 should be removed.

believes that the Secretary of State should have the ability to
grant projects time-limited exemptions from each of the requirements in both
CMP434 and CMP435. This would avoid unintended consequences in
relation to strategic projects such as nuclear and gigafactories.
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National Grid
Electricity
Transmission

Richard W oodward

Transmission Owner|

Yes, (@) & (b)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

N/A

No

No

No

The respondent has main concerns relating to the timeline for
beina

Respondent suggests a staggered implementation approach would be more

Respondent feels the wider strategic context is not being considered

59

Scottish Hydro
Electric
Transmission plc

Greg Stevenson

Transmission Owner|

Yes, (a), (b) & (d)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

The respondent agrees that the Original Proposal better facilitates the
obi a.b. and d. than the baseline.

Respondent believes that the proposed criteria could advantage some types
of projects over others and that the proposed approach could enable BESS
projects to obtain a queue position sooner than some other project types.
The Gate 2 criteria should include a technology aspect to ensure we have a
balance of the right technology types connecting to the NETS.

Respondent generally supports the proposed implementation approach;
however, itis crucial that the detailed design of the process and all ESO
Guidance Documents are finalized and published before “going live."

The respondent feels that the proposal does not adequately address the,
current connection challenges. Concerned that, following the proposed Gate
2 criteria, the benefits of reducing the queue may only be temporary and
might not meet the Net Zero requirements, necessitating additional

chanaes.
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'Wind2 Limited

an Curry

Generator

Noto all

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

The respondent has not indicated that any of the objectives better faciltates
the applicable objectives, but does support the proposed implementation
approach.

The respondent recommends that projects which have not met the land
option criteria by 31st Jan 2025 are given a six month grace period to
secure options.

The respondent suggests that the deadiine proposed will overwhelm land
agents and legal communities, risking delays and potentail abandonment of
otherwise large scale renewable projects. They suggest a six month grace
period will mitiaate this risk.
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Buchan Offshore
Wind

Craig Duffy

Generator

Yes, (@) & ()

Yes

N/A

No

No

No

No

No

The Respondent had no comments.
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Qualitas Energy

Grant Rogers

Generator

Yes, (b) & (d)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Respondent believes that the DNO to TO interface and how this will be:
managed for the existing queue across and ensuring fair allocation of TEC
to connections in the queue is not adequately addressed and should form a
fundamental part of the proposal.

Respondent fundamentally disagrees with Element 14 and believes it should
not be included within the Proposal and has raised an alterative.

p believes that a clear, and ideally codified, methodology of how’
existing DNO contracted Customers will be considered within the new Gate
2 queue is needed to avoid discrimination. This will ensure fairness across
all DNO's and the ESO in terms of equal treatment of connecting
Customers (and/or no detrimental effect to Customers based on application
voltage)




Respondent believes the proposal fisks unduly biasing interconnector and
hybrid interconnector applications by issuing a “Gate 2 type” offer at Gate 1
stage and believes this inclusion should be considered for removal where
the application is for a generator/generation. All generation Customers.
should be treated the same regardless of whether directly connected or
hybrid interconnector. Doing otherwise will skew favour towards these
specific projects which will have greater certainty at an early stage over and
above any other applicant.
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eSmart Networks Ltd|

eSmart Networks Ltd|

Other - ICP and Grid
Consultancy

Yes, () & (d)

NIA

Yes

No

NIA

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

N/A

N/A

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

Limited answers on response

Respondent raised concerns around embedded demand being out of scope
- feels as though a process is needed to prevent large capacity demand
scheme consequences

Respondent feels Gate 2 Critefia is not robust enough

Respondent believes there is a lack of clarity around the DFTC mechanism
and distribution projects.
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Apatura Energy

James Potter

Generator

Yes to all

Yes

No

No

N/A

No

Neutral

No

NIA

NIA

N/IA

Respondent suggests transparent guidelines for allowable modification
application changes should be provided for projects post gate 2

believes a and auditable should be

established to define strategically Important projects in the connection
aueue.

Respondent advises that multiple projects can be delivered on the same
land parcel and parties should communicate with developers to ensure that
minimum land area requirements and viability criteria are met for all projects.

believes that offers with nodal

substation locations should have the option to relocate the developer's site
with a sinale modifi icati

Respondent suggests that embedded projects that pass gate 2 should not
be disadvantaged by other projects in the same progression or unsigned by
the host DNO.
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Telis Energy UK

Florent Leblanc

Storage

N/A

NIA

No

Yes

NIA

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

N/A

N/A

N/A

NIA

NIA

NIA

NIA

does not support the proposal or it approach.

Believe there are issues related to collocation that make it almost
impossible, difficulties in constructing major clean energy generation
stations, exclusion of financial instruments, and insufficient consideration of
timescales for less mature technologies such as onshore wind, hydrogen,
and SMR.
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Solar Energy

Kara Davies

Consumer Body

NIA

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

NIA

faced chall
and timina of the

to consult due to tight deadlines

Respondent is concerned about the lack of guidance regarding the TMOA4+
guidance.

Respondent is concerned regarding changing project sites, DNO/TO
interface issues, and NESO designation. Additionally, they urging the
networks to consider proposed changes in the context of the government's
ambitions, with emphasis on trebling solar capacity and faster delivery.

is concerned about discussions around implementing
technology limits aimed at solar and energy storage, which appear to
contradict the principles of connections reform and could undermine the
government's priority to decarbonise the power system.
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The Crown Estate

Chris Gent

Other

No

Yes

No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

supports. of projects which are consentable,
deliverable & economic, and in line with Gov's targets to Net Zero - but
highlights concern of tight timescales proposed

Respondent states to see response for CMP434 for Element 1, Element 5,
Element 8, Element 9, Element 11 and Element 13

Respondent agrees that longstop period is important, suggests that it
should be longer, 4 years, for offshore projects

Respondent doesn't agree that one approach to grid connection, for both
onshore & offshore energy technologies is appropriate to try to achieve Net
Zero
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Bluefield
Development

Jonathan Selwyn

Other

No

No

No

No

No

No

N/A

No

No

N/A

No

N/IA

No

No

No

N/IA

N/IA

N/IA

Respondent highlights that the proposal does not clarify how it will speed up
connections

Respondent highlights that the propoas! doesn't explain how the intro of a
gated process will contribute to the competition in the generation or the
sunply of electricity

Respondent highlights that the proposal delivers benefits for customer &
consumers, has more capacity for projects that are ready to proceed, and
will result in lower over all costs - does not clarigy how capacity wil be
allocated, who woll make the decisions and how batching will improve
process, more clarity needed here

Respondent does not agree with CMP434 proposals, has not been
sufficient consultation with developers & investors, no confidence in the
proposed timescales

Respondent states that they do not agree with giving ESO the power to
determine which priects should be prioritised. They highlight concerns that
Droiects / customers will be against
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British Solar
Renewables Ltd

Christie Sims

Generator / Storage

Yes to (a), (b) and
d

N/A

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/IA

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/IA

N/IA

N/IA

NIA

R feels as though the proposal has been rushed. Believes that the proposal
needs significant reassessment of the gate 2 criteria (Element 11). Too
easy to pass and there will be no real change to the connection queue, but
requiring planning “blind” without a confirmed connection date will make it
verv difficult for anv developer to proaress schemes reliably.

Land rights on their own are unlikely to noticeably reduce the queue, due to
most projects having those available. However any requirement to have
committed planning ahead of Gate 2 would be putting planning in blind.

Element 9 could be used as a bias for certain technologies, need more
detail of the criteria before commentary can be provided properly.
Theoretically nothing wrong with prioritising nation-critical infrastructure, but
it's important that these kind of proiects have a high barrier to qualify.

Land requirements remove some flexibility from hybrid projects which would
not be harmul to keep, while it would reduce the scope of projects as they
pass through the system. Believes that there is potential for discrimination
against solar projects. / Requiring the full land for ALL of the technologies
involved, rather than just enough technology of at least one type to reach the
TEC, takes away any potential betterment of projects of which several are
still likely to be in development for 10 years. This wouldn't reflect a forward
thinkina approach.




Element Summaries

Q5 - Do you agree with the elements of the proposed solution for CMP435? Yes/No

Element 3: Clarifying which
projects go through the Primary
Proc

Element 5: Clarifying any Primary
Process differences for customer
aroups

Element 16 Introducing the proposed
Connections Network Design Methodolog!
(CNDM)

Element 11: Setting out the criteria for demonstrating
Gate 2 has been achieved and setting out the
obligations imposed once Gate 2

Element 20: Cut Over
arrangements

Element 1: Proposed Authority approved methodologies and
Organisation type ESOguidance

Response Number _ Organisation Element 8: Longstop Date for Gate 1 Agreements Element 9: Project Designation has been achieved  Element 13: Gate 2 Criteria Evidence Assessment_Element 14: Gate 2 Offer and Project Site Location Change Element 19: Contractual changes
1

Kona Energy Limited | Andy Willis Generator / Storage|
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise In principle this seems a sound idea however it should not be | No comments to summarise Understands this to mean that the date that land rights _ | Element 14 only considers developers moving the development site within a year | Page 42 of the Consultation indicates that the Element 19 does not mention location changes which is| Believes the Cut Over arrangements
used by the ESO and TOs to pick technologies that they feel were secured will determine the Gate 2 position. 10 one near the new connection point. approach to the CNDM is not clear and there appear | referred to in Element 14. disadvantage all new applications. All
are more likely to be consented and therefore connected This means al developer's land rights dates will be There seems to be no provision to allocate interested developers to their first- | to be disagreements. This should be amended accordingly to allow appiications since the start of the
aligned in chronological order and those that meet the | choice'* substation. If the ESO does not have a clear process for Network | developers to be considered at Gate 2 for the ‘st | connections reform process and those
Energy Land Density Table vill be allocated bays if e process should be that developers at their first choice’ substation make their | Design then it is likely that Connections Reform will - |choice' substation and then be moved if they meet the |agreed by the start of the Gate 1
available. To apply this concept fairly all developers case by providing the evidence of land rights and based on this evidence then |fail. This s critical to get right and the rules of the | Gate 2 criteria ahead of others. process should be considered in the 1st
hould be considered at their frst-choice’ substation | spare bays fill up accordingly as Gate 2 offers. game and how each TO complies should not be left Tranche of Gate 1 and Gate 2 offers
where they may have applied in the first place and not open 1o interpretation. based on the ‘frst choice’ substation.
the connection nodes or alternative substation that they The ESO must have: A CNDM; Publish the CNDM on This is the only fair way to allocate bays
may have been offered during the connection reform a regular basis; Work with Industry on the content of given that everything has been up in the
process. Supportst the abilty to request advancement the CNDM:; State how the ESO allocates capacity and air for 18 months and uncertainty on
reallocates capacity and make this a licence location has put off developers applying
condition; Incorporate Spatial Planning / CATO / even though they have been negotiating
Commercial Service (Pathfinder) opportunities land agreements and working on
planning
2 Renewable Joe Hulyer Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive
Connections
Developments Ltd
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise ‘Agrees with adding a deadiine to gate 1 offer but if the | As per Element 8 comments. No comments to summarise No comments to summarise |DNO connection offers should also take this approach. No comments (o summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
purpose of the reform s to remove connections that are
not progressing, allowing a connection to stall the
queue for ars is counter intuitive.
‘The Parameters should be put in place to safeguard
against speculative applications and capacity banking
3 Sembcorp Energy (UK) [Mark Field Demand / Negative Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Positive
Limited Generator /
Supplier
Summaries The respondent believes that further conslderaﬂon is required in order to | Noted and supports that the table has_| Respndent suggests the current proposed | Respondent believes that the time limit from Gate 1 | Respondent acknowledges that ESO has stated that they ‘Supports proposal to relax application of Option Agreements | As the content of the proposed Gate 2 Criteria Respondent believes this is a pragmatic approach to dealing with these situations. | Respondent suggests that as the CNDM is to include | Respondent believes this is a sensible approach and | Respondent agrees and supports.
strike the correct balance in terms of codificat been updated and references to new | solution for ICs and OHAs should be acceptance to Gate 2 offer acceptance will ensure that |envisage that Project Designation is not expected to be subject 1o evidence that Gate 2 has been met, and that more | methodology that will contain the details as to how the | Notes that the proposed 12-month period for Developers to address an issue of [ the mechanism for how capacity is reallocated, this is |applies a level of clarity, consistency and pragmatism.
This it must be understood that the Wurkgmup has Yet to see any details |applcations in respect of provided with a confirmed Connection point | viable peofect ore progressed, whilst clearly identifying | frequently used. However, it i dificult to see how many advanced projects are already meeting/exceeding M1 criteria will be assessed has not yet been seen, so not | site relocation may not be always be suffcien an important aspect of the proposed reforms.
of the proposed new methodologies or how these may be implemented in | BEGAS/BELLAS have been removed, ~|and date (and associated capacity hose that relevant new applications may emerge, particularly as a result | Milestone are not required to meet minimum option able to fully comment on this Element, at this time. Suggests that the ESO considers the various factors that could result in the need | Advises that the Workgroup has not seen the content
practice. as we agree that these are specific to resevvalmn) at Gate 1, subject to meeting | Asks that s pennd is regularly reviewed to ensure that| o potential new policies that the Government may progress, | requirements Support the proposed criteria for Gate 2 application | for a site re-location at a later date and ensure that these are clearl of the proposed methodology o has been able to
Further, by expanding ESO licence to cover guidance’ docs as well as | CMP434. e Gate 2 criteria within the longstop |t remains appropriate. that could fall within the proposed criteria. process - await the drafting of the ESO template that | communicated in order to inform developers at an earlier stage in the process. | establish a view as to how it would work in practice.
‘methodologies ., this would become a matter for ‘self-regulation’ by ESO. enud does introduce an element of This taken together with the ESO's increased powers and may provide some further insight into the assessment Taken together with the fact that the ESO proposes
Does not seem to meet usual standards of regulatory rigour - S0 mscnmmannn when compared to other intention not to codfy this aspect of the connection reform process itself. that this will not be codiied, we cannot currently
consideration must be given to the regulatory process and potential makes this a difficult question to answer. support the Supportive of the increased flexibility that comes with support this element.
impacts to involved parties. o enecuvely provides these projects requirement that these projects must conform o the new allowing advanced projects to request earlier connection
‘Asks ESO to reconsider this aspect of proposal with more time to prepare for Gate 2 whilst Primary Process as this will ensure that there remains some dates. Overall, wishes to be informed should this element
holding a confirmed position that could form of control be progressed.
result in other projects being pushed
further down the queue.
Request close monitoring to ensure it
remains ft for purpose and does not allow
for competition or market distortions
g Ethical Power Paul Munday Generator Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive
Summaries The responent comments that many of these documents may only be | No comments to summarise Retention of the Statement of Works, No comments to summarise Not clear enough - risks undermining reforms until larified. | No comments to summarise Does not view this as workable. Feels different solution | No comments to summarise No comments 1o summarise No comments to summarise No comments 1o summarise
drafted and not finalised, with only some going through a robust review Project Progression and Modification Does not believe it should be included in code modification is required and expect this will involve NGESO publishing
and approval process. The rest are being issued by the ESO without any Application processes for Gate 2 data about the queue and POC availability as well as
consultation. This will be late codification of some elements and mean ation from DNO to NGESO does not hold ‘pre Gate 2 application mestings' so that projects
reliance on guidance or methodologies yet to be written. improve, and possibly worsens, the can get a view on likely Gate 2 offer before applying or
connection process for Distribution securing land rights.
Network Companies and their customers -
DNO users be disadvantaged due to the
time taken o go through the Statement of
Works process to reach Gate 2 while
Transmission customers ‘self certfy'.
5 Eclipse Power Charles Deacon | Distribution Neutral Negative Positive Positive Positive Neutral Positive Positive Positive Positive Neutral
Networks Limited Network Operator
Summaries Respondent does not disagree with the methodologies, however they are | The respondent views his as Respondent believes that impacts on No comments to summarise The respondent agrees in priniple to investigate this, but this | The respondent agrees in principle with the land elements, | The respondent suggests that 1009 of evidence on all | The respondent believes this is sensible, but we will need to consider conflicts | The respondent believes that the Capacily Re- The respondent would assume that no fee is charged | The respondent agrees In principle,
concerned about lack of open governance, wish for more transparency | discriminatory and is concerned that | offshore users, such as interconnectors, shouldn't mean that such a process should go ahead however an element of planning progress should be required |applications is checked against publicly available with the ENA's Allowable Change guidance for DNO connections which would | allocation Mechanism should allow DNOS to move | for a transitional offer, or that the total of the transitional | however introducing further delay to the
and codification for developing the methodologies new GSP's triggered by small or needs to be better understood. regardless. o enter Gate 2 - which industry wor information and the documentation provided, as is done ~|prohibit this. This would give transmission customers an unfair advantage if not. | projects in and out of particular. Project and mod app fees is no more than the current full connections process should be avoided
medium embedded generators must Believes this process should be scrutinised via the usual expected when the reforms were o e e tem ot diswioution Progression/Gate 2 offers also. applosion oo, or i woul bt uld b i1 posi. Tis shoud s bo
obtain the supply point BCA first, processes and proceed/not proceed on its individual merits. | offer that the TOs will plan around, but which stil il carry Requests more visibilty of the work of the ENA SCG is only levied for advancement should NGESO | communicated to industry as it is not
before a Project Progression can be planning risk. t0 re-order distribution queues. Ifdistribution queues belleve it would be possible following an expression of | clear that this has been widely
submitted leaving an interim period of 3 Advises that to reduce Gate 2 atuition, it may be sensible to are not re-ordered in-line with new transmission interest. publicised.
6 months where their host DNO/IDNO require more planning progress to request Gate 2 entry in queue positions, this carries much less value. Whole | To be legally watertight, they suggest all contracts are
will ask them to secure against this the first place. The allowable change guidance needs o be system queue approach. formally varied if they are moved to gate 1, rather than | Will this also apply to new IDNO/DNO
new supply point on a Final Sums developed. The date for removal of the minimum option Welcomes this to app\y m projects without being “deemed” to be as such, without a change of supply points? If not, then you could
basis, whilst they don't have a length should be those signed earlier than the decision dae, ission impact terms. disadvantage some customers by
generation contract. Whereas those o prevent unnecessarily short options being signed to retain forcing them to secure these on Final
triggered by BEGAS will have their Gate 2 position. Sums i the absence of them being able
work inked and then be subject to to submit their concurrent generation
Gate 1 offer criteria with no securities. application. It could also provide a
Believe Larger embedded demand workaround for large demand to
should be included too. continue to be assessed by going via
this route.
6 Enso Energy Rob Smith Generator / Storage| Negative Positive Neutral Positive Negative Positive Positive Negative Negative Positive Positive
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondentis strongly against this element. No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
Believes tt is unclear why Project Designation has been
included in the CMP434 modification as it does not meet the
MVP criteria and it is not clear how it better faciltates the
proposers stated aims of a) quicker connections for projects in
better positions to progress to connection, b) coordinated and
efficient network design, leading to lower overall costs and c)
net zero. The respondent posits that Element 9 has b
introduced into the proposal for ESO to future-proof itself
against unforeseen systems operation risk
Respondent has real concerns that industry is being asked to
provide views on something that has no firm detail, or clarity on
oversight, and no real examples of how, and how often, it might
Believes that ifit is utiised to bring forward projects at the
expense of the ability of others to acce\era!e their comecion
dates, the ESO are bestowing a commercial advantage
certain applicants, which will create a percepuon of opaque
decision makin
Believes it is contrary to open market approach.
7 Centrica Sam Railton Generator / Storage| Negative Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive
/ Supplier / Virtual
L ead
Summaries As for the response o CMP434, would prefer 0 see obligations on the | No comments (o raise No comments o raise ‘Support the introduction of the longstop date, Not enough clarity on how this process would take place, and | No comments to summarise ‘Agrees it would be beneficial (o provide a standard No comments to summarise ‘Agrees with this proposal in principle, though cannot | Agrees with general approach to contractual changes, | Further information is needed on details
ESO to engage with industry prior to formal exteral consultations, with all commencing at the point at which a contract becomes a |uncertainty for projects s the methodology is proposed to be template for self-assessments, consistent across comment further until more detail s provided on the [but it is uncertain how quickly the relevant parties | of the process, and how it may be
relevant documentation being published, in order to support Element 1. Gate 1 contract. non-codified. transmission and distribution. We don't believe gaming form and content for  the CNDM. could issue contractual changes  in particular where |impacted by a delay to the existing
Suggests the ESO should publish for DNOS on Itis not clear that this element is necessary for application of tisks are significant but recognise sample checking as a this is carried out by the DNOS. significant portion of | timeline proposed by the ESO.
application of any extension to the date for relevant | Gate 2 criteria to the existing queue, as are not aware of any proportionate way to manage such fisk. projects in the current queue are likely to pass Gate 2,
embedded projects. project in the current queue that would clearly meet all the Supports in principle, however given size of the queue, and of these we would expect a majority would request
criteria set out in the consultation, and would benefit form an ESO may want to consider whether proposed timelines an accelerated offer, leading us to question the overall
accelerated connection dae. correspond with DNOS capaciy to assess the evidence, impact on the size of the queue and potential to
and what impact may be on their abilty to carry out accelerate projects
exsting responsibilties without undue delay
8 Arise Renewable Daniel Cambridge | Supplier Negative Negative NIA Yes Yes Negative Yes Negative NIA Negative Negative
Energy UK Limited
Summaries Believes that it should be developed formally with industry and that Believes Contracted projects will need | No comments to summarise Believes the Proposal 100ks sensible for new connection| No comments to summarise Disagrees with the density ratios and believes Feels appropriate to have Self certiication vith spot | Belives this appears really badly thought through and raises a whole host of No comments to summarise 'No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
industry should be able to propose alteratives longer than 1st January 2025 to offers and is not acceptable for existing connection these should not be proscribed by ESO but rather by hecks. issues for developers and creates material risk and uncertainty.
repare to meet the Gate 2 offers. developers who are developing projects. Believes the ESO should not have the option to offer a different connection point,
requirements, Suggests that securing 100% of land under option does not rather it should only be where it creates a benefit to projects.
reflect the reality for project progression, specially for Suggests the 12 month period is not sufficient and it should align with
projects with mutple landowners. the gate 2 window
Believes that imposing strict deadlines for submission is
unfair and does not match the reality o the developers.
Believes that the periods proposed are far oo shot and dont
take into account any seasonality of studies or best practive
guidelines, but seems to be based on a "best case, quickest
possible time to submission” view.
Believes the need to ask for ESO to exercise discretion to
maintain grid connection offers doesn't incentivise developers|
but rather makes developing less attractive and more risky.
9 innova Renewables | Joe Colebrook | Generator Negative Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive




Believes there should be an Agreement o Vary (ATV)

No comments to summarise

Summaries Significant concerns r.e. lack of clear rules for CRM and ts potential Please see Innova’'s CMP434 response| Please see Innova's CMP434 response to | Please see Innova's CMP434 response to Question 5 | Suggests the Proposer has not given sufficient assurances that | Please see Innova's CMP434 response to Question 5 Believes it would be impossible (o check for duplications Please see Imova's CMP434 response to Question 5 Element 14 for a detailed | Agrees with concept, however believes the criteria
discriminatory effects on projects in existing connection queue. to Question 5 Element 3 for a detailed | Question 5 Element 5 for a detailed Element 8 for a detailed response. Innova agrees with | Project Designation will not have a detrimental impact on the | Element 11 for a detaled response. if they are checking evidence of less than 100% of the | respt and rules for the CRM should be codified in the for each individual offer, rather than applying a blanket
Needs detailed and transparent rules, as without these there can be response. Innova agrees with the response. Innova agrees with the the proposals in Element 8 for CMP435 and believes it | connection offer of any other projects. Agrees with the proposals in Element 11 for CMP435 and | projects. et wih the proposals in Elemen 14 for CMP435 and has no futher CUSC. Mentions concerns again regarding al front end.
concerns that rules arent being applied uniformly. proposals in Element 3 for CMP435 | proposals in Element 5 for CMP435 and | is important the long-stop date is forward calculated | Conerns much the same as Element 1 r.e. needing clarity on | has no further comments. | Advises the ESO should explore Artificial Intelligence | comments discrimination being introduced into the connections | Concerned about the limited time available for Users to
Concerned ESO will favour specific technologies and thus reduce and has no further comments, has no further comments. from the date the Workgroup Consultation CMP435 | CRM in order (o ensure certain technologies are not unfairly to0ls 10 enable checks on 100% of the land options process via the Methodologies. comprehend the full scope of the CMP435 modification
competition. Callfor codification, regular review and transparent decision Gate 1 offer is accepted and would not support it being | acceletated to connection over others, evidence. If manual to use publicly avalable data on and to submit a modification application that meets the
making processes to mitigate these risks. back-dated from the date the original connection offer HMLR (0 check 100% Gate 2 criteria.
was accepted. Respondent suggests projects in existing queue have
option to reduce their Transmission Entry Capacity
(TEC), Connection Entry Capacity (CEC), or Demand
as part of Self Declaration Letter for Gate 2
Strongly supports the adoption of a hybrid agreement
for staged projects. For projects that receive a Gate 1
offer, Securities and Liabilties should not apply, and
any necessary refunds should be provided 28 days
after the end of the current security period
10 Getlink Alice Varney Interconnector | Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive
Summaries Believes there needs (0 be stakeholder engagement before market Agrees, bul naed thal s drafing | Respandentagrees. See he esponse to | Suppors he itoducton and acknowtedges the need | Respande expreses concerns thal £SO alteady has avallbe | Respondent broadly suppors e Gate 2 rera, However [ Find  diful o comment o the vibiy wihout Respondent supports the principle outlined. However note that the 12-month Respondent agrees. See the response (o Question 5| Respondent agrees with the main principles. Highlights | Respondent broadly supports and
consultation to ensure effective industry knowledge. represents significant changes, Question 5 Element and suggests an extension at the ESO's discretion. | similar powers. and that any extension of such powers requires |does question the broad stroke applicability of minimum | confirmation on the percentage of projects. Further process in which to identify and secure land rights/options for a new Project Site | Element 1 e complexity within CMP434, particularly the understands the logic.
Advocatesfor continuous reviewperids fr methodology documents o . paricuaryfor intercomnectors and Emphasizes the importance of objective terms in the | a comprehensive dedicated review. operational timescales of 20 years to any option agreement | clarification from this topic from the ESO. Location may be unreasonably tight for certain technology types. assumption that the economic assessment for GB Concerned that mechanisms contained
keep them relevant and fitfor purpose, with regular opportunities for decision-making process to avoid bias, especially when | Current workgroup does not have the time. as the lifecycle of a project will vary significantly across interconnector/OHA connection points occurs during  [within the Connection Reform is already
market re-consultation and Authority approval. grid capacity is contested technologies. e Gate 1 process, whereas it typically happens after |leading to detrimental impacts on those
Additionally, suggestion for industry feedback on guidance documents. Also supports the commencement of Longstop Dates Believes it would be more appropriate for this figure to be signing the original connection agreement. rojects which are currently progressing
from the date projects become akin to a Gate 1 contract technology specific, for instance 15 years Also highlights the risk of changes and suggests that  [through the existing process.
the Longstop Date duration should only begin atter the | Consideration needs to be given to
economic assessment is concluded and any potential —[ensure that similar disruption is avoided
changes to the connection point are confirmed. through the transitional process/ cut
over arrangements,
1 Aquind Limited Viadimir Temerko | Interconnector | Positive Positive Negative Negative NIA Negative Positive Positive NIA Positive Positive
Summaries The respondent believes the ESO needs to clarify as soon as possible | No further comments outside of CMP434 captures the respondents main | No additional comments from CMP434 response. No comments. Respondent believes that any existing project that has No additional comments from their CMP434 response. | No additional comments from their CMP434 response. No additonal comments fom their CHP434 response.|Notwthstanding e feedback on Gate 2 crieria, the | Respondent generally agrees wilh the
how the methodologies will be developed, reviewed by industry and CMP434 response. oncerns. applied for the planning consent at the go live date should pondent agrees with the contracting groups and how| need for a transition period between the
approved by Ofgem for the implementation planned date. not be subjected to gate 1 and gate 2 of the Primary exsung contracts will be updated based on evidence | current and proposed processes.
In respect of additional points for CMP435, Process. The main reasons raised are; rovided.
the respondent urges the ESO for clarity 1) The project has already fulfiled the stated objectives of However they believe ESO should
on proposal as this reqires developers o the connection reform by applying for a planning consent urgently clarify further details of the
gather the information to justify receivng & [significant work already undertaken based on existing cutover arangements including;
gate 2 offer. They feel failure to do contracts wirth the ESO including certainty around . Will this apply to all modifications,
provides significant project isks .e. connection location and capacity). including non-significant modifications
contract withdrawal, 2) Different developers may have different approaches to 2. How will invoices due for payment
securing land rights. There i risk of undermining the way between now and developers receiving
planning regime works in GB. If the ESO recalls connection revised Gate 2 offers be managed?
from a well progressed project it can significantly undermine 3. Will historic payments (including User
ongoing planning considerations at criical consent stages Commitment) no longer required be
and breach legitimate expectations. This wil also undermine returned to developers? In what
investors' confidence in GB. instances willwon't this happen?
3) Administrative wise its simpler, quicker and more robust to
check if projects have submitted their respective planning
application.
12 £SO Alice Taylor System operator | Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive
Summaries States that it should be required to estabiish how methodologies are Believes the proposed solution outlines | Believes the proposed solution clarifies any | Respondent supports the proposal of a Longstop Date | Respondent supports the proposal to create a concept and an | Respondent view is that the concept of Gate 2 criteria should | Suggests the evidence assessment set out in the. Believes the suggested approach provides a strong and practical method for | Supports the proposal that the proposed CNDM Respondent supports the proposed solution which | Believes defining Cut Over
approved by the Authority and to establish where the ESO will set out  [the projects that are captured under | differences for specific customer groups associated non-codified Methodology e codified but the outlined criteria itself should sit in the | proposal is required to ensure that evidence provided for |handiing location changes in specific situations. should not be codified. An ESO/TO CNDM will need | clarifies the contractual changes when applying Gate 2 |arrangements for ESO and TOs to
guidance the existing connections queue and the reasoning for this. proposed Methodology. each project is sufficiently robust. to be created to establish the approach for conducting  criteria to the Whole Queue and converting current | migrate into the new process, in order to
network design for the Gate 2 to Whole Queue connection agreements with the ESO to either Gate 1 | mitigate potential risks during the
process. or Gate 2 agreements transition between the current and
proposed new processes.
13 orsted Alex Ikonic Generator Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Negative NIA Negative Negative Positive Positive
Summaries Seeking a higher level of codification. Note this process (and this Believes there should be some Concerns r.e. the treatment of embedded | Agree it is appropriate to start the clock on the longstop | Want justification from ESO as to why this is requred under | Supportive of the proposed Gate 2 criteria, contingenton | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise ‘Agrees with the principle of having a CNDM, and | Timelines need to be set out more clearly No comments to summarise
obligation) does not currently exist. It is unknown whether it would be in | nuances in how it is applied to different |projects under CMP435. Imperative that [ date from the time an offer becomes a Gate 1 offer.  |CMPA35. Believe it s too broad i its current form , need to be | significant improvements in quality and availability of pre- doesnt feel it s appropriate for the CNDM to be in a
place in time for the go-live date, as well parties (especially where requirements |processes for DNO's to notify the ESO, | However, note that they have wider concerns with the | more tightly defined. Want codification rather than application data. Gate 2 definition should be codified. methodology document.
as: Associated timelines; How it would function: and to which extent it |are based on assumptions that certain | reorder the queue at distribution level, and |concept of a longstop date which are detailed in Methodology. Process needs to be transparent, open and fair | Respondent suggests flexibilty for some CMP435 projects, Believes the outstanding unknowns and uncertainties
would take on board feedback from industry following a consultation - both | activities should have been done by | re-allocate costs (where required) are in | response to CMP434. citing partial land rights rather than 100% associated with these aspects means we cannot
inhe st instance, and on an enduring basis The detal these the developer in parallel). place and well relayed to industry prior to Has_more serious concerns regarding applying the Gate 2 support i element n s curentform. Wih e
hold c change project the go-live date. ongoing compliance aspects to CMP435 projects as they are of the queue, believes further
levels, and there remains an outstanding risk that the ESO could modify Believes these timelines must line up with currently proposed, therefore, and cannot support this discussions are needed with TO's on how changes
these relatively easily/unilaterally those proposed for CMP435. Otherwise, Element as a whole - conerned if obligations are applied would impact their investment programmes.
embedded projects are at a risk of being velvospecnvely iney may dsadvantage project n varous
disadvantaged. More discussions needed s of the development process, which n
within the workgroup loveslghl o adtional ctites they would (now) have been
expected to do.
Respondent suggests mittigation i.e. buffer period
14 Drax Group Paul Youngman | Generator/Storage/ | Negative Positive Negative Negative Positive Positive NIA Positive Negative Positive Positive
supplier
Summaries Respondent is not supportive of element 1 in the current proposal. They | Respondent supports the overall Respondent believes that there is Respondent believes it has 4 potential flaws preventing | Respondent believes codifying the rules for project designation | Respondant is supportive of element 11 but feels a clear | Respondant generally agrees with Gate 2 criteria Respondant generally support this Element within the process - acknowledging | Respondent is not supportive of this element as the | Respondent is supportive of this element as it will Respondant agrees with the proposed
believe that without codification, this Element leaves room for legal approach. inuficient justfcaton and evdence to it beng efectve and ha there is a lack ofcarily and | would allow for simple djusimens to be made. definition is required, specifically the area of generation or [ evidence assessment but believes this criteron should be)the flexibility in event development details progress and enable adjustmenets in [ methodology sits outside of the CUSC and the create transparency and a linear process for existing [ cut over arrangements in that they allow
uncertainty across the process. The respondent highights that fully understand the benefits that Offshore | evidence on the impact of this element on A and O to maintain demand siting that requires delineation by a boundary plan. | codified in the CUSC. response to changes initiated by ESO or TO. respondant believes this should be codified. contracts, for a period of time for existing projects
Respondent believes that codifying the Methodologies and the CUSC  |applicants submitting modification and Interconnector parties will gain from | CUSC making process with clear criteria for desngnalmn and appeals The respondent is supportive of sample checks of Believes the proposal also lacks clarity/ detail for | Concerned that the timelines for existing parties in the [to move into the new process.
consultation process will ensure that obligations are enforceable through  |applications for existing connections | reserving capacity at Gate 1. 1. The longstop date at the proposed point of the [codifying would enable this]. undefined number of applications but do not believe | The respondent believes that this Element places disproportionate emphasis on | example, the criteria that would be applied or defined | queue to meet the relevant criteria are not realistic
Code on all parties. are likely to have already secured land process may have litle impact because TEC won't have necessary for implementation. thedeveloper's responsibilties, rather than those of the ESO and TO's ie. there is |triggers for when or how it would be utiised to against the timelines that this modification is currently
Respondent believes the approach creates scope for inconsistency of  |and relevant planning rights. been allocated at this point and will be indicative. Respondant believes that without foresight of the terms [ no obligation on the ESO to provide a justification or any reasoning as to reallocate capacity. working to and urge for further information on
application across different parties / cases and the methodology lacks 2. No evidence has been presented to demonstrate the and conditions to which a project would be granted why a location site is changing. plans to communicate deadiines with existing contracts.
legal weight in comparison to codifying rules. impact of a 3- year longstop date removing projects advancement, it is unclear s to whether this Element is
The respondent stated there is limited ability to make amendments if the from the queue & lacks certainty if this fimit i effective fair and provides assurance that it is governed In the detaled development and legl (et therespondent hives thre should
methodology has unintented consequences or leads to negative at progressing projects effectively. bey obligations on all parties, including the ESO, to ensure the chan
outcomes, unlike self governance changes/urgent change process. 3. If implementation of the longstop date does enable suitable from both a developer perspective and a connection process pevspecuve
the removal of a significant number of projects, there
could be implications on grid planning which may lead
to suboptimal use of grid capacity.
4. The proposal doesn't set out any estrictions on
applications repeatedly reapplying after having an
application removed.
15 Island Green Power | Sam Aitchison | Generator YesiNo Positive YesiNo Positive Negative Negative NIA Positive Negative Negative Positive
Summaries Doesn't agree that this Element is the most appropriate way of No objections to the list of projects this | Can' see_how it creates a fair market | Believes that a Longstop Date for Gate 1 could bea | Undrestands the rationale for the potential need for the Project | Believes that the Gate 2 criteria should be codified, stating | Questions the reasoning for the difference in treatment of | Noted that id the offer at Gate 1 was to include a form connection point and date, | Suggests that the CNDM is one of the most central | Suggests that for group 1, only changing the relevant | No comments to summarise
implementing the proposed solution. will be applied to. when Interconnectors and OHAS are good eay of incentivising projects to progress. Designation, however believes it moves away from the primary | that the LoA and application fee are both codified and fails to | checking evidence provided by Large Embedded this element would be unnecessary. Element for the Proposal and to not codiffy this clauses in the CUSC is not going to be a strong
Major concerns that the use of Methodologies does not allow for the offered confirmed connection points and | Believes that the ESO discretion to extend a project | objective of the Proposal “Frist ready, first connected" into the ~|see reasonable justification for changing the convention. | Generators compared to Small and Medium Embedded | Required clarification from the ESO on the previous before this Element can be | Element and not publish and get Workgroup enough change to the connection agreement and it
appropriate level of industry consultation and input for what will be major capacity at Gate 1 when others are only | deadline is OK, however where a project has some land | "first needed, first connected” - Advises that f this is the States thar having the criteria set out in a Methodology does |Generation, both with BEGAS. agreed. Beleive that once a project has been able to agree the new land there is | comments on the CNDM prior to the conclusion, is | should be sone through an Agreement to Vary.
sections of the Proposer's Solution for implementing Connections Reform. offered them on an indicative basis. signed but insufficient to meet Gate 2, there should be a| Proposal that ESO wishes to purseu, it should be raised as a  [not allow for the appropriate level of industry scrutiny. States that a Selt-Declaration Letter with sampling o need for a Modification Application. sidestepping the crucks of how this proposal will work | Concerns with group 3 over whether a mod app fee will
Notes that under the current proposal, whilst the ESO will be obliged to Suggest that DFTC as a concept is a good | minimum percentage, below which ESO discretion may |separate code modification, Agrees that the minimum requirement for entry into Gate 2 | checks of evidence, defeats the point of requesting the | Suggest an Agreement to Vary would be a more appropriate mplementation. in practice. Suggesting that this will ikely lead to a | be applied or not, stating that that it should not be as
consult the industry, it has the potential that the solution will be very mis- idea. However, shows concerns as to how |not be applied Suggests is unclear how a Designated Project differs froma | should be projects which can demonstrate complete land | evidence in the first place and belies the ESO should be |However, it could potentially cause an unfair advantage to those that had very chaotic first round, whether CNDM is approved | this is similar to the ESO's five point and the EOI for
informed and will not reflect how the development process actually works this will work in practice. Suggests is project developed through the Network Services Procurement. |right for the project. Believes that with respect to the change |prepared to check for all connections, progressed through Gate 1 earlier than another project but then both projects go | by the authority or not. advancement, where no app fee was required.
for the industr unclear how Oftshore projects differ from Notes that i this Element was to stay in the Proposal in rediine boundary from LoA to Gate 2 application, the Notes that the project location is a key consideration [ through Gate 2 at the same time. Suggests that “Capacity Reallocation Mechanism” | Concerns with group 4 as to why Transitional offers are
Suggests that further codification along with published ESO guidance and the primary process and request further clarification is needed. Believes itis unfair that a projec caveat of an *allowed change” under Element 4 of this under the current Proposal and show suprise that the should be a defined term. Concerns that if the ESO | not able to request advancement as itis not their fault
interpretation would be appropriate. information. unless it facilitates more capacity on the network, is Howedto Proposal should be removed from this Element. Connfused  |site adress is not requested in the declaration etter. was to get the reallocation incorrect or against that the project has been fuly studied and therefore
‘skip the queue’. as to the reasoning for including a minimum duration of an | Suggests that duplication of option/lease areas is a very industry expectations, and it does ot codify the requiring them to submit a mod app s unreasonable.
Option Agreement real possibilty and should be considered when looking at methodology it will the ESO highly vulnerable to legal
11.3 - Believes that there should be some flexibility to allow | the duplication checks. action
for changes in the red fine boundary throughout the planning
process, as long as the necessary land rights are
demonstrated and still able to achieve the M1 milestone.
Advises that the TEC is not inherently linked to the amount
of land needed
11.4 - Believes that there are valid reasons for the CMP376
Workgroup decide not to include forward-looking milestones.
States that the ESO can not expect projects that have
connection dates far in the future to find ways around
keeping their planning permission valid until they are able to
construct. Notes that requesting developers to front load
investments for projects in the future requires exceptionally
more capital than for projects done in the appropriate time.
Suggests it will be unreasonable to request developers to re-
subit planning if it expired as it s not easy itis_unclear and
16 Orron Energy ‘Axel Wikner Generator Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive
Development Ltd
Summaries No comments to summarise ‘Suggests that ESO extends all offer | Find it currently unclear what a Significant | Find it currently unclear. Find it currently unclear. Suggested that (o provide a level playing field for all ‘Agree except that red line boundaries should be allowed | Suggest measures should be taken to avoid moving connection points. Securing | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
acceptance deadiines to the date when | Modapp is, and further guidance should be | Suggest that extension times for existing connection | Suggest that guidance s provided with tangible criteria to help | developers active in the market, the timelines must be to overlap between connection points where the same  [land can take more than 12 months and the developer will have resources
CMP 434/435 enters into force or provided. ffers should be sized according to the current offered | developers prioritise the connections and projects that are most |longer. Respondent suggested milestones and alteratives | amount of land could potentially be connected to two | securing sufficient land on the Gate 1 connection location. For scenarios with
alternatively reduce securities to zero | Proposes that Significant Modapps are | connection date beneficial to all parties to manage the grid congestion whilst providing incentives for |separate connection points. such extreme consequences for developers, they should be granted at least 18-24,
for today's equivalent of Gate 1 offers. |only applicable to Gate 2 projects tangible projects. months to secure land in a new location.
Believes it will provide strong incentives to take projects
forward, provide predictabilty for developers and will
increase renewable energy deployment whilst reducing the
grid queve.
17 Enfinity Global Alex Fornal Generator Negative NIA NIA NIA NIA Negative NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA
Summaries Respondent is concerned that ESO is making decisions about the No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise ‘Suggested that the forward calculated milestone for No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
connections process without adequate consultation. submitting planning for BESS projects be 12 months from
Suggested that for projects not held by non-BEGA-holding distribution date of Gate 2 offer acceptance.
connected projects, there s a need o clearly define the behaviour of
NOs to prevent unfair treatment compared to transmission-connected
projects, by standardising the process.
18 Commonwealth Asset | Peter Rumbold | Demand NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA Positive NIA
Management (CWAM)
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise ‘Agrees that the ESO should have the power to accelerate the | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise upports the Proposal that projects in the queue must | No comments to summarise

quee position and connection date of designated projects.
However, greater consideration should be given to prioritising
strategic demand projects that are critical to driving economic
growth and that align with the government's industrial strategy,
suggesting the Project Designation Methodology criteria should

revised to include stategic demand projects that align with
the Government growth and industrial strategy objectives.

self-certfy whether they meet Gate 2 and, when doing
S0, can request an earlier connection date.

Highlights the need for appropriate resourcing and a
robust approach to sample checking
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Flotation Energy Ltd

Calum Watt

Generator

Negative

Negative

Negative

Negative

Positive

Negative

Negative

Positive

Negative

Negative

Negative

Summaries Respondent believes detail of methodologies is very limited and requests | Respondent believes that projects who | Respondent generally supports this Respondent suggests that a security commitment or | Respondent supports the concept, suggesting it should be | Respondent believes that projects which meet Gate 2 criteria | Respondent feels that further detail is required to fully | Respondent believes this willlikely benefi offshore projects. Respondent suggests they cannot comment until | Respondent believes that existing consented project | Respondent believes that existing
visbility of key documentation to allow industry comment. have submitted a ModApp should be | element but believes further clarity is holding fee may be a better alterative than a set used o progress or fast track innovative or nationally significant | and have consent should be given the opportunity to connect | assess the impact but does support the outline concept. there is a comprehensive CNDM and Gate 2 Criteria | should be able to ModApp before 1st January 2025. | consented project should be able to
permitted to amend contracts ahead of | required on provisions for Offshore Lonstop Date. projects. Developers should be able to submit proposal for the | earlier if desired. Applies to both CMP434 and CMPA3S. provided. ModApp before 1st January 2025
January 1st 2025 without going through projects. Believe advanced/consented ESO to consider.
anew process. More clarity required | projects should be able to make changes
on Embedded demand impact. ‘amend completion dates or request TEC
changes.
20 UK Power Networks | Ross Thompson | Distribution Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive
Network Operator
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Broadly agrees but concerned about some No comments to summarise
consequential impact of this element, such as: impact
on distribution customer quotes.
States that this solution will equire all DNOs to
implement i, and believes a clear instruction for all
DNOS to comply with the requirements of the solution
should be included in the proposed legal text for the
CUSC modification of CMP 435 (and 434).
Advises thought needs to be given to the consequential
impact of a connection agreement of an embedded
generator being converted to a Gate 1 agreement
Suggests that very often, distribution customers are
sharing costs and labilities associated with the
upstream agreements with the ESO and any change to
the status of one customer can have a significant
commercial impact on those remaining,
Advises that the solution being proposed must directly
deal with this to ensure it remains aligned with the
intent of the Connections Action Plan and results in
true benefit (o the system and all users,
21 FRV Powertek Limited |Ravinder Shan | Generator / Storage|N/A Yes NIA Yes Yes Yes Yes No NIA Yes Yes
Summaries Respondent supports the proposal for Authority approved methodologies. | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise The Respondent supports the proposal in principle but lacks | The Respondent supports this element. They believe for | The Respondant is supportive and has made The Respondent does not agree that this element aligns with the ‘First Ready, | The Respondent agrees with the approach but needs | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
whilst they understand the need for flexibility they urge that these understanding of how it will work. .e. How will a project be planning compliance reasons, milestone 1 should be aligned |suggestions to add Requested Point of Connection:" as | First Connect’ objective and believes it does not meet the MVP criteria to see the document to assess if the methodology
methodologies are published as soon as possible so that they can be designated, what will be application process to be designated? |with Workgroup recommendations. most of the existing offers (Step 2) have only indicative aligns with the objectives.
approved in time, as approval is contingent on the implementation of Wil this favour certain technologies over others? Will this Proposes that that milestone 1 should be calculated back  [node as POC. Respondent suggests that if the offered Point of Connection is different then the
connection reform. favour certain locations over others? om connection date for projects where connection date is | They also suggest adding ‘Planning status'. developer should go back to Gate 1 and reapply whenever ready for Gate 2 at the | Respondent suggests that for the existing queue, the
more than 6 years from the Gate 2 offer date. new location, new position should be assessed based on the
progress of the project.
Respondent suggests it is unfair to hold the queue position for 12 months as there
might be other projects at this new POC who have met Gate 2 criteria later but are.
ready 10 progress.
22 EDF Energy Jonathon Generator Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Negative Negative Negative
Hoggarth
Summaries Believe there s a lack of clear definition for key documents and States that this section would benefit | Respondent concerned regarding the ‘Agree with the need for a Gate 1 longstop date (Agrees with the concept, however do not believe that this Believe that restrictions on building outside the red line No concerns with the process ‘Agree with the principle that this is required. Respondent supports this. However, it is challenging | Believe further clarification is needed with regards to | Concered regarding the limited detail
processes, which is making it difficul to reach an agreement om further clarification on this unintended consequences of this and element should form part of this proposal. oundary are unnecessary and questions the arbitrary 50% Concerned that due to requiring to land/site boundary changes this therefore to assess the proposed introduction due to the contractual changes. Lack of clarity on TEC reductions. | for cutover arrangements, with particular
Advises that the "appropriate” level of codification is unclear and the applying (o both licenced and believe it should be further explored and Suggested that is part of a separate consultation and this TEC inside the boundary requirement. opens up further engagement/development work. absence of specific details, and the solution appears | A full compensation strategy should be implemented. | uncertainty regarding the securities for
industry should be given enough time to review the final proposed unlicenced iDNO connections, more detaied! on how this willall be element would give the ESO significant powers to prioritise | Disagrees with the proposal of assuming that land and In this instance the respondent believes that the 12-month period is inadequate to |to be ll-defined 2024-25. Additionally, there is ambiguity
solution. holistically coordinated. With regards to certain transmission connections without a dispute process. | planning work are done in parallel. resolve the issues and recommend that a 24-month period time frame would be surrounding how costs would be
Offshore projects, the interaction between Suggests the crucial date should be when the applicant more sitable allocated to other projects if customers,
Gate 1 and future seabed leasi commences preliminary discussions with PINS, showing drop away from a connection via a
processes is unclear. Alongside costs serious intent to deliver a project. distribution arrangement
involved in applying for Gate 1 and Recommends implementing measures similar to Queue
uncertainty around the T&Cs and liat Management milestones and highlights the difficulty in legally
once it has been secured. challenging any disagreements if the Actual Gate 2 criteria
are not completed correctly.
23 MaresConnect Limited | Holly Burke Interconnector | Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive
Summaries No comments to summarise Disagrees with interconnector projects | Concerns that a longer timeframe for No comments to summarise ‘Suggests that all electrical Interconnectors with a GB Raised the following additional concerns in relation to the | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
with existing connection agreements | existing interconnectors being considered Interconnector licence, which have obtained Cap & Floor Initial |criteria for demonstrating Gate 2 has been achieved:
going through the Primary Process and |in Ofgem's Third Cap & Floor Window is Project Assessment status should automatically gain Project |- There needs to be flexibility with regard to the rediine
is requesting that they are excluded in |needed, if the final proposal applies to Designation status. Interconnector projects that do not attain | boundary, which along with narrative provides evidence that
the final proposal because of the i) [ Interconnectors. Initial Project Assessment status from Ofgem should not the project is in line to attain permits to ensure the
Financial burden and additional risk; ii) necessarily be barred from this Project Designation status but | connection date can be met.
Inconsistency with Ofgem Cap & Floor should be allowed to apply for this status as any other project |- Important infrastructure may only pass Gate 2 after
regulatory processes and ii) and be considered on a project specific basis. completing the compulsory purchase orders (CPO) process,
Retrospective effect for interconnector which can be a lengthy and expensive process and would
and OHA projects. significantly reduce the appetite of investors to risk funding a
project where they cannot be guaranteed a connection date.
Instead, National Grid should try to understand the land
strategy of Interconnector projects.
- Does not believe that the land capacity calculation
assessment criteria is appropriate for an Interconnector and
appears to be targeted towards Generation projects. For
Interconnector projects, the adequacy of the land interest
should be project specific and appropriate for Interconnector
converter stations.
- The planning timescales provided are arbitrary and each
project should be judged on its merits providing narrative to
National Grid to ensure that the project can demonstrate that
it will meet its connection dates.
2 Google Brian Denvir Demand Neutral Negative Neutral Positive Positive Negative Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
Summaries See response to CMP434 Doesnt support the application of the | No comments to summarise See response to CMP434 See response to CMP434 Reilerates comment to element 3. For existing contracts | No comments o summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
proposed connection process to where none of the reservation has yet been energised, Gate
contracts classified as ‘connected. The| 2 compliance requirements must take into consideration the
objective of the proposal is to ensure special case of applications with phased project stages. It is
that viable projects can connect - essential that the process for ongoing Gate 2 compliance
connected projects have already takes this into account for applications with phased project
demonstrated themselves to be viable. stages. To accommodate such cases it is recommended that
Changing the terms of connection the Gate 2 process include the same mechanism set out
agreements for assets that have under element 8, whereby the ESO has discretion to extend
already been energised creates the longstop timeframe in Gate 2
uncertainty for investors and would
undermine confidence in the
connection process.
25 Zenobe energy Duncan Hughes | Storage Positive NIA Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive NIA NIA
Summaries Respondent agrees that specific guidance does not need to be codified. | Respondent states it should be Respondent has no further comments | Respondent is supportive of the long stop date Respondent is supportive of the element in principle but this is_| Respondent generally supports this element but does not | Respondent supports this proposed element Respondent generally supports this proposed element. Respondent supports this proposed element but No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
Respondent considers it vital that this guidance, in particular Gate 2 possible to submit Mod Apps for implementation and believes three years is reasonable. |dependant upon there being strict guidance as to when a believe the forward timescales mechanism is appropriate highiight the importance of developing the
related requirements for developers and ESO's proposed discriminatory | existing connections or projects that project would qualify for designation given some projects could pass Gate 2 whilst still having a However, they note the 12 month period is challenging and not likely to resultin | methodology and consulting on it as soon as
powers under Elements 9, 11. And 16) are unambiguous and consulted on| have passed gate 2 already to avoid connection date in the far future. 100% success rate. possible.
appropriately. delays in M&A transactions. Respondent also believes there should be minimal opportunity
for ESO to subjectivley designate projects and approach should | Respondent also proposes the back-calculated mechanism The respondent expressed concerns that developers could spend material sums
not be used as a first opion for bringing forward specific project |is retained. to achieve Gate 2 and then be required (o pay again in order to benefit from
types. having passed the Gate.
26 Enviromena Project | Mark Harding Generator NIA NIA N/A NIA NA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA
Managem ent UK
Limited
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
27 Statkraft Barney Cowin | Generator NIA Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive
Summaries Broadly support flexibility that comes with non-codification, also believe | Further discussion is needed to confirm| Notes the suggested process differs Longstop should be longer — 4 years. Suggest a Concerns that non-codification of the rules and the fact that the | Respondent reflects that they are unsupportive of Element | No clear explanation s to how duplication checks will be | 12 months is not enough time to meet meet Gate 2 criteria on an entirely new plot | States that the development of CNDM s critical to | Advises that timing / process for contractual changes | No comments to summarise
the requirement for a formal consultation process and Authority approval |if Directly Connected Demand should | noticeably from processes that have been | mechanism to check in to validate for network planning | Project Designation Methodology sits outside of CUSC might - wanis clarity of whether the requirement for a 3 year | managed for co-located projects, a single project might  |of land and s may be of limited value. . including the mechanism could lead to 12 [understand the reallocation of capacity and the needs detailed methodology and advance notification to|
gives the safeguards needed against the ESO making material changes | beincluded in the same process when | followed with recent offshore wind leasing ~[knowledge but then they won't have visibility of those | allow the rules to be applied inconsistently, possibly resulting in |option period is a minimum of 3 years from the date on which | have two technologies at the same location. There might | month pauses on projects while developers assess their options, which doesn't | guidance must be developed alongside industry be able to deliver in Q1 2025. A revised contract must
without scrutiny. o indications have been given about whether any of the |it may not follow the same development| rounds. projects which will apply for both together unfair discrimination against particular projects or developers. | the option agreement is entered into, or a minimum of 3 be a single option agreement or have two overlapping | help with queue reduction. workgroup and published for reference in advance of | be issued alongside update of the security position
Gate 2 Criteria Methodology would be applied retrospectively. process and be of greater value in | Doesnt suggest that this should prevent unclear exactly what the scope of Project Designation will years from the date on which the Gate 2 application is option agreements. In either case there is a risk that this | Suggests that the proposed guards against this (loss of original site etc.) would |implementation date. Whether this may also link to | then required,
Strongly suggest that the Methodology cannot create a requirement to | project designation the clarifications from being progressed, include, and require that more detail and/or case studies are | submitted (R in favour of the former). would fail a duplication check, despite the fact that there | appear to have limited effect  if the original site is unusable due to lack of grid [ESO powers of project designation needs clarifying
vary existing option agreements to make them compliant as this is likely to only that it might be prudent to ensure that provided Continues to have reservations about the use of option is sufficient land for both projects. connection then itis no great issue to lose it
have the effect of turningviable projects into unviable projects and wil there is suffcient process flexibilty to allow agreements as representing a robust mechanism for Advises on the need for templates and adequate timing
erode investor confidence. Same point applies to the Project Designation for future changes to process. achieving the objectives. for submission to be
Methodology and Connection Advises the Proposer is no longer Respondent wishes for clarity from NGESO as (o defini confirmed in guidance. Pre app service required to
Network Design Methodology. proposing to more formally integrate both concerned that lack of definition can lead to inconsistent | consider acceleration
the Crown Estate and Crown Estat application. opportunities. The redistribution of capacity needs to be.
Scotland into the connection application Advises that the position that the ESO does not propose any | clarified throughout the
process. Given recent developments with exemption for a developer using powers of compulsor CMP434/435 process.
Great British Energy and Crown Estate, we acquisition appears illogical. Wants more flexibiity for land
suggest that it might be appropriate to rights requirement and red line boundary. Timescales are
review this issue to understand whether the| unreasonable.
changing circumstance mean that this
scope decision should be revisited.
28 Uniper UK Ltd Paul Jones Generator Negative Positive Positive Positive Negative NIA Positive Positive Positive Positive NIA




Summaries Respondant does not fully support the proposed Authority approved Respondent stales proposal seems | Respondent believes proposal is Respondent is believes that projects should be Respondent s states there is 00 much uncertaintyflack of | Respondent is does not support this element fully which is | Respondent is agrees with the evidence required for the | Respondent believes the proposal is sensible if a project is subsequently offered a| Respondent believes this is an area where Respondent believes proposal (o be appropriate. Respondent believes proposal seems (o
methodologies and ESO guidance, but does acknowledge in some sensible. appropriate , as any difference in treatment | discouraged from entering the process too early, o |detail on how the process will run, with potential to be highly | covered in element 1 response. States even if the concept of | assessment, but believe that this should be set out in the |connection point some distance from the one they requested, for there to be a | methodology would seem appropriate, allhuugh it be sensible as long as there is not a
instances it could be sensible to have separate guidance/methodologies has been proposed in response (o the | proposal seems appropriate. contentious. Should not be implemented into the process until | the criteria s also introduced in the Transmission Licence, it | CUSC, rather than in a separate methodology as has | time limited opportunity for the developer to move the project closer to the offered|could be set out in the SOITO code. significant delay in the implementation
for a process i.e. Project Designation Methodology. particular circumstances of the two main more detailis known. Feels it is not required for MVP. does not follow that the detail should be contained in a been proposed. point. However, there is lack of clarity on how likely and often this provision would of CMPs 434 and 435,

categories of connecting party (ie DNOs methodology. be needed. The respondent believes that the use of provision should be
The respondent feels some of the proposed areas should sit in the CUSC and offshore assets). transparent for wider industry to avoid misuse. The respondent beleives that putting the |
i.e. Gate 2 Criteria due 1o it forming a key part of the process. The respondent believes that the current proposed criterion ‘assessment of future connection
of obtaining land rights is a good starting point, but may need applications on hold would be an
The respondent believes the proposed Connections Network Design o be strengthened. acceptable approach if it s anticipated
Methodology could be a valid candidate for a licence based Methodology. that the modification will be implemented|
The respondent stated that the proposal to only allow up to in timescales similar to proposed.
50% of the project to move outside the original red line. However, they feel if there is anticipated
boundary seems sensible (o allow flexibility due to to be a significant delay then it would be
subsequent planning conditions while prevent connections reasonable that these applications
being transferred to unrelated projects. should be progressed, 5o they can join
the current background and be subject
t0 the arrangements as set out in
Element 19.
29 Haldane Energy Lawson Steele | Demand Positve Positive Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive
Limited
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent proposes that the current User Progression| No comments to summarise Respondent agrees with the criteria but emphasises that new|No comments (o summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
Milestone M1 date (Secure Land Rights) as introduced technology types may have different requirements, making it
by CMPST6, be used as the date by which the User has difficult to meet a narrowly defined set of criteria,
to demonstrate compliance with the Gate 2 criteria. Suggests the need for flexibility and discretion in determining
the actual requirements

30 Northern Powergrid | Luke Scott DNO Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive

Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise

31 Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive

Summaries (Agrees with the development and approval of the three proposed ‘Agrees with the type of connection | No comments (0 summarise No comments to summarise Belleves thal projecs hat are crucal o system securty and | Generlly agrees i the Gate 2 crleria. Stad tht he | Generally agrees wil evdence assessment and he | Generally agrees i the Proposal.However suggests he 12 monirs mightnof [ Suggets an improveren woud be 0 cody e No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
Methodologies, however if the *Gate 2 Criteria Methodology” was not | projects which willfollow the primary efficiency should be prioritised, however this process should not| RLB submitted at the gate 2 application stage cannot be | ability to advance with contracted connection date within g the developers enough time to accomodate chang proposed capacity reallocation mechanism as not
approved prior (o the go-live date, this would cause lack of transparency | process unduly discriminate against other legitimate projects from being |expected to include any connection cable and User bay the self-declaration letter. Suggost the E50 should offera range o sutable atemative focatons and more. | coriyng t ight increase the sk o dsputes among
and a sub-optimal outcome brought forward in the queue due to not meeting all stated property rights at that stage as the location of the effective information on these locations at earler stages. stakeholder and the lack of transparency.

requirements. Connection Point isn't confirmed until the Gate 2 offer is
Believes additional transparency and criteria from TOs issued.

ESO is needed on this element, along with a dispute process f

a developers queue position is adversely affected

32 SSE Generation Ltd__|Garth Graham | Generator/Storage/ | Negative Positive Positive Negative Negative Negative Positive Negative Negative Neutral Neutral

supplier

Summaries Does not support the proposed widespread use of guidance documents | Believes this element has merit as it is | Believes that a case has already been | Believes that securing agreements can take significantly| Has concerns with aspects of this Element and the lack of Believes that by allocaling Transmission capacity, on the | Believes this element is a necessary part of the solution | States this element will allow a degree of lexibilty to developers where s pincipe s supporive of e use of he In reference to Group 4, seeking the Authority’s Believes thal given the revised
by the ESO (and by implication reduced change control) that risks consistent with the inent of TMO4+ | made for a different approach for the longer than the proposed period, set out in CMP435 | detail at this stage. basis of first-to-secure land, does not mean that resource will| o deliver the aims of ircumstances between Gate 1 and Gate 2 applications result in a need to alter, | methodology th approval for implementation of Transitional timescales for an Authority decision and
imposing unilateral and disproportionate new and additional arrangements. As long as it is applied | application of the primary process for original, and may prejudice negotiating positions to the | Suggests that a more markets-based approach with be allocated 10 projects necessary to deliver a secure and 4+ within reasonable limits, site boundaries, but believes there would also be meritin [a licence condmar\ Bt e lhey have yet 1o see the | Arrangements prior o a decision on CMP435, appears | the fact that this cut over period would
obligations/requirements onto connecting Parties. It is important that to all existing contracted projects that | Offshore projects in comparision to detriment of the developer, who is caught between the | transparency over what the system requires (rather than sustainable energy system that meets net zero. Suggests that the level of sample checking to be allowing for the possibility of a project moving to somewhere that is the same | details of the licence conditions and the detail of how |to pre-empt the outcome of CMP435. not start until 10 Business Days after
documents pertaning to o contaning Partes’ Terms & Condions for . are within scope - s shoun n he | Onshore projcts, gven he seabed leasing|needs of comnection o the system and th desires of | unlateral designatin by he ESO) would be a better vay to | Adses Ihat the RFY analyss provided by the ESO on ih | underiaken by the appropriae network operaor shoid .| distance rom the comnecton point as he rignallocation itis proposed to operate in practice, they are unable the Authority's decision, they consider
connection are subject to Authority approval and guidance is limited to |table at the top of Page 11 of the arrangements in GB wat the counterparties, overlaid with the short time period | ensure that the specific criteria set out in Element 9 are met. | August also indicates that the proposed solution may not | be determined by the Authority to ensure an optimum | Believes that the current proposed provision of twelve months for a developer to |to currently support this Element. Se cut over arrangements to have
aiding the understanding of what is written in the Code. consultation document); and is legally allowed. Believes that consideration also needs to be given (o the have the desired effect balance between market risk assurance and developer | relocate a significant proportion of the land following a reassignment of their POC limited impact.

robust, it should be non discriminatory. ‘The respondent suggests that a Gate 2 Criteria planning regime for Transmission asset and project developer | The planning timescales set out in the proposal are also | compliance on the one hand, and a ‘reasonable, efficient |location causes significant issues for large scale projects with significant land
Exemption should be considered to allow for developers |asset build out, which may be subject to significant change in | unworkable, and need to recognise the challenges that and proportionate’ process on the other hand. requirements.
who need to obtain land via compulsory purchase order |the future to reflect the new aspirations of the UK Government. | projects face in terms of obtaining permission in the first Suggests the time period may be suitable for technology types with low land
(CPO) powers. place; and where the connection date is many years in the requirements, but it unduly discriminates against large-scale projects who may be
future and the planning permission lapses. forced into negotiations for up to 50% of the required land within a 12 month
The Development Consent Order (DCO) process also needs deadiine.
o be considered, as the red line boundaries will have a high The Respondent suggests that the confirmation of a POC should be open to
degree of alteration following conversation with the local dialogue between ESO and the developer and should not be imposed upon the
community, planning authorities and statutory undertakers project
Believes it is unreasonable and poses an unrealistic financial
burden on developers to invest substantial amounts without a|
confirmed point of connection (POC), which is only provided
at Gate 2. Suggests that a more realistic timeframe for DCO
projects would be three years; and LPA projects would be.
two years.
33 Eku Energy Limited | Nicky Ferguson | Storage Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive
Limited
Summaries No comments to summarise Respondent agrees with inclusion of | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent agrees with the proposal and associated Overall the Respondent does not agree that the Gate 2 Overally, the Respondent states the Gate 2 evidence is | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
the mentioned parties but would like methodology but highiights that it will be critical the criteria will achieve the required impact on the relevant insufficient to achieve desired impact and more stringent
clarification of the process for smaller methodology is scrutinised by Ofgem and the public through | objectives due to the significant additional administrative | requirements are required.
embedded generators. consultation. burden for the ESO withought significant enough
improvements to the queue length, failing to reduce . the respondent makes some suggestions that
connection timelines. It will create more costs and the self declaration letter of land right should be included
uncertainty for generation as evidence with additional criteria to act as a better fiter
of projects. They also propose that any more stringent
Respondent believes it requires more stringent criteria or | criteriafevidence is supplemented by an additional fee to
payments. apply for Gate 2 which should deter projects which are
only speculative.
Respondent does however agree with ongoing compliance
(11.2, 11.4) but is unclear how planning can be achieved with
indicative milestones and connections far into the future.
They do also agree with 11.3 but believes there should be an
appeal process.

34 National Grid Ventures | Andy Dekany Interconnector | N/A NIA Negative Negative Positive Negative Negative Negative Positive Negative Negative
‘Agree with the principle. Concerned that only ESO will have the authority | Believes Ofgem is actively developing | The respondent finds that the proposal | Agree with the approach. However, a fixed 3-year Suggests to incorporate a Designation route that allows The respondent is concerned about the proposed timelines is concered regarding the “one size fits all the process as written s part of the consultation is unclear, that this documentis | Believe the intentions of the proposal may be Repondent finds that due to the lack of
to propose changes at its connection arrangements for Offshore | currently lacks explict details about the | Longstop is based on the incorrect assumption that all | flexibity in the Gate 1 and Gate 2 processes. and the impact on prejects with connecion cates far ito the |aporoach wharoby -Land RIghts® are censidered he | therelore futher consideration s redire! crucial. However, without the methodology dratt, they | acceptable, but is currently ambiguous and not explicit | clarity, they are unable to comment
Suggets to make it obligatory for ESO to engage with the industry after 3 | Hybrid Assets, with a consultation on | Gate 1 contract for existing IC/OHA projects follow a linear path to land acquisition Recommends that the flexibility should work both ways, future due to requiring large-scale reinforcement. criteria that apply to all projects. Certain technologies are unable to provide comments beyond recognising |in defining the details of the Gate 1 contract for existing | And urge the ESO shares a detailed
months on any changes proposed. If the industry proposes changes that  |the arrangements for Non-Standard | projects that haven't met the Gate 2 criteria | Suggests the process may result in certain technologies | allowing for the case-by-case relaxation of the timetable for | Highlights the issue of submitting applications for planning  |criteria other than Land Rights are more appropriate its importance to the proposed process by CMP434. | ICIOHA projects that have not made the Gate 2 criteria |timetable with Industry.

ESO isn' inclined to take forward, Ofgem should have a step to indicate to| Interconnectors expected in September| by the deadiine. with low hurdles gaining priority over others. Gate 2 and subsequent milestones i the criteria in the consent early due to necessary survey work an by the deadine. Return of Securities should be handled | Recognises the ESO are not in a
ESO that such proposals should be formally proposed and consulted upon| 2024 Recommends that the Longstop be set | Advises that using Land Rights as part of the Longstop | Methodologies do not function correctly for certain projects. | consultations being not feasible for all project types, promptly. position to share the derogation letters
alongside any that ESO wishes to take forward. This process would be | Suggests it is important to consider | only when the substation location is and Gate 2 is not suitable for IC/IOHA projects as land Points out that adjustments to the red line boundary used in with Ofgem, however visibilty of those
repeated around 8 months after implementation and in subsequent years, |how the connections reform process [ confirmed, and the developer should be [ constraints are usually low in the selection criteria. the original Gate 2 application should be allowed if letters will help clarify the process for
it could become an annual obligation aligns with these arrangements when  |allowed a free Agreement to Vary to adjust | Advises that requiring developers to acquire land before Compulsory Purchase powers have been used. transitional arrangements and cut over
Believes that the "Significant Modification Application” guidance and determining the scope of projects that |the Completion Date. Using Land as the | gaining Compulsory Purchase powers conficts with the Suggests it is not feasible for all project types to submit their armangements
“Material Technology Change" guidance are better suited to be set out as |will go through the Primary Process. | primary focus in criteria is deemed abilty to benefit from those powers application for planning consent early as it is not possible to
Methodologies. inappropriate for IC/OHA projects. Believes that tt is impractical to acquire all land rights undertake all the necessary survey work and consulations.

Concerns about red line boundary needed by voluntary agreement for long linear projects.

constraints and forward-facing queue ‘The recommendation s to set the Longstop to the

management milestones. backdated Queue Management Milestone M3 (Land

Rights) for ICIOHA projects.
35 Scottish Power Deboral Generator Negative NIA Negative Positive Positive Positive Negative Negative Negative Positive Positive
Renewables MacPherson

Summaries that the proposed under Respondent agrees with the listed suggests further The Respondent supports introducing a longstop date | Respondent recognizes the benefits of introducing Project Respondent agrees that existing option agreements should | Respondent agrees with the Gate 2 Criteria Assessment | Respondent disagrees vith Element 14 regarding the Gate 2 Offer and Project | Respondent emphasizes the need for transparency, | Respondent suggests updating contracts for projects | The Respondent supports the cutover
Element 1 is limited in scope, which is why they cannot support the projects for the Primary Process but | should be given to the primary processes | for Gate 1 Agreements but highlights the need for Designation to fulfl the ESO's license obligations. However, 3-year minimum length requirement and suggests | They emphasize the need for secure storage and Site Location Change. scrutiny, and faimess in implementing the not meeting Gate 2 without signing an ATV to reduce [ period but emphasizes the need for
proposed solution. suggests considering the impact of _|for customer groups. published guidance on requirements and fair decision- | they emphasize the need for a clear and transparent govering |using the implementation date as the threshold. confidentialiy of this information. Expressed concerns about the risks and challenges associated with moving the | Connections Network Design Methodology (CNDM). | administrative burden. early communication of derogation
Emphasizes the importance of developing separate methodology directly connected projects on the DNO| Concerns are raised about the proposed | making. methodology (o avoid the problems encountered with Supports the idea that achieving the QM milestone M1 Suggests making land documentation available upon | project to a different connection point at the Gate 2 stage. Stressed the importance of clear processes anda | Believes agreements should be updated if the outcomes.
documents to ensure that each methodology is easily understood and | network under the TMO4+ process. | approach to the DFTC, which governs Suggests extending the discretion to DNOS/IDNOs and | Pathfinder Projects. should be sufficient evidence for Gate 2. They emphasize the | request to minimize administrative burden. The Respondent believes that such changes could make the project unviable and | methodology that ensures fairmess across all projects. |landscape changes or improves, acknowledging the | Expressed concern about the timing of
accessible to all stakeholders, with clear rules, criteria, and policies. Mentions the CUSC Modification CMP | embedded small and medium power express concerns about developers securing minimal need for clarity on ongoing compliance monitoring and The Respondent questioned the ESO's capacity to pose planning risks suggesting that a longer timeframe should be considered additional resource risk this places on TOs but advising | the decision and the implementation
Suggests expanding the scope of Authority approved Methodology to  |328 and believe that the TMO4+ stations, and the potential risk of unfair | land agreements. minimum requirements. manage the checking process and raise considerations  |instead of the proposed 12 months. itis in line with their primary licence obligations. ieadiine.
include other key documentation such as Significant Modification arrangements should fully address the | treatment for embedded customers. The Respondent believes the proposed criteria may Agrees with constraints on building outside the red line regarding lease agreement sharing, redaction, and the Called for further consideration of the
Application Guidance, Material Technology Change Guidance, and Letter |impact of these connection types. The Respondent advised the current encourage unhelpful behaviors from ( Land owners, boundary and the requirement to submit planning withina | potential need for an NDA. proposed changes, particularly
of Authority Guidance. This expansion would prevent discretionary proposals lack detail on the ESO/DNO | Agents and Developers). For offshore development, specific period after Gate 2 Offer Acceptance. Supports the red line boundary checks and raising regarding their impact on DNOs,
application by the ESO/TOs and ensure that any amendments follow interface. they recommend further consideration due to the The Respondent suggests further consultation on planning | queries with both existing and new developers, existing agreements with staged
proper process and engagement. Additionally, the Respondent suggests | complexity of the proposal. and clear guidance on criteria changes and reviews if the | Additionally, the Respondent agrees with not allowing projects, and the return of S&Ls and

revisiting a previous proposal involving the Gate 2 criteria is not codified. changes to offers in the Gate 2 to Whole Queue process capital payments.
Crown Estate securing future leasing and oppose charging a mod-app fee for developers
rounds as part of Gate 1 as this could be. entering Gate 2.
beneficial and there are lessons to be
learned from past issues with the HND.
process.
36 Transmission Holly MacDonald | Transmission Negative NIA Positive Positive Negative Negative Negative Negative NIA Negative NIA
Investment ner

Summaries Respondent is concerned with the proposed approach to codify the “high | No comments to summarise Respondent agrees with the requirement | Respondent agrees that the 3 year long-stop dates | Respondent feels it is unclear from the proposal how much, | Respondent is concerned that the proposal does not offer a_| Respondent feels it would be helpful to clarify further | Respondent states to be able to appropriately assess Element 14, there needs to | No comments to summarise Respondent is concerned with the proposal to apply | No comments to summarise
level concept” of the Primary Process and have the detail contained within for interconnectors and offshore hybrid  [should start from the point at which a project becomes  |under Project Designation, a project Gate 2 criteria exemption, or flexibilty, for developers who  [what is meant by “advance", and whether this opportunity| be further clarification of how projects might be impacted. It would seem this the Gate 2 criteria o the existing queue, and as such
Authority approved Methodologies and supporting Guidance, assets to provide the land rights for the |akin to a Gate 1 contract. However as outlined in our | could really *accelerate” versus other projects. may need to obtain land via CPO powers. would only be available to projects who meet the Gate 2 | Element implies that projects have no certainty on their project connection change the contractual arrangements of developers
Respondent believes the essential elements of the connections process, onshore converter station as evidence. We | response to Element 19, we are concerned with the | Advises that in order to effectively comment on this proposal, | The Respondent view is that Gate 2 should allow for criteria before the proposed deadiine of 21 January 2025, location, capacity and connection date until after they have passed Gate 1, with respect to grid connection.
such as timescales for submitting and receiving offers at key milestones support, proposal to retrospectively apply the Gate 2 criteria to | there needs to be further clarity on how a project might recognition that if a developer has moved into a CPO Advises further detail on how options for advancement | applied for Gate 2, potentially been given an Offer for a location which they have Suggests that there appears to be no assessment of
must be codified and/or outlined in the ESO's licence, as well as the detail the proposal in Element 19, that if existing projects in the queue. accelerate, for example would it be within the *batch” of projects | process, it has the powers to acquire the necessary land and | would be identified, assessed and allocated 0 projcts | not planned for. the legal feasibiliy of this proposal, as well as it
of what customers will receive within key documents (e.g. Gate 1 interconnectors o OHAs are allocated it applies for Gate 1 or Gate 2 with? has started the process, rendering it in a position to have | would also be requir seemingly being outside of the scope of the initial
Gate 2 offer). Otherwise there is  risk of long delays, an example being under Gate 1 under this modification that Respondent believes as currently described, the proposal passed the Gate 2 criteria. States that the pwpusa\ refers to applcants paying an proposal for connection reform,
the recent HND process, whereby holding offers (akin to the Gate 1 offer) they retain the connection point and date seems to be more akin to within-batch prioritisation rather than additional fee to be considered for advan
were given with an 18 month delay between that and the formal offer as per their current agreement acceleration, in that projects still need to meet Gate 1 and Gate Houcver it e ot clear i hre s an nconie 16 'ty and
Respondent states if a Methodology approach was to be pursued, to 2 criteria, but their queue position would be prioritised in the seek an advancement, and pay the required fee, if there
ensure industry is able to effectively engage and plan resources to do o if next batch of Gate 2 baich assessment. is lttle clarity on how this may be assessed and the
should follow an annual process for review, consultation, approval similar likelihood
to the Frequency Risk and Control Report. of success.

37 Steffan Jones | DNO Negative Positive Positive Positive Negative Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive

Electricity North West
Ltd




Summaries Respondent agrees agrees with the proposal that these are not defined in | Respondent does overall support the | No comments o summarise Respondent does overall support the proposal, but they [Respondent does not believe this is required nor that it Respondent believes criteria needs o be strong enough (o | Respondent supports the proposal but stil do not agree | No comments (o summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
detail within CUSC but they cannot see a way of delivering CMP435 allocation of relevant project for the believe that this element would be better delivered by | consitutes MVP and the same outcome can be used through | clear a sufficient portion o the pipeline. with the restriction of only one generator being allocated
without the Gate 2 Criteria o CNDM processes being defined / structured. | Primary process. having a long stop date period defined as being from the{ the existing derogation process. States that the wording of the section not clear or robust i.e. [0 one area of land.
oncerns over the use of Grid Code Acceptance of a Gate 1 offer to the submission of a The exemption is intended to be for the duration of the option
Would like the comfort of clarification that we would be able to raise a | terminology that could be changed compliant Gate 2 application. only and not for the option itsel Respondent suggests that a stronger, more defined
modification request on these methodologies if it were deemed necessary. |outside of this process. Suggests that the achieving of M1 milestone (or M2, M4 etc) |process for sample checks is required, along with an
They feel the governance for this process needs to be clearly prescribed. | Believes the process would have does not exempt Gate 2 or the requirement for an option, just|understanding of the potential time impact if this is
greater structure and understanding if the minimum duration of the option, asks for clarity. required on a significant proportion of schemes,
specific capacity thresholds are especially in the Small and Medium embedded sector (as
utilised Respondent believes that options secured before the there tends to be a higher volume of these)
Suggests that the lower threshold Decision Date should be exempt from meeting minimum
should be increased to remove small requirements.
schemes connected to the HV
(6.6kV/11kV) networkirom the process Respondent understands that ~6 weeks may not be a
(i.e. liting the entry threshold from reasonable time (0 secure a change (o a legal agreement,
1MW to 10MW) but states there would need to be controls in place to prevent|
*gaming’ of the criteria i.¢. removing the exemption, or
potentially using the Proposal Submittal Date rather than the
Decision Date,
38 Muir Mhor Offshore | Helen Snodin | Generator Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Neutral Neutral
Wind
Summaries Respondent understands concerns of those who want to see some of | No comments to summarise Respondent is supportive of the connection| No comments to summarise Respondent is supportive of the principle but conditional on the | No comments to summarise. Respondent is supportive of the general approach of self | Respondent feels that i this is allowing a new project after Gate 2 and f Gate 1 s | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent feels that Element 20 as
these methodologies codified. point reservation, but strong concerns detail of the associated methodology / guidance. declaration and sample checks. However, itis bafling | optional, then hard to see why this would be allowed, well as transitional arrangements need
Thinks on balance that this will be too time-consuming and limit the ability about the proposals to reserve capacity why ESO has not investigated a 100%-cover digital Suggests the proposal is reliant on Gate 1 providing connection points that largely further discussion to aid clarity.
for the methodologies to evolve. However, is strongly supportive of and associated queue position, check on duplicate / overlapping RLBS, do not change, and this is a dangerous assumption that could backfre.
transparency of the methodologies, as well as a consultation and approval
process, with potential for codification at a later stage.
39 Energiekontor UK Ltd | Cameron Gall | Generator Negative Neutral Neutral Positive Negative Negative Negative Positive Negative Negative Neutral
Summaries Respondent states the Proposer envisages only high-level concepts being | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent agrees with 3 year longstop date. Respondent is concerned that queue acceleration for Respondent feels it is not clear how queue positions will be | Respondent feels the assessment should include No comments to summarise Respondent feels there needs to be the ability for | Respondent states that the method for re-ordering | No comments to summarise
codified, with Guidance and Methodologies setiing out the detail designated projects creates an uneven playing field determined for the Gate 2 to Whole Queue process, or that [ evidence for having met M1 and/or M2. industry to raise and/or comment on proposed projects that request Advancement having met Gate 2
Suggests that there needs to be some abilty for industry to raise new this process will achieve “first ready, first connectet Guidance and Methodologies by 31st January 2025 is not clear.
andlor comment on proposed changes to Guidance or Methodologies, Suggests that the Gate 2 to Whole Queue process
especially ifthe current Gate 2 criteria do not achieve the desired effect. should facilitate “frst ready, fist connected”.
a0 Ocean Winds Nina Brundage | Generator Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Negative Positive Negative Positive Neutral
Summaries Respondent feels gate 2 criteria will have such an impact they should be | Respondent feels that the proposed | Respondent is positive on the basis the | No text Respondent feels that the Project Designation Methodology has| Respondent feels there is insufficient detail provided in the | Respondent feels that the criteria listed in the No comments to summarise Respondent feels elements of the Connections Respondent feels timescales for updated Gate 2 offers | Respondent is neutral due to lack of
subject to CUSC governance solution does not make it clear how an |proposed LoA equivalent is an acceptable not been written and consulted upon which impacts their ability | Workgroup consultation to allow them to comment on the | consultation document is onshore-focused and that ESO Network Design Methodology will have such an places uncertainty on users clarity over whether cut over
offshore wind farm developer can solution, but concerned this element does to comment upon potential impact of the proposed changes on offshore wind [ should be undertaking duplication checks impact they should be codified and subject to CUSC armangements apply 1o post-
submit a Gate 1 application not seem to consider any way for the farm development, and has commented on the lack of governance HND/HNDFUE AtVs
Crown Estate to request provisions for timescales.
future offshore leasing rounds under Gate
1
a1 Energy UK Tobias Burke | Industry Body NIA NIA Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative NIA NIA Positive
Summaries Respondent roadly agees wih proposal of methalodogies and guidance | Respordent broadly agrees. Respondent broadly agrees with primary | Respondent is supportive of the long stop date for Respondent cautiously supports this proposal, on the basis it | The respondent recognises the rationale behind the ESO's | The respondent understand the proposal to rely on The respondent deems this element unecessary. The respondent overall supports the mechanism as a | The respondent supports the changes in principle The respondent broadly agrees with this
but believes codification of gate processes is required ighlights for awareness that it has | process regarding coverage for existing | existing projects. However, they believe there is has potential to accelerate connection of essential projects. | decision to only apply CMP434 requirements from Authority | sample checks but has some concens this will lesson | The respondent acknowledges the efforts to avoid gaming risk in the proposal but [method to better coordinate network desi regarding the treatment of projects, if they have not met|proposal, but believes further clarity
guidance, as investment requires legal certainty given e nel zer0 been proposed through the background projects. significant risk of legal challenges, risking termination of | Concerned about the misuse of this policy and future use. Decision date 1o existing contracted projects. ine burden o ensure all evidence s corectly submited.eels fmplemented cauton s reqred wihregards (0 the use ofth 12 monih | Noted signfcant uncertanty remains for investment | Gale 2 requiements by 31 January 2025. Respondent.|needed on realment of securies and
delivery targets. However, acknowledged the flexibilty required given | Transmission Charging Reform Highlights the tight timescales involved, |a developer's connection agreement. uggests clear codified guidance and recourse route is Suggests that the results of the the Call for Input requires | Suggests clear guidance backed by code modifications |location change allowance. decisions until the CNDM and Gate 2 Criteri requests for greater transparency regarding transitional [ liabilties for projects applying during the
element 14. workstream that a modification is particulary small developers, to obtain land | Respondent proposes ESO investigates long term required, would mitigate concerns ESO is using this o pick | serious consideration as to the legal implications for existing |is required. Methodology is created and approved. contractual changes moving forwards. cut over period.
brought to the CUSC commitee to | rights by the January deadiine. armangements to avoid legal risk winners in the queue. contracted projects. Appreciates the intention to check 100% of red line Responent has serious concerns regarding legitimate
Highlights lack of time between Ofgem approval of Gate 2 criteria allow embedded generators to acede | Believes it is critical there is a level playing Suggests the legal challenge risk is very real and could [ boundary land right submissions. The respondent urges ESO to be clear in securities and liabilties for projects not able to meet
methodology and CNDM and go live date for industry to provide input.  |as a party and remove the need for a  |field for offshore connecting parties which threaten the connection reform process. communication/signalling, involve industry ifintending | Gate 2 requirements by the 31 January 2025
Uncertainty remains until the approval of these. BEGA. ESO should therefore be are already in the connection queue. to utiise this and codify as much as the CNDM as | Believes this presents risk that could cause legal
aware of the potential impact of in The respondent would support the use of financial possible. challenges.
scope projects. instruments to prove viable path to market but must not be Stressed the need for the inter-trip conditions of a
used as stand in for land rights. proposed connection to be reassessed when queue
Concerned about the significant uncertainty for those positions are rearranged and that the impact of this
connecting at distribution level regarding information reassessment on queue position codified.
provision and criteria at Gate 2, and welcomes additional
clarity surrounding Gate 2.
Respondent remains concerned about lack of codification
The respondent supports the DFTC as it is essential to
prevent discrimination against distribution connecting
projects.
22 Scottish Renewables | Stephen McKellar [Industry Body Negative Negative Negative Neutral Negative Negative Negative Positive Negative Negative Neutral
Summaries is concerned about Respondent questions the exclusion of | Agrees that altemative arrangements are | Agreed that some bar to entry at Gate 1 is sensible | Respondent believes inclusion of Project Designation Respondent feels there are 100 many challenges to provide | Respondent cannot agree with the element as drafted | Respondent feels it is possible to alter the site location within the 12 months. Respondent states it is unclear from the proposal how | Respondent is concerned that embedded projects Respondent agrees with the need for a
Concerned about not codifing methodog embedded demand in its entirety. eeded to faciltiate re Projects. however concerns re: the inclusion of a Longstop Date. |in some form will mitigate certain unintended and potentially | overall support as proposed, including; Planning milestone, | due to the Gate 2 criteria evidence assessment to be set | following Gate 2 offer acceptance, but only if the connection point offered / proposed implementation can succeed withouta | without a BELLA or BEGA will need to liaise with the [ “cut over” period (noting the difference
Respondent alsofels the exten f the Melhodolagy documentation is Concerns around the proposal unforeseen impacts on particular User groups in the future, | Red Line Boundary Rule, Gate 2 Planning Criteria, TEC or  [out in the Gate 2 Criteria Methodology which is not yet | contracted at Gate 2 i different from the preferred / requested location within the ~[complete or significantly complete methodology. DNO directly from the transitional period), the
imited overcomplicating the process and others recommend removing as part of the MVP ant Installed capacity. Red Line Boundary Changes to Gate 1to |available. Gate 2 application. uggests that several members see a comprehensive | Concerned when the queue is reordered for the first | proposed timeframe is believed
negatively impacting the wider market. instead progress under a separate code modification once there| Gate 2, Land Option Term, Outline Planning and TO CNDM and Gate 2 Criteria methodology as a time, if embedded customers are disadvantaged ambitious for developers, Proposer and
Concerned that the proposed Q1 2025 is greater Strategic Spatial Energy Plan definition uncertainty clauses in TOCOS. minimum requirement for implementation, thus there | through the reliance on several BAU processes that are | the Authority.
implementation potentially conficts with the| is an ask for a programme with specific dates outlining| untested in new world.
principle of fair and equitable treatment of the route to robust versions. Suggests that there is a concen across a number of
embedded customers if related DNO members that the impact will be enduring as the initial
initiatives are not introduced within the reordering will set the new baseline
same timeframe.
a3 NGED Sarah Kenny- | DNO Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Negative Negative Positive Positive Positive
evick
Summaries Agrees, but may be necessary that after a trial period, the methodologies | Agrees, but it may be necessary that in| Agree a different process for obtaining land | Suggest a long stop date should be a maximum of 18 | Respondent understands the need for a clearly defined Respondent's main points are that forward-looking Believes Self-certification of the Gate 2 criteria Believe this adds further complications o the process and could the CNDM ‘and the proposal for | Support the changes to customer agreements. Support the need for a cut over period.
are codified. the future, embedded demand is also  |rights is suitable. Everything other th nths. methodology without exceptions milestones could lead to more bureaucracy and delays, represents arisk to the whole process and weakens the | for projects progressing within the queue. it to not be codified. jowever, changes to DNO Agreements will also be | However, notes that the cut over
Suggest network companies to propose changes to the methodologies,  [included in the criteria obtaining land rights should be the same Suggests expanding the scope of a section to allow suggesting that milestones should be flexible and aligned | proposal. Suggests that after a trial period, it may be optimal for | needed armangements for project progressions,
rather than just Ofgem. for all projects throughout the process DNOS/DSOs to nominate distributed generation schemes for | with proposed connection dates. Advises the ESO needs to provide clear guidance for industry frameworks if some elements are codified BEGAS and BELLAS are not yet defined
acceleration. Proposes aligning the allowable change process at the DNO | each part of the process.
level to the process at the transmission level
Suggests that customers who do not meet the gate 2 criteria
should automatically be considered as a new application.
a4 Ib Vogt Jingling Sun Generator Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive
Summaries Believes this provides a good balance of flexibilty and governance, Believes that clarifying which projects | No comments to summarise Believes the introduction of a longstop date of three | Believes that while prioritizing critical projects is important, the | Agrees this has been achieved but believes that the Agrees that the allowing developers to change their project site location withina 12- | Generally agrees with this and that the CNDM's ‘Agrees with the approach of categorizing existing Supports the idea of a cutover period to
allowing the connections process to adapt to changes in the energy need to go through the Gate 2 to years from the acceptance of the Gate 1 offer strikes a_ | concept of Project Designation could potentially disadvantage |implementation could be enhanced by including more method for managing the Gate 2 rtera, but poloves. | month period provides flexibility and help address connection point issues. ameviork orcapacity managemen s promising, but | projects no four disinc groups and adusting theft | manage the transiton efectvely:
market Whole Queue Process ensures necessary balance between providing adequate time for | other legitimate projects and create issues with fairmess in the | detailed timelines and resource allocations to ensure that all [that the reliance on sample checks rather than full Suggests that there should be more stringent measures to prevent misuse and | the lack of codification for the reallocation mechanism | agreements accordingly. As it ensures that projects not | howey
Suggests that the light codification in the ESO's transmission licence | transparency and faimess. developers to progress and ensuring that projects do | queue. aspects of the plan are executed efficiently. As well as verification may impact the robustness of the process | ensure that the process is transparent e.g. detailed checks and balances could be | could lead to uncertainty. meeting Gate 2 criteria are appropriately transitioned to | Has concerns about the timing,
ensures that the high-level concepts are maintained while allowing for not stagnate in the connection queue. Advises that the lack of a clear dispute resolution process and | ensuring that there is a clear mechanism for monitoring and feels that it is crucial that the minimum percentage of| introduced to avoid potential gaming of the system. Advises that clear, codified rules would ensure fair | Gate 1, while those meeting the criteria can retain or
detailed methodologies to be developed and updated as needed. Suggests that the discretion for extending this period is | the potential for designation criteria to impact system progress and addressing potential issues. applications to be sample-checked is defined clearly to implementation. modify their existing agreements as needed.
a sensible approach, allowing for flexibility in cases | constraints are also concerning. maintain consistency and reliabilty
where developers are actively progressing but might | Suggests alterative approaches should be considered to The Respondent had a question on whether the
face delays due to factors beyond their control. ensure a more equitable system. distribution projects that have gone through project
progression will be offered the same opportunities to
self-declare that they meet Gate 2 criteria at the start of
the connection reform?
a5 Renewable UK Barnaby Wharton [Industry body Negative Negative Negative Neutral Negative Negative Negative Positive Negative Negative Neutral

Summaries (18
pages)

Believes the present level of "Methodology” definition is very limited. The
respondent’s concerns include the need for visibility and accessibility of
key documentation and underlying principles and the potential impact of
codifying only the Considerable Impact Criteria

Strongly requests for open consultations on critical documents and a

Broadl agrees wih whal goes through
the Primary Process, but have

questions Gbout completely sxcluamg
embedded dem:

Raises concerns aboul potential

concern about the limited extent of
Suggests that the absence of essential high-impact documents from the
list is highlighted.

riggers transmission works.
Advises that there is inconsistency in
the classification of 132kV across GB,
addressing these concerns s crucial.
While expected to be managed through
CMP328, there is a potential gap for
direct connected projects that trigger
works on the DNO networks under
CMP434 and CMP435

Suggests that altemative arrangements are|
needed to faciltate Offshore Projects an
highlights the need for a mechanism for the,
rown Estate to request provision for
future offshore leasing rounds.
Expresses concerns about the proposed
concept of the Gate 1 offer and its potential
impact on the wider market and propose a
study is undertaken
The respondent also emphasizes the
importance of fair and equitable treatment
of embedded customers and raises several
points for consideration and queries related
to integration with existing and proposed
DNO approaches.

Respondent concerned about the perceived value of
Gate 1 and concerns about the impact of reapplication.
Showsreservations about tying the Longstop date fo
the acceptance of Gate 2 offers, as it may compel users
10 accept sub-optimal or disputed offers.

Concerns related to the proposed Longstop Date and
its potential unintended consequences for various
aspects of offshore wind projects, existing contracts,
long-lead projects, and embedded projects.

Respondent understands concept, but do not support in
present form and concerned with Project Designation being
defined through an associated non-codified “Methodology”.
Suggests the phrase "Materially reduce system or network
constraints” is causing concerns and requires clarification on its
meaning and legal authority for implementation.

Advises that the future methodology should consider the
potential for gaming and the influence of short-term political
drivers on the queue.

Recommends that the impact of gaming and poltical drivers be
modelled to understand their influence.

Believes a provision allowing projects to move straight to Gate.
2if they meet specific criteria and are time-critical, and
questions why this provision couldn't be extended to all users.

The respondent states that several aspects are generally
supported but is concerned regarding the approach for
projects with connection dates far into the future and the
potential isks it may pose.
Highlights the importance of aligning timescales for onshore
developments in Scotland and England, along with the need
for comprehensive planning types and timescales review.
Suggests to consider exception clauses for certain projects,
as well as concerns about the terminology and proposed
509 rule regarding the red line boundary.
Highlights the impact of these rules on emerging
technologies particularly in cases where a hard limit could
make a project uneconomic.
Advises that re-application for a percentage of TEC at the
next Gate 1 window is not necessarily effcient for any party.
Concerns about the *frst ready, first served" principle and
the potential impact on projects waiting for planning
permissions.
Stresses the discrepancy between TEC and Installed
Capacity
Advises on the Red Line Boundary Changes from Gate 1 to
Gate 2 and the potential risks to developers.
Advises Land Option Term needs for legal clarity.
Suggests the possibility of Outline Planning as an option for

users,
Uncertainty clauses in TO Connection Offers and the need
for their removal to increase investor confidence.

Respondent wants a clear definition of the level of
auditing required for self-certification and rules for dealing
with false claims.

Emphasises the importance of efficient internal and inter-
network systems and processes to avoid projects
missing entry to the next Gate 2 assessment.

Believes it is possible (o alter the site location within the 12 monifs following Gate
2 offer acceptance, but only if the connection point offered / contracted at Gate 2
is different from the preferred

Requested location within the Gate 2 application.

Advises the proposed changes include informing the ESO about site location
changes within a defined timescale, extending offer validity if the ESO fails to
deliver, and including clauses within all offers with a timescale for customers to
enact them,

Questions about the timeframe and exceptions for non-met cieria.

Concerns about connection point change involves cases where the location
changes or was unavailable at the time of application submission and legal text
should account for this.

Suggested reviewing exceptions for the 12 month baseline if riteria not met.

The respondent is generally in favour of the concept
of a CNDM, but cannot support Element 16 as the
CNDM and Interactivity Guidance are not available for
review as part of this consultation.

Suggests the introduction of the proposed CNDM
would likely require updates to the Interactivity
Guidance Policy by the ESO (o reflect changes in
capacity allocation. Therefore, a different interactivity
policy would need to be developed to align with the
proposed CNDM.

Respondent concerned that embedded projects without
a BELLA or BEGA will need to liaise directly with the
DNo.

Suggests this may lead to reliance on BAU processes
and potential isks due to differing approaches by
DNOs or Licence Areas.

Advises small and medium embedded projects are
perceived to be at notable risk during the initial
.mp\ememanon phase triggered by the cut-over
arrangements.

Believes hal cut over arrangements are
not adequately addressed for
Embedded Projects, Staged Projects,
and Securities.

Advises Embedded projects are
perceived to be at notable risk from the
initial implementation phase.

Suggests possible excessive
administrative burden placed onto the
ESO, and question the TO's ability to
effectively undertake all modeling
immediately following implementation.
Currently there is no apparent active
fisk management.

46 SSEN Distribution Wichelle Distribution Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive
tacDonald Network
Sandison
Summaries Respondent feels high-level concepts need to be codified with additional | Respondent supportive of fixing the | Respondent agrees. Respondent supportive of introducing back stop dates | Respondent supportive of the introduction of Project Respondent overall supporiive of the criteria to demonstrate | Respondent supporis however has concerns that the | Respondent has concerns around the proposal that developers will be able o | Respondent supports this element, but it mustbe | Respondent is supportive however believes there is a | Supportive of principles however
detail being held outside of the CUSC, including the governance process | retrospective queue however are into Gate 1 Agreements, however has concerns that 3 | Designation, however as noted on Element 6 of this paper, is | Gate 2 requirement compliance, however don't believe Gate | information required to achieve Gate 2 is very low. move their project site location closer to a connection point offers at Gate 2. made clear within the methodology how this significant risk of legal challenge with this proposal due vespondenl does not support the
associated with the change to methodologies and guidance. concerned about small and medium years is (0o long for the longstop date and without the | imperative that there is a clear governance and control in place |2 goes far enough. will work for distribution customers. o the insufficient time being given to customers (o implementation plan and therefore
embedded users if DFTC is not presence of a financial instrument at the Gate 1 stage ~ [to ensure ESO are not placed in a position of power where only | Believes there should be allowance beyond the statement of notify them of the changing of requirements, changes to| camot support the cut over
codified. there is a lack of incentive for projects (o adequately | projects that are of interest to ESO are. HND and Interconnectors, and 1o the proposal needs to be their contract, and the conclusion and publication of the arrangements beginning on the 7th of
Concerned about Embedded demand progress. progressed. mindful of future government led initatives or policies, such new code legal text, especialy with the change to DNO [ August 2024,
not being including in the scope for 30 contracts which are not a CUSC governed contract.
TMO&+ process. Respondent suggests a cool off period.
a7 RWE Renewables & | Claire Hynes & | Generator Negative Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive

RWE Supply & Trading

Tim Ellingham




Summaries The respondent feels the Methodology and Guidance should be codified.  |Respondent positive in supporting | Respondent recognises the differences in | Agrees with proposal for logstop date of 3 years from nsiders the new definiton agrees that the proposed application of Gate 2 | Respondent supportive of Gate 2 criteria subject o Respondent thinks ESO should offer a connection location site sultable to the | Respondent supportive of the developent of CNDM | Respondent noted the new contractual changes Respondent notes the process set out
Suggests that if not codified creates fisk and cost and gives too much | scope of projects from Gate 2 to whole |application of primary process for customer |gate 1. interpretation and need to be tighter and more granular. Criteria to projects already able to demonstrate meeting | Planning Consent milestone 1 being calculated project as opportunities to find alternate connections may not be possible within a | but notes it should be under CUSC n " CMP435.
power to NES( queue pes. Respondent notes we need to be midful of offshore wind queue milestones is a good idea as long as developers are [ backwards not forwards. 12 month period especially for onshore wind Transmission Licence (see Element 1), espondent requests ESO to
‘Advises that will possibly raise mod to codify these methodologies to Respondent recommends working closely | projects or similar as they have challenges from Crown ready to load ilestones to Connect Now Portal ahead of Inieation of . el vantion vmcess
UsC. with colleagues on Celtic Sea project to  |Estate with Agreements for Lease and therefore need approval of this change in line with CMPS76, as soon as possible.
Respondent want further opportunity to consult on the detal o the ensure consistency of messaging. more flexibility with longstop dates. Respondent has asked ESO to give update on varying (atv)
methodologies and guidance in the Code Admin Consultation. Respondent notes Longstop dates could create contracts (o introduce queue milestones.
scenarios where landowners have additional bargaininig Respondent has asked that connection queue milestone 1
tools regarding the longstop date and deliberately should be retained but calculated backwards from
stalling the processincreasing prices and raising costs. Construction completed date rather than forwards from
Contract Acceptance. (Reasons given in response).
Respondent doesnt see beneft in separating out the
timescales for the different planning regimes as the
timescales also differ by technology.
Respondent notes that submission of planning consents 0o
early risks cost and environmental impacts if technologies
change and improve.
Respondent thinks ESO might have a misuderstanding of
Development Life Cycle of a project.
28 Bute Energy Ltd Douglas Allan | Generator Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Suggest that the current User Progression Milestone | No comments to summarise Believes that typical planning timelines are not representative| No comments to summarise Believes that from an onshore wind farm perspective, moving the site closer to an | But believes that further detail on what the CNDM | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
M1 date (Secure Land Rights) be used as the date by of the time required to develop projects and given the alternative point of connection makes no sense as onshore wind projects need to | entails is required.
which the User has to demonstrate compliance with the expenses involved, it is not reasonable for developers to be situated at a location with suitable wind resource. Also the time, money and
Gate 2 criteria, carry out studies ahead of a Gate 2 offer. effort spent in gaining option agreements with landowners (a requirement (o get a
Agrees in principle that M1 is calculated forwards, but the gate 2 offer in the first place) becomes redundant and a development is sent back
length of time should be technology specific or left (o the o square one.
ESO's discretion on a case-by-case basis to avoid The Respondent therefore believes this Element favours developments which are
discrimination against generating technologies that need less reliant on local conditions (e.g. BESS) and disadvantages projects that
longer than the period set ot in the Propos: cannot easily be relocated (e.g. Solar or Onshore wind)
49 Green Generation Daryn Lucas Distribution Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive
Energy Networks Network Operator
Cumri Lid
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise The Respondent is concerned about the proposed No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
obligation on DNOs/Transmission connected IDNOS to
terminate customer agreements following a specified
period of time.
Suggests a provision could be introduced for new
customer contracts but for existing Distribution
customers, introducing retrospective termination rights
will be legally and commercially challengin
The Respondent suggested that it would be better to
use the Distribution equivalent of the CUSC User
Progression Milestone M1 date (Secure Land Rights)
introduced by CMP376, s the date by which customers
have to demonsirate compliance with the Gate 2
ciiteria.
50 Research Relay Ltd | Dennis Gowland | Generator Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Neutral Neutral
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Concerns raised about no requirement for | No comments to summarise Respondent emphasises importance of transparency Concerns around planning timescales. No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent is concerned about those with BELLA/ | Concerns around the proposed
am offshore users to provide an LOA BEGA contracts, requests clarification deadines.
51 BayWar.e. UK Graham Pannell | Generator Negative Positive Negative Negative Negative Negative Negative Positive Negative Negative Positive
Summaries The responsdent believes that proposal lacks key documentation, making | “Agre Respondent believe that the consultation | The Responded proposes allowing  longer long-stop | The Respondenet argues the need to see a draft of the key | The respondent broadly agrees with the proposal and has no | The respondent agrees, except that they believe that | The Respondent currently doesn't object, but notes the lack of time to provide | The respondent requests to see a draft of the. ‘e respondent suggests that the additional fee for | Broadly agree
it impossible o assess properly. period was t00 short for meaningful for pre-existing contracts moved onto Gate 1 with target | documentation to consider this objection to the land requirements proposal land rights should be checked with all projects to avoid | meaningful consideration. proposal and expresses concerns about the potential | Transitional offers should only apply if the original
The response suggests reconsideration once the missing documentation consideration. grid dates far into the future. Believes that the lack of detail wil lead to high sk of undue |Suggets that the M1 milestone should only be set forward- | the process being manipulated and that sampling will be for undue discrimination. pplication fee has been reconciled and refunded for
drafts are published. Argues against using the default 3-year long-stop, discrimination to be able to offer support. looking if it aligns practically with the grid connection date.  [insufficient. Stagests that codifcaton may be necessary to unused spend.
Believes  that theres uncertainty that makes this proposal worse than stating it won't negatively affect other users or allow elieves that the M1 deadine should not force development ensure open governance an af process for the first
baseline. gaming. Believes that pre-existing users acted in good 1o progress faster than the scheduled grid connection target The Respondent is nper\ o nsmg convinced group transitioned onto Gate 1 to account for any
faith and provided timeline information, supporting The respondent proposes to use the grid connection target otherwise. unspent application fees.
‘Transmission Operator needs, 1o determine the earliest possible M1 date. They provide an The respondent agrees that it is logical to amend
States that without longer long-stops, users could be example in a table for how this method could work. interactivity processes.
unfairly removed from Gate 1 and have to reapply.
‘The Respondent recommends calculating the long-stop
25 1o earfer than the time remainng o orignl target
grid date from the date transitioned to
subtracting [3 years], rounded up in hete fanca
years.
52 Xlinks Morocco UK |John Greasley | Generator Positive Negative Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Neutral Neutral
Power Project (MUPP)
Summaries Respondent states subject to full transparency, consultation and Authority | Respondent feels there should Respondent tee\s there should alternative | No text Respondent feels any methodology for project designation must| Respondent feels there should altemative arrangements for | Respondent feels there should alternative arrangements | Respondent feels there should alternative for feels the Connections Network Design | No text No text
native for ¢ projects be transparent, fully consulted upon and approved by the offshoremega’ projects outside of the UK and its territorial  (for offshore'mega projects outside of the UK andits | projects outside of the UK and its territorial waters Methodology must be transparent, fully consulted
offshore'mega’ projects outside of the | outside of the: 5 and its terrtorial waters Authority ters teritorial waters upon and approved by the Authority
UK and its territorial waters
53 Community Energy | Eibhlin Noquoy | Generator Positive Negative Positive Negative Negative Negative Positive Negative Positive Positive Negative
Scotland
Summaries No comments to summarise Concerns surrounding the addition | Respondent feels the main text should | Respondent states the longstop date could provide | Respondent suggests the addition m another project Responded feels the timescales given are 00 short for Respondert ecs f sample checks being unﬂenaken by |Respondent states it is unclear why the offered connection point would differ to | Respondent agrees subject to the Authority having | Responded agrees onlu if the Gate 1 output includes | Respondent has concerns about the
administration that would need to take | clarify whetehr Large embedded generators| challenges for Community Generators, designation for community generator securing planning consen 'e DNO or ESO take longer than expected. the requested connection point at a Gate 2 application the methodology in place. an indication of cost, which is then passed onto Small | proposed timescale, stating that the
place, especially for small and medium | expected to apply to the ESO for a apphcalmn ahould notbe wihhld rom the Gate 2 and Medium Embedded Generators. Cutover period is particularly tight.
embedded users. onnectio design process.
54 Field Andy Ho Storage NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA Negative NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA
Summaries NiA NIA NA NIA NIA The Respondent believes there should be more stringent | NIA NA NIA NA NIA
requirement to reach Gate 2 and that having Land rights is
insufficient a hurdle to help NGESO and TOs to rationalise
the queue.
The Respondent suggested 1 of 2 additions to Gate 2
critieria:
1-Planning Consent application submitted (proof of
submission)
- A minimum financial outlay on planning related activities
o date
Or alternatively, the Respondent suggested that a ‘Ready to
Submit Planning Consents Application’ or an equivalent
criteria be included in gate 2 criteria, but acknowledged this
would be fairly difficult in terms of resourcing (checking all
planning docs of al projects).
55 SP Energy Networks | Gareth Williams | Distribution Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive
Network Operator
Summaries Respondent agrees that the 3 methodologies should sit outside of the | Respondent agrees with the groups of | Respondent agrees that The Crown Estate | Respondent supports the introduction of a longstop | Respondent is supportive of the introduction of the Project Respondent feels as though the Gate 2 criteria is set (00 Respondent emphasises that flexibility regarding project site location will be Respondent is supportive of the CNDM and agrees | Respondent states clarity is needs re: provision of | Respondent agrees however would
CUSC and be approved by the Authority. customers to go through the Primary |and Crown Estate Scotland will play an | date however feels the 3 year limit may cause project to | Designation Methodology based on our experience of previous (low. crucial for optimal network utiisation, particularly following the ‘Gate 2 to the that the ESO's licence would be amended to include | securities to planned Transmission works. encourage the proposer to consider an
Process important role in acknowledging the progress (o quickly to Gate 2 leading to unintended | Pathfinder competitions Whole Queue’ exercise. the CNDM, however, would not expect the TOS earlier date than the 10 days
progression of ofshore projects. consequences. licenses to be updated accordingly too,
56 OnPath Energy Limited|Dan Thomas Generator NIA Negative NIA NIA NIA Positive NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA
inc Kype Muir Wind
Earm
Summaries No comments to summarise Believe that the ey interface No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent emphasises the importance of robust gate 2 | No comments o summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
management requirements with DNOS requirements to only support projects that are more likely to
have ot been adequately developed o] progress and achieve the objectives of the change.
tested.
57 Low Carbon Ed Birkett Generator NIA Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Negative NIA Negative Positive
Summaries The Respondent does o believe that this Element is part of the proposal | Respondent believes for faimess, that | Respondent believes that this could create | See response (o CMPA34. See response to CMP434. Respondent does not support this | Respondent supports removing the minimum option length | Respondent suggested the following assessment ‘See response to CMP434 - Respondent does not see any merit in the Element, | Respondent does not believe that this is part of the | Group 1 — See comments in response to Question 1. | No comments to summarise
for CMP435, only CI Embedded Demand is included in the | diffculties for interconnector Users, as they| Element being used as part of the Gate 2 to Whole Queue | for options signed before a certain date. However, to prevent | process for evidence submitted as part of the Gate 2 to CMP435 proposal. Group 2 ~ Respondent supports the approach of
Doesnt believe it would be practical (o introduce differences to the level of |scope of this proposal. However, given |may not be able to meet the Gate 2 process. gaming, believes that this date should be earlier than the  [Whole Queue process: handling via ATV, but suggests that, for these projects,
cadification for CMP434 and CMP435. that Embedded Demand is out of Criteria by the end of the year through no Authority Decision Date, else developers are likely to sign | -Developers must submit evidence of secured land ESO should still reassess the Outage Conditions
scope of CMP434, it makes sense that |fault of their own very short option agreements to meet the Gate 2 Criteria and | rights, a self-declaration letter, and a project Red Line. (ConsAg Appendix D) and Intertrips (ConsAg Appendix
itis out of scope for CMP435. Respondent also highlights that the 1o retain their queue position, which risks undermining this | Boundary — as per the prof F) to see if these can be made more favourable due to
proposed Gate 1 Criteria f proposal. ~For determining which contracted offers are accepted queve atiion
interconnectors is a letter from CE/CES, into the Network Design Exercise as part of the Gate 2 to Group 3 — Respondent agrees with the general
but itis not clear whether CE/CES has Whole Queue process, the ESO will only check the self- approach of handiing these changes via a Mod App.
agreed to provide these letters or what declaration letter and the Red Line Boundaries — the But does not agree that all projects seeking
criteria they will apply, therefore the Gate 1 ESO will check 100% of these. advancement should be required to pay a Mod App fee
Criteria should not be applied to existing “While the new offers are being processed, the ESO at the point of entry into Gate 2
interconnector Users. will check 100% of the underlying documentation. If the. Respondent suggest the following approach instead:
evidence is found to be non-compliant, then the ~Bisk developers to express interest in advancement
contracted offers would be removed from the Network via an Expression of Interest (i line with the approach
Design Exercise, and would be converted to Gate 1 taken as part of the Works Review).
58 National Grid Richard Transmission Negative Negative Negative Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Neutral
Electricity Woodward
Summaries Respondent does not believe these methodologies, or their governance, | Respondent suggests wording b No comments to summarise Respondent agrees, requests clarification for fair No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent agrees but emphasises that the ESO Respondent supports but feels the solution could better efine for those in receipt Respondent agrees however believes expectations on | Respondent suggests proposer
are a matter for CMP435. changed to reflect only consideration of treatment of existing users should be transparent on managing reasonable of a transitional offer. advancement re: group 3 needs to be much better [ elaborates on how cutover
legitimate differences for the Primary expectations to Users on this process. managed, armangements will be faciltiated.
Process.
59 Scottish Hydro Electric [Greg Stevenson | Transmission Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Positive Positive Positive

Transmission plc




No comments to summarise

Summaries No comments to summarise No comments 0 summarise ‘Agree with the removal of an Offshore | Agree with the proposal for the ESO and DNOS to Respondent would ik to understand ESO's plans for Project | Believe the addition of a technology-specific element would | Highlights the importance of ESO/DNO/IDNOs validating [Respondent feels with the proposal to offer this option for customers who have Respondent states the proposal specifies that Respondent feels there is a potential
Leter of Authority in these circumstances. |include Longstop dates, once relevant projects have | Designation in the context of Gate 2 to Whole Queue. enhance the criteria. the signatories of Self-Certifications. In regards to gone through the Transitional Arrangements process and received a Transitional customers with Transitional Offers, akin to Gate 1 need to examine cutover arrangements
Ask ESO (o confirm that the same. moved to a Gate 1 offer Concerns about the impact of applying a requirement from | conducting Land Registry checks, there is a preference | offer. Given the complexities and potential adverse consequences, customers offers, will need to submit a modification application and| in the context of Transmission Owner
treatment applies in respect of onshore the decision date rather than the implementation date on  (for 100% submission checks, If not possible, then urge | need to be made abundantly clear about what this option means for them pay the associated fee to enter the Gate 2 to Whole | (TOs) contining to produce and send
customers. customers s it gives no time (o communicate this to consider how to maximise the volume of checks and to Queue process. ‘full Business as Usual (BAU) offers,
requirement to customers and no time for customers to share approach and rationale. Notes that ESO's proposal indicates that customers  |and the associated timescales, if the
become compliant. Questions whether this is the appropriate route given with existing BAU offers seeking connection date first phase derogation request is not
that these requests will be treated as modification advancement wil be “treated as a modification approved by Ofgem.
applications, and believes using the existing process is but the specification of a fee for these
more appropriate. customers is abs
Concerns about the timing for customer communication Suggest that these customers should follow the
post-Ofgem decision, with a preference for definite modification application process for advancement,
messages to customers after the decision and before the which should include the payment of an associated fee.
implementation period.
60 Wind2 Limited lan Curry Generator Positive Positive Positive Negative Positive Negative Negative Negative Positive Negative Negative
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise. Respondent asks ESO to_| No comments to summarise. Respondent asks ESO 1o refer to_ | No comments to summarise. Respondent asks ESO to refer | No comments to summarise. Respondent asks ESO (o | No comments (o summarise. Respondent asks ESO (0 refer (o answer given in | No comments (o summarise No comments to summarise. Respondent asks ESO (o |No comments to summarise.
refer to answer given in document [CMP343 and 435 |answer given in document [CMP343 and 435 Consultation ‘answer given in document [CMP343 and 435 Consultation | refer to answer given in document [CMP343 and 435 | document [CMP343 and 435 Consultation response Final 20240806.pdf] refer to answer given in document [CMP343 and 435 | Respondent asks ESO to refer to
Consultation response Final 20240806.pdf] response Final 20240806.pdl] response Final 20240806.pd] Consultation response Final 20240806.pdf] Consultation response Final 20240806 pd] answer given in document [CMP343 and|
435 Consultation response Final
20240806.pdl]
61 Buchan Offshore Wind | Craig Duffy Generator Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
62 Qualitas Energy Grant Rogers | Generator Positive Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Negative Positive Positive Positive
stressed that more time to codify more of the proposals, not [ No comments to summarise believes that Offshore Hybrid | No comments o summarise Responded suggested that this Element needed a clear No comments to summarise believes that Self- declaration and sample disagrees with this and has raised an altemative. believes that the CNDM should be ‘agrees with this but refers back to Element|No comments to summarise
just the overarching principles, and time to review and consult on the and Interconnectors require a different methodology and should be codified. Without doing so will checking is not enough and that all applicants need to be | Respondent believes this pushes the incorrect view of capacity as a commodity | codified, but agrees with the Proposal that based on |13 and highlights again that all self-declarations should
associated guidance, would be the preference and far more beneficial. approach. If applying for the purposes of undermine the connection process and also opens a host of checked against the same criteria with ongoing instead of projects being the focus. the current timescales, the Authority introduces a | be checkedireviewed in full by the ESO, nota
However, in light of this option not being available then agreement that the generation the process should be aligned questions on fair and equaliunbiased treatment of all compliance being reviewed and checked by the ESO | Respondent believes that Element 14 contradicts the concept of adding firer | licence obligation for ESO/TOS to have this proposed | selection.
level of proposed codification may be workable. and not favour a particular type of Customers. team leading the project. If sell-declaration is 0 be application requirements within the Proposal and willlead to a host of unwanted | Methodology in place, and that the Authority also set
connection. utilised then a follow up check must be carried out on | outcomes and gaming while adding zero benefi to real development. Respondent |out in licence the consultation, governance and
each application claiming adherence to Gate 2 suggests this is removed from the Proposal. approvals process(es) in relation to such a proposed
CNDM.
63 eSmart Networks Ltd_|eSmart Networks |Other - ICPand | N/A NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA
L Grid Consultancy
Summaries
64 Apatura Energy James Potter Generator Negative Positive NIA Yes Negative Positive Neutral Positive Negative Positive Positive
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent suggested a transparent and auditable Respondent supports the proposal to work on land and Respondent believes multiple projects can be delivered | Respondent believes connection offers with unconfirmed nodal substation Respondent believes changes should be codified and | No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
methodology should be established to define strategically planning tasks simultaneously, which can help expedite the | on the same land parcel and Developers should be locations should have the option to relocate the developer's site with a single | transparent to customers.
important projects. project timeline. consulted to ensure that all projects (transmission and | modification application after gate 2.
Recommends this to be codified and auditable to ensure fair distribution) meet minimum land area requirements and
and consistent application. viability criteria,
65 Telis Energy UK Florent Leblanc | Storage NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Believe the Gate 2 criteria may lead to more smaller projects | No comments to summarise Feels the process should be that developers at their first choice’ substation make | Respondent believe the requirements should be Believes there needs to be a provision for the No comments to summarise
increasing the workload for NGET and ESO. Requiring all their case by providing the evidence of land rights and based on this evidence | codified. collocation of multiple technologies / development of
land leased at Gate 2 for NSIP projects could make them then spare bays fill up accordingly as Gate 2 offers Advises the CNDM must not be governed by a hybrid energy hubs through a staged connection,
undeliverable, leading to a surge in smaller projects. NSIP guidance document,
projects must secure at least 519 of the land with a plan for
the remaining 49%.
Advises Compulsory Acquisition Powers are crucial, and
cable routing should not be part of the criteria.
Suggests proposed timescales should be reviewed, and
access to capital is crucial for developers.
66 Solar Energy UK Kara Davies Consumer body | N/A NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
67 The Crown Estate Chris Gent Other NIA Positive Positive NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA
Summaries Respondent states 1o see their response to CMP434 No comments to summarise Respondent states 10 see their response to| Respondent states to see their response (o CMP434 /| Respondent states t0 see their response to CMP434 Respondent states 1o see their response (o CMP434 Respondent states 10 see their response (o CMP434 | No comments o summarise No comments to summarise Respondent raises concerns about affected parties | Respondent asks that ESO provide
CMP434 / Respondent suggests that the | Respondent suggests that the longstop period could be having enough time & resources to be able to enact [ case study examples of how final
longstop period could be longer for 4 years, would give projects adequate time. process related to final change proposals - encourage [ proposals could affect different parties,
oftshore projects, 4 years ESO & Authority to consider deliverabiliy in final and what will happen in practice
recommendations / Respondent also suggests that  [depending on whether Gate 2 evidence
ESO should safeguard connection capcities & or connection agreements are provided /|
connection point locations for certain offshore energy  [signed by 31st January 2025 or not
projects
68 Bluefield Development | Jonathan Selwyn | Other Negative Negative Negative Negative Negative NIA Negative NIA Negative Negative Negative
Summaries Respondent does not agree with CMP434 proposals No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent states, based on past experience, they do not | Respondent states that evidence of exclusivity & a red line | Respondent states that evidence of exclusivity & a red | Respondent raises concern about how the System Operator wil treat existing | No comments to summarise Respondent states that it is unclear how the released | Respondent highlight that this
we confidence in a fair & transparent process for project boundary should be provided for Gate 1 line boundary should be provided for Gate 1 projects & how they will prioriise them through the Gate 2 process - highlights capacity will be allocated between distribution and  [introduces significant uncertainty to
acceleration being led by ESO that application dates will not be respcted once they enter Gate 2 provess, whis is transmission customers in the existing distribution
unfair, and may lead to legal disputes queues
69 British Solar Christie Sims | Generator / Storage| Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
Renewables Ltd
Summaries Respondent believes short turnaround times coupled with the expectation | R mostly happy with scope. However | R believes offshore projects and R satisfied with this element, provided flexibility is R states this could be used as a bias for certain technologies, | R believes the Gate 2 criteria needs close inspection, as it is thinks the use of self-certification letters believes the ability for TSO projects to change their red line makes of there being a tates that , as a developer with over 90 | No comments to summarise

not to include any industry voices makes this impossible to agree with.
Moving from *First Come First Served" is a huge change, and while the
overall aims are valuable, the impact can't be investigated without the
Gate 2 requirements being clear.

raises that DNO projects that are
meant to directly connect to GSPs, are
at the same level of land disadvantage
as transmission connected projects
when the new GSP location is
unknown. This is made worse for DNO
projects as currently changing the red
fine is disallowed, meaning if the
Statement of Works comes back with a|
new GSP that's 10km away this is the
same as killng the project

interconnectors are likely to require a
slightly different process from the land
based projects.

allowed due to changes in POC from NGET. In some.
cases, the POC is going to be 10 miles away from
original positioning. Long stop date will be required to
prevent everything sitting in Gate 1 forever that isn't
viable

unhappy being asked for commentary ahead of detals of the
criteria being published. In theory there is nothing wrong with
prioritising nation-critical infrastructure, but its important that
these kind of projects have a high barrier to qualify

by this criteria that the whole impact of the scheme will be
measured. Too easy to pass and there will be no real change
o the connection queue, but requiring planning "blind”
without a confirmed connection date will make it very difficult
for any developer to progress schemes reliably. land
requirements for *100% of the project” can be open to some
argument - needs to provide for flexibility. Requiting the full
fand for ALL of the technologies involved, rather than just
enough technology of at least one type to reach the TEC,
takes away any potential betterment of projects of which
several are stil likely to be in development for 10 years. Not
forward-thinking approach.

does cut down on the admin of both sides of the
contract, which is useful. Reservations about the details
of the red line,

sense in terms of their POC changing significantly. However it does create a
distortion s large GSP-connected DNO projects are also susceptible to these
levels of location change, and they aren't allowed to change their red line at all
(beyond NGED's 50% rule, which won't help in this instance)

The
without being clear on that methodology means
offering opinions on this is difficult

current projects, how they are handled under the new
system is critical to them. Would accepting a gate 2
offer without a requested earlier connection date
disqualify the project from the accelerated connections
scheme that is currently being run across muliple




Response
Number

Respondent Details

Organisation

Organisation type

Q6 - Are there any elements of the proposed CMP435
solution - as per Q5 - which you believe are not
appropriate to include when you consider how to
most effectively implement TMO4+ to projects in the
existing contracted background (as opposed to the
process for new applicants via CMP434)? If yes,
please provide supporting justification.

Question 6-9 Summaries

Q7 - In relation to Q6, are there any features which
you believe are missing in the proposed CMP435
solution that would more effectively facilitate
implementation of TMOA4+ to the existing contracted
background.

If yes, please provide details and justification.

Q8 - Do you believe any groups of projects should be

exempt from the scope of CMP435 or from some
elements of the proposed solution? If so, please
advise on which groups and elements and provide
rationale to why.

Q9 - Do you believe that the proposed
solution could duly or unduly discriminate
against any particular types of projects? If
so, do you believe this is justified?

1|Kona Energy Ltd Andy Willis Generator /Storage |Neutral Neutral Neutral
Neutral
Summaries No comment to summarise No comment to summarise No comment to summarise
No comment to summarise
2|Renewable Connections |Joe Hulyer Negative Positive Negative
Developments Ltd
Negative
Summaries No comment to summarise More details around self certification of gate 2 self No comment to summarise
certification required No project should be exempt from having the
land required to facilitate connection
3|Sembcorp Energy (UK) Mark Field Demand / Generator |Negative Negative Negative
Limited / Supplier Positive
Summaries No comment to summarise No comment to summarise Exemptions will undermine process and introduces New primary process; different connections for
possibility for discrimination and/or market distortion. different projects which could be potentially
Contrary to the point of the Connections Reform, which |discriminatory.
was to better manage connection queue.
4|Ethical Power Paul Munday Generator Negative Negative Negative
Negative
Summaries No comment to summarise No comment to summarise No comment to summarise
No comment to summarise
5|Eclipse Power Networks |Charles Deacon Distribution Negative Positive Negative
Limited Network Operator .
Positive
Summaries Respondent concerned about discriminatory effect of Large embedded demand that has a transmission impact|Specific exemptions from the Secretary of State should |Preferrential Treatment for large embedded
Element 3, and Element 20. Respondent believes must be in scope; as must supply points associated with [be available for strategic projects already underway — demand. Discriminates against small and
Element 1 needs clarification and transparency small/medium generators. such as nuclear, interconnectors or gigafactories. medium generators needing new supply points.
Discriminates against Transmission users
6|Enso Energy Rob Smith Generator /Storage |Positive Negative Negative Neutral
Summaries Element 6 - Project Designation; strong dissent. Does No comment to summarise No comment to summarise
not better meet stated aims. Element has not got enough
detail , clarity or oversight. If utilised to bring forward
projects at the expense of others to accelerate their
connection dates, the ESO will effectively be bestowing a
commercial advantage on certain applicants. Not a
transparent decision making process. No comment to summarise
7|Centrica Sam Railton Generator / Storage |Negative Negative Negative Negative
/ Supplier / Virtual
Lead Party
Summaries No comment to summarise No comment to summarise No groups of projects should be exempt. To exempt
projects would undermine Applicable Objectives, and
weaken proposals impact of lessening queues.
No comment to summarise
8|Arise Renewable Energy |Daniel Cambridge [Supplier Positive Not on response form Positive Positive
UK Limited




Summaries Respondent refers to their letter which shows a strong Not on response form Projects with existing connection agreements which are
dissent for Elements 11 and 14 in particular. Respondent already demonstrably in compliance with the milestone
is primarily concerned that the proposal will have schedules included in their bilateral connection
significant adverse, unfair and detrimental effect on their agreements.
business and if implemented without adequate
consideration and fair transition provisions, would
severely impact our business operations, financial
stability, and project viability. They find the proposal to be
ill thought through. Finally, retrospective changes
significantly increase risk as they undermine the principle Projects with existing connection agreements
of legal certainty, which is essential for business planning which are already demonstrably in compliance
and investment. with the milestone schedules included in their
bilateral connection agreements.
9/Innova Renewables Joe Colebrook Generator Positive Negative Negative Positive
Summaries Respondent believes that Project Designatin should not |Respondent does not believe that any elements are The respondent does not believe that any projects The respondent notes that offshore wind and
be part of the solution. missing from the solution. should be exempt from the scope or elements of the interconnectors are given an advantage. The
solution. respondent believes that Element 5 will
discriminate against technologies competing for
the same connection point and capacity which
they believe is justified to protect the offshore
coordinated design network.
10(Getlink Alice Varney Interconnector Negative Positive Negative Negative
Summaries No comments Respondent notes that they believe there are certain No comments
edge cases which have not been fully considered and
they propose that flexibility is intriduced into the The respondent believes that there are not any
implementation process. duly or unduly discrimination against technology
types.
11|Aquind Limited Vladimir Temerko [Interconnector Negative Negative Negative Negative
Summaries Respondent notes not that they are aware of. Respondent notes not that they are aware of. The respondent believes that whilst they do not think that
any projects should be exempt, there are elements that [The respondent does not believe that any
need to change to reflect different technologies and projects should be discriminated against,
planning processes. The respondent references however states that the current proposal's Gate
Elements 5, 11 and 8. 2 requirement of securing land rights before
DCO application undermins NSIP's statutory
rights in progressing planning consent.
12|National Grid ESO Alice Taylor System Operator Negative Negative Negative Negative
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent expects those proposed to be within scope |Respondent does not feel the differences in
as per Element 3 certain circumstances in the process are
discriminatory
13|Drsted Alex Ikonic Generator Positive Positive Negative Positive
Summaries Respondent notes project designation and gate 2 The respondent notes several elements that should be |The respondent does not believe any groups of projects
ongoing compliance should not be included. included within the solution. First is cost refund/re- should be exempt entirely but does believe there should
allocation, second is signification mod apps as per 434 [be more nuance in how it is applied. They add that
and lastly is that of the timely publication of pre-app data [blanket rules is more likely to lead to legal challenge. The
to improve quality/consistency/granularity. respondent suggested that providing a buffer for projects
to allow them to meet Gate 2 compliance would be better | The respondent believes that the proposal could
and allowing projects to split out their connection into a  |unduly discriminate against embedded
staged connection. The respondent also notes that 435 |generators if DNO workstreams are not in place.
should not be applied to those where the connection date|They listed these as, DCUSA mods, DNO rules
is within 5 years. on re-ordering the queue, cost re-allocation and
process for DNOs to notify ESO of projects
reaching Gate 2.
14|Drax Paul Youngman Generator/supplier [Positive Negative Positive Positive
/storage
Summaries The respondent does not support element 1 as part of The respondent believes that each element lacks The respondent agrees that all modification applications |The respondent believes that the proposals are

the process and that the contents within element 1
should be codified. The respondent also does not believe
that element 10 has sufficient evidence to determine that
due discrimination on certain projects is justified. The
respondent notes the same for element 9 stating a clear
absence of impact assessment and therefore lack of
justification.

evidence to suggest there will be a positive impact on the
connections queue.

for existing connected sites should be out of scope of this
process.

likely to be discriminatory in their application to
different parties however there has been no
evidence provided to the work group by the
proposer to assess the impact of individual
elements. The proposal adds without evidence
and analysis it is not possible to assess if
discriminatory treatment is material and or
justified.




15|Island Green Power Sam Aitchison Generator Negative Negative Neutral Neutral
Summaries No comments No comments No comments
The respondent notes there are several groups
of projects discriminated against with DFTC
having the potential to give an unfair advantage
to distributed connected projects compared to
directly connected ones. The respondent also
believes that forward-looking milestone M1
discriminates against smaller developers and
that there is undue discrimination against
projects that will apply between now and to the
go live date.
16(Orron Energy Axel Wikner Generator Positive Positive Negative Positive
Development Ltd
Summaries No comments The respondent believes there has to be a transition as  |No comments The respondent believes it is clear that offshore
outlined in element 11 to ensure a level playing field and projects are being prioritised without any clear
to enable maximum possible capacity to connect to the rationale as to why. They believe the end
grid. consumer will benefit from CMP435 being
technology agnostic
17|Enfinity Global Alex Fornal Generator/Storage [Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
Summaries No comments No comments No comments No comments
18|Commonwealth Asset Peter Rumbold Demand N/A Positive N/A N/A
Management
Summaries No comments Respondent suggested the Gate 1 criteria include No comments
securing land rights or a binding contract for land
acquisition within a specific timeframe and a commitment
to submit outline planning within a set timeframe. Gate 2
should require the attainment of outline planning
permission.
No comments
19|Flotation Energy Ltd Calum Watt Generator Positive Positive Positive Positive
Summaries The respondent believes existing projects should be The respondent believes existing projects should be The respondent believes a small number of projects
allowed an opportunity to mod app ahead of the 1st of allowed an opportunity to mod app ahead of the 1st of which are approaching FID who required changes to the |The respondent believes the solution will unduly
January 25 to resolve any contractual issues without January 25 to resolve any contractual issues without contracted position should be allowed to mod app ahead |impact projects which are near to securing route
being progressed to gate 1 and gate 2. being progressed to gate 1 and gate 2. of the implementation date. to market which would have been able to Mod
App on typical timescale.
20(UK Power Networks Ross Thompson |Distribution Negative Positive Negative Negative
Network Operator
Summaries No comments Element 19 - Contractual changes - Mindful of No comments
consequential impact of a connection agreement on
embedded generator being converted into gate 1
agreement. R states solution will impact accepted
distribution customer quotes, so need strong line of sight
between the Authority and Government decisions leading
to this solution, providing clarity and certainty to impacted
customers. R is concerned that the proposed approach
is for it to be dealt with outside of the CMP435 solution.
No comments
21|{FRV Powertek Limited Ravinder Shan Generator/Storage [Positive Negative Negative Negative
Summaries Element 14 - R does not see this as alligned with MVP  |No Comments No Comments

Criteria, or 'First Ready, First Connect'. If POC offered is
different, then developer should reapply to Gate 2 at
new location. Unfair to hold Gate position for 12 months -
might be other projects at new POC who met Gate 2
criteria later but ready to progress. Existing queue has lot
of projects in advanced stages of development - should
be able to connect earlier rather than wait for some other
project that requested some other connection point and
is ahead in the queue now.

No Comments




22|EDF Energy Jonathon Generator Positive Positive Neutral Negative
Hoggarth
Summaries Restrictions on technology changes and site boundaries |R concerned with lack of detail and guidance on key No comments
without a clear justification which risks restricting the elements means that the current proposal does not meet
project development cycle and could result in genuine the requirement of a minimum viable product. Several
projects either being terminated or designed sub- key concepts are in guidance documents which may not
optimally (which is in breach of Objective A. efficient be produced until after the implementation date and no
discharge). legal text is available. Where guidance is available, it is a
work in progress with items TBC. To meet MVP, key
concepts and details need to be fully described with R believes that the solution could discriminate
accompanying legal text in order for industry to fully against any project in the future that does not
understand what is being proposed.Ambiguity not align with NGESO internal strategic approach if
acceptable as impact is crucial to proposals function the CDNM is not published or is left open ended.
It has the potential to favour technology types in
the event one technology is favoured over
another vs the economics
23|MaresConnect Limited Holly Burke Interconnector Positive Negative Positive Positive
Summaries R does not believe the timeframe for existing No comments R believes interconnector projects with existing
interconnector projects being assessed in Ofgem’s connection agreements should be exempt - need for a
Window 3 process should be subject to the same longer timeframe for existing interconnectors being
timeframe for meeting the Gate 2 criteria considered in Ofgem’s Third Cap & Floor Window. Want
extending to 31 July 2025. R believes it unfair/
discriminate for the same Gate 2 criteria timetable to
apply to these per]ECtS, as _thgy have b(_een dela}ygd asa Projects which are currently being assessed in
result of Ofgem's process/timing for a final decision and ) .
would struggle to achieve the Gate 2 criteria by 31 Ofgem’s Window 3 Cap & Floor proc?ss have
. . - - been delayed by the delays to Ofgem’s process
January 2025. Extension gives time to meet the criteria L . L -
and obtain the required land interests, which may be and.tlmlng fora flngl decision, Whlch was
S . originally expected in Q3 2023 and is now
delayed due to protracted commercial discussions and : - L
Environmental and Technical studies exp(_—:-cted in Q4 2(.)24' Unfair and discriminate
against these projects for the same Gate 2
criteria timetable to apply to these projects.
24|Google Brian Denvir Demand Positive Positive Positive Neutral
Summaries R does do not support the application of the proposed "see response to CMP 434" see response to Q6
connection process to contracts classified as
‘connected,’ regardless of whether or not some project
stages are yet to be energised. The objective of the
proposal is to ensure that viable projects can connect -
connected projects have already demonstrated
themselves to be viable. Changing the terms of
connection agreements for assets that have already
been energised creates uncertainty for investors and
would undermine confidence in the connection process
No comments
25|Zenobe Energy Duncan Hughes Storage Negative Negative Negative Negative
Summaries No comments No comments No comments No comments
26(Enviromena Project Mark Harding Generator Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
Management UK Limited
Summaries No comments No comments No comments No comments
27|Statkraft Barney Cowin Generator Positive Negative Positive Positive
Summaries The respondent notes planning deadlines and calculation | The respondent states that the proposal might The respondent notes that projects in 2024 should be
methdology. disadvantage legitimate complex projects due to allowed longer to meet Gate 2 criteria. Respondent believes that projects with multiple
inflexibility and inappropriate regulations. landowners are discriminated against through
the red line boundary change process. They
added that recently accepted offers might not
have had time to conclude land options.
28(Uniper UK Ltd Paul jones Generator Positive Negative Negative Negative
Summaries Respondent feels the Project Designation Methodology |No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
does not need to be part of the MVP process
29|Haldane Energy Limited Lawson Steele Storage Negative Negative Negative Negative

Summaries

No comments to summarise

No comments to summarise

No comments to summarise

No comments to summarise




30

Northern Powergrid

Luke Scott

Distribution
Network Operator

Negative

Negative

Negative

Negative

Summaries No comment to summarise No comment to summarise No comment to summarise No comment to summarise
31(Welsh Power David Palmer Generator Negative Negative Negative Negative
Summaries No comment to summarise No comment to summarise No comment to summarise Respondent believes all projects should have
the same requirements for each gate.
32[SSE Generation Ltd Garth Graham Generator/ Supplier |Positive Positive Positive Negative
/ Storage
Summaries Respondent believes that Element 1, 5, 8, 9, 11, and 16 |Respondent believes that TMO4+ does not sufficiently  [Whilst the respondent recognises the need to reduce the
are in whole or in part no longer required referencing UK [align with the end point of connections reform. They queue they note that what is being proposed is a broad [The respondent believes that the proposed
Government's ongoing policy development. believe it is key that when implementing the reformed brushstroke approach applied to all projects regardless |[solution would not be unduly discriminatory
porcess it is clearly signposted for all stakeholders to of technology type. The respondent believes that large However they have concerns around potential
ensure transparency. scale technology classes with complex land leasing alternatives which could lead to discrimination
requirements may be unduly discriminated against. when examining the legal text. The respondent
notes this is based on the proposed
retrospective changes to the Terms and
Conditions to comply with retained EU law. The
respondent also believes that the proposal
favours technologies or projects that are less
complex.
33|Eki Energy Limited Nicky Ferguson Storage Negative Negative Negative Negative
Summaries No comments No comments No comments No comments
34(National Grid Ventures Andy Dekany Interconnector Positive Positive Negative Negative
Summaries Respondent believes ESO should focus on delivering Respondent believes ESO should focus on delivering Respondent does not agree that groups should be Respondent believes there is significant
technology specific solutions rather than a “one size fits |technology specific solutions rather than a “one size fits |exempt from the scope. potential for CMP435 to unduly discriminate
all approach” all approach” (reiterated) against IC/OHA projects.
35(ScottishPower Deborah Generator Positive Positive Positive Positive
Renewables MacPherson
Summaries R believes evidence of land documentation should only |R seeking further details of supplementary/associated R says ideally all projects should be included. However, if|Respondent believes there is a material risk that
be uploaded to the ESO portal for projects within the processes i.e. those not being codified. Required to be  |there are a small number of a specific project type (eg.  [the proposed process could lead to the
sample range of checks, rather than by every project. published prior to the conclusion of the consultation OHAs) that bring unnecessary complexity and slow down [unintended consequence of discriminating on
This is to avoid significant unnecessary admin for the process, to allay concerns over the items not under the |the implementation, then these could be exempt from the [technology types and project size. i.e. some
developers scope of the modification MVP whilst an appropriate alternative process is devised.|need to secure multiple land rights from multiple
land owners, and others need to secure much
less. BESS projects for example may only have
1 landowner but a typical windfarm will have
circa 4-5.
36(Transmission Investment |Holly MacDonald |Interconnector Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
Summaries Element 19 - Respondent is fundamentally concerned No comments to summarise R is very concerned with Element 19. DOes not agree
with the proposal to apply the Gate 2 criteria to the that Gate 2 criteria should apply to existing queue - will
existing queue, and as such change the contractual interfere with existing contracts with developers.
arrangements of developers with respect to grid Concerned r.e. legal feasibility, see it as beyond scope of
connection. The proposal to retrospectively apply the proposal also. The proposal to retrospectively apply the
Gate 2 criteria to projects with a firm connection Gate 2 criteria to projects with a firm connection offer
offer/agreement, and who have already paid the relevant undermines the existing process, causes uncertainty and
fees undermines the existing process, causes therefore risk with investors. Projects with existing HND
uncertainty and therefore risk with investors offers having to prove compliance with Gate 2 criteria to
retain offer unreasonable requirement on developers and
undermines HND process.
No comments to summarise
37|Electricity North West Steffan Jones Distribution Positive Positive Negative Negative
Limited Network Operator
Summaries Element 9 - Respondent noted Project designation and [No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
Element 14 - Gate 2 offer and project site location
change No comments to summarise
38(Muir Mhor Offshore Wind |Helen Snodin Generator Negative Positive Negative Neutral
Farm
Summaries No comments to summarise Respondent is concerned proposal does not introduce a |No comments to summarise Respondent requests more detailed

first-ready-first-served regieme.

methodologies




39(Energiekontor UK Cameron Gall Generator Positive Positive Negative Positive
Summaries Respondent believes that the current methodologies are |Respondent believes the proposal lacks reference to No comments
not the best way to process changes to the Gate 2 gueue management milestones M1 and M2 in the Gate 2 Respondent suggests the principle of "first
criteria, specifically and suggests a process that allows [criteria, specifically for the Gate 2 to Whole Queue ready, first connected" should be given more
the industry to raise concerns and provide comments on |process and recommended the incorporation of M1 and importance than currently proposed, advising
proposed Methodologies. M2 alongside land rights to determine queue position for that this approach allows the connection of the
sites seeking advancement in January 2025. most mature projects and technologies.
40|Ocean Winds Nina Brundage Generator Negative Positive Positive Positive
Summaries No comments The respondent supports allowing users to request The respondent believes that projects that have reached
proposed changes via modification application at the final investment decision and all started construction
time of sgpm|55|0n. The respondent also noted that could|should be exempt from the process. The respondent believes that Scotwind
be benefit in users being allowed to make some changes T .
at gate 2 application for example TEC reductions developers may be dlgcrlmlnateq e}galnst as
' they may not have their post-holistic network
design AtVs agreed and signed prior to 31st Jan
25.
41|Energy UK Tobias Burke Industry Body Positive Positive Negative Positive
Summaries The respondent believes Element 14 is unnecessary. The respondent broadly agrees with the content of the The respondent believes all projects in the existing
MVP reforms but mentions that proposals outlined for queue should be subject to some version of the proposal
guidance documents (CNDM, Project designation, taking into consideration any unintended consequences.
significant mod apps, gate 2 criteria) may need to be
codified instead. The respondent recognises the need
for flexibility however states that investment certainty is
needed and guidance changes may discourage
investment in future years. The respondent also believes
that there is legal challenge for changing existing
contracted projects so suggests that Government step in ) ) . L
with a more specific programme to avoid this. The respondent be_Ilev_es projects in the eX|st|_ng
queue with a genuine intent to connect may risk
unjustly being offered later dates than those that
apply after the go live date.
42|Scottish Renewables Stephen McKellar |Industry Body N/A Negative N/A Neutral
Summaries The Respondent re-iterates points raised in Element 19 |No further comments The respondent believes project with 2024 accepted
and 20 being concerned that embedded projects without offers should be considered further, paritcularly if
a BELLA or BEGA will need to liaise with the DNO implementation were to be postponed. The respondent
directly. also believes Large Demand should have alternative
Concerned when the queue is reordered for the first time, provisions as it is driven by other markets.
if embedded customers are disadvantaged through the
reliance on several BAU processes that are untested in
new world.
Suggests that there is a concern across a number of
members that the impact will be enduring as the initial
reordering will set the new baseline and Respondent
agrees with the need for a "cut over" period (noting the
difference from the transitional period), the proposed
timeframe is believed ambitious for developers, Proposer The respondent believes Embedded Projects
and the Authority. are to be at risk from the implementation phase
which the cut over arrangements trigger.
43|NGED Sarah Kenny- Distribution Positive Positive Negative Positive
Levick Network Operator
Summaries The respondent believes an interim version of a system [The respondent believes extra milestone checks, system |The respondent believes it is important that all projects  [The respondent believes the gate 1 and 2
benefit prioritisation should be included. benefit prioritisation flagged by DNOs, full 100% are treated fair and consistent but they note that element |processes would likely give an advantage to
certification of the gate 2 criteria and alignment of the 9 would be practical for DNOs to nominate certain smaller projects as they can achieve land rights
transmission and distribution processes are features that |schemes of acceleration dependant on network need. quicker, but notes this is seen as a positive.
need to be included. They also add that the current proposal will
allow some distribution connected projects to
apply for Gate 2 sooner than transmission
connected projects.
44|ib vogt Jingling Sun Generator Negative Positive Negative Negative
Summaries No comments The respondent notes a query on wil customer be No comments

allowed to give back some capacity for some of their
existing projects?

The respondent believes the proposed solution
is justified.
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RenewableUK

Barnaby Wharton

Industry Body

Neutral

Negative

Neutral

Neutral

Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent believes 2024 accpeted offers and large Respondent believes embedded projects are at
demand parties need further consideration risk of unintended discrimination.
46|SSEN Distribution Michelle Distribution Negative Positive Negative Negative
MacDonald Network
Sandison
Summaries Believe all elements proposed are required to be Believe there needs to be a clear directive from Repsondent does not believe any groups should be
effective legislation exempt from the proposal. Do not believe any projects are discriminated
against
47|RWE Renewables & RWE |Claire Hynes & Tim|Generator Neutral Neutral Negative Positive
Supply & Trading Ellingham
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent supports speculative projects being
removed from the connection queue Respondent believes embedded projects are at
risk of unintended discrimination.
48|Bute Energy Ltd Douglas Allan Generator Negative Positive Negative Positive
Summaries No comments No comments State that the proposed solution allows for exemption.
Believe that the current proposal discriminates
against onshore wind and other projects that
require longer environmental studies.
49|Green Generation Energy |Daryn Lucas Distribution Negative Positive Negative Negative
Networks Cymru Ltd Network Operator
Summaries No comments to summarise Respondent feels the implications on the existing No comments to summarise
cancellation liability and security requirements arising as
a consequence of CMP435 needs to be considered in
more detail No comments to summarise
50|Research Relay Ltd Dennis Gowland |Generator Negative Positive Negative Positive
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
51|BayWa-re UK Graham Pannell Generator Negative Positive Negatve Positive
Summaries No comments to summarise Respondent agrees however reservations must be No comments to summarise Respondent believes embedded projects are at
transparent risk of unintended discrimination.
52(Xlinks Morocco UK Power |John Greasley Generator N/A N/A N/A Positive
Project
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise Respondent suggests processes should be
specifically considered for offshore "mega"
projects to avoid potential undue discrimination
against them.
53|Community Energy Eibhlin Norquoy Generator Negative Positive Positive Positive
Scotland
Summaries No comments to summarise Respondent believes a project designation for Respondent believes community generators should be  |Respondent believes embedded projects are at
community generators should be included. exempt from the scope risk of unintended discrimination.
54|Field Andy Ho Storage Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
Summaries No comments No comments No comments No comments
55(SP Energy Networks Gareth Williams Distribution Negative Negative Negative Positive
Network
Summaries No comments to summarise No comments to summarise No comments to summarise
Respondent is supportive of the first ready, first
connected approach however, believes the
Gate 2 Criteria too low. Supportive of making
Gate 1 mandatory. Concern criteria based on
obtaining land will hinder TOs' with different
technologies sought land later in the process.
56(OnPath Energy Limited- Dan Thomas Generator Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
inc Kype Muir Wind Farm
Summaries No comments No comments No comments No comments
57[Low Carbon Ed Birkett Generator Negative Negative Positive Positive




Summaries As per Question 5, the following Elements should be No comments The respondent believes the Secretary of State should
removed: have the ability to grant projects time-limited exemptions
Element 9: Project Designation. from each of the requirements in both CMP434 and
Element 14: Gate 2 Offer and Project Site Location CMP435. This would avoid unintended consequences in
Change. relation to strategic projects such as nuclear and As per Question 5 (Element 5), many contracted
gigafactories. The proposed Project Designation Element |interconnectors may struggle to meet the Gate 1
is not appropriate for this purpose, as the decision to Criteria — if this is applied. This is because it is
grant these exemptions is inherently political rather than [unclear whether CE/CES has agreed to provide
technocratic letters, or what criteria they would use to decide
whether or not to provide letters.
58(National Grid Electricity Richard Woodward|Transmission Positive Negative Negative Negative
Transmission Owner
Summaries The respondent believes that unless the work group or  |No comments The respondent believes the only possible exceptions
proposal can demonstrate specific differences in how the could be where the ESO exercises its project designation
elements apply to new users in CMP434 compared to right if permitted by Ofgem.
CMP435 we believe the following elements can be
removed from scope: 1,3,5,9 and 16. The respondent does not believe CMP435 in
isolation discriminated by project type.
59|Scottish Hydro Electric Greg Stevenson Transmission Positive Positive Negative Positive
Transmission plc Owner
Summaries No comments The respondent believes there should be an additional  [The respondent is satisfied that all groups of projects The respondent believes that introducing a
technology based criteria element applied to the existing [should be subject to CMP435 and that it is appropriate  |technology element to the gate 2 criteria would
gueue to ensure technologies that proceed are aligned |[for all elements to apply. help to minimise any inherent advantages that
with net zero targets. some technology types have in terms of
achieving the criteria.
60(Wind2 Limited lan Curry Generator Negative Negative Positive Positive
Summaries No comments No comments No comments No comments
61|Buchan Offshore Wind Craig Duffy Generator Negative Negative Negative Negative
Summaries No comments No comments No comments No comments
62|Qualitas Energy Grant Rogers Generator Positive Positive Negative Positive
Summaries The respondent beleives Element 14 should not be Respondent says a clear, and ideally codified, No comments Respondent says that without careful
included and does not represent MPV. Element 14 adds [methodology of how existing DNO contracted Customers consideration and clear methodologies agreed
not benefit to the proposal however it adds a high risk of |will be considered within the new Gate 2 queue is (and ideally codified) across the ESO and DNOs
increased speculation and gaming of the new process needed. theres risk varied discrimination to DNO
that risks completely undermining the positive impact of |Most DNO Customers are held by TO interface outcome connected Customers with ESO/TO works
the Proposal. Removal of element 14 does not diminish |deadlines e.g. the DNO timescale may be a connection required as a result of the Transmission
the effect of the proposal or negatively effect MPV in any |available in 2027 but the TO outcome states 2038. Interface outcome.
way. Many of these DNO Customers will be viable to achieve A process and methodology for this, that applies
Gate 2 by Jan 25 (or may already have achieved it). across the board, to ensure mitigation of any
Need clarity on how this will be addressed to ensure potential discrimination should be included in the
fairness across all DNO’s and the ESO in terms of equal Proposal.
treatment of connecting Customers (and/or no Proposal also risks unduly biasing
detrimental effect to Customers based on application interconnector and hybrid interconnector
voltage). applications by issuing a “G2 type” offer at G1
This is fundamental to CMP435 and needs to be stage.
addressed and included within the proposal and ideally This inclusion should be considered for removal
codified as soon as practicable, even if this must be after where the application is for a
implementation. generator/generation. All generation Customers
should be treated the same regardless of
whether directly connected or hybrid
interconnector. Doing otherwise will skew favour
towards these specific projects which will have
greater certainty at an early stage over and
above any other applicant (there is also
guestion as to how this can even be achieved at
Gate 1 considering no studies will be carried
out).
63[eSmart Networks Ltd eSmart Networks |Other Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral
Ltd
Summaries The respondent notes that Gate 2 criteria is insufficient to| The respondent notes that Gate 2 criteria is insufficient to|No comments

efficiently reduce the existing transmission queue.

efficiently reduce the existing transmission queue.

The respondent notes that of embedded
demand.
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Apatura Energy Ltd

James Potter

Generator/ Storage

Neutral

Neutral

Neutral

Positive

Summaries Respondent neither agrees or disagrees. Respondent neither agrees or disagrees. Respondent neither agrees or disagrees. The respondent believes that expediting
projects via a process that is not codified will
discriminate against projects in the queue and
impact project viability.

65| Telis Energy UK Florent Leblanc Generator/ Storage |Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
Summaries No comments No comments No comments No comments
66(Solar Energy UK Kara Davies Consumer Body N/A N/A N/A N/A

Summaries No comments No comments No comments No comments

67(The Crown Estate Chris Gent Other N/A N/A Positive Positive

Summaries The responder seeks to ensure no inadvertent impacts

or disadvantage from both the choice of implementation
timing and gate criteria on critical “in-flight” offshore wind
projects. Encourage ESO to safeguard connection
capacities and connection point locations for offshore
energy projects that are part of leasing or related
processes that commenced prior to the final connection
reform proposals, are currently ongoing and are
expected to conclude in 2025 during the connection
reform implementation period and where the choice of
timings In particular we refer to Offshore Wind Leasing
Round 5 and associated HNDFUE connection
recommendations, to Floating Wind Test &
Demonstration projects, and to Habitat Regulations
Assessment (HRA) processes that relate to leasing of
the Awel y Mér, Dudgeon Extension, Sheringham Shoal
Extension, North Falls, Five Estuaries, Rampion 2 and
Dogger Bank D offshore
Workgroup Consultation CMP435
Published on 25/07/2024 - respond by 5pm on
06/08/2024
6 of 7 wind projects Look forward to understanding how
Elements 8, 9 and 10 can be applied in these
circumstances.

68(Bluefield Development Jonathan Selwyn |Other N/A N/A N/A Positive

Summaries Opposed to CMP 434 No comments No comments
The responder thinks CMP435 gives too much
power to the ESO to determine which projects
should be prioritised. No clear indication of how
the prioritisation process will be structured, who
makes the decision and how it is justified, what
right of appeal there will be, how long decisions
will take, how they will be communicated and
how the whole process will be policed.
Experience of the SoW/PP process suggests
that the ESO will be unwilling to feedback any
information or engage in any dialogue with
distribution customers. Relationship ESO and
DNOs will inevitably result in distribution
customers being discriminated against

69(British Solar Renewables |Christie Sims Generator / Storage [Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral

Ltd




Summaries

No comments

No comments

No comments

Respondent states the land requirements
remove flexibility from hybrid projects,whilst
reducing their scope. A combined solar/storage
application may have sufficient land for the full
TEC amount of storage but only some small
solar, and over the years of development find
other land that can be used to increase the solar
to match the storage level. This is likely to
require much more land, however the project
would have been able to meet Gate 2 with
smaller lands due to meeting the TEC with
storage alone. There is no advantage to
punishing solar like this and it would result in
less MW being deployed and less efficient use
of the transmission network.




