Grid Code Workgroup Consultation Response Proforma

GC0102 EU Connection Codes GB Implementation – Mod 3
Industry parties are invited to respond to this consultation expressing their views and supplying the rationale for those views, particularly in respect of any specific questions detailed below.

Please send your responses by 5pm on Thursday 9th November 2017 to grid.code@nationalgrid.com.  Please note that any responses received after the deadline or sent to a different email address may not receive due consideration by the Workgroup.

Any queries on the content of the consultation should be forwarded to grid.code@nationalgrid.com with subject clearly stating ‘GC0102 Consultation Query’
	Respondent:
	Isaac Gutierrez

Senior Electrical Engineer

Telephone number work: 01416143104

Mobile: 07761693652

Email: igutierrez2@scottishpower.com

	Company Name:
	Scottishpower Renewable Ltd (UK)

	Please express your views regarding the Workgroup Consultation, including rationale.

(Please include any issues, suggestions or queries)


	For reference, the Grid Code objectives are:  
i. To permit the development, maintenance and operation of an efficient, coordinated and economical system for the transmission of electricity

ii. To facilitate competition in the generation and supply of electricity (and without limiting the foregoing, to facilitate the national electricity transmission system being made available to persons authorised to supply or generate electricity on terms which neither prevent nor restrict competition in the supply or generation of electricity)

iii. Subject to sub-paragraphs (i) and (ii), to promote the security and efficiency of the electricity generation, transmission and distribution systems in the national electricity transmission system operator area taken as a whole

iv. To efficiently discharge the obligations imposed upon the licensee by this license and to comply with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decisions of the European Commission and/or the Agency; and

v. To promote efficiency in the implementation and administration of the Grid Code arrangements


Standard Workgroup Consultation questions 
	Q
	Question
	Response

	1
	Do you believe that GC0102 Original Proposal, or any potential alternatives for change that you wish to suggest, better facilitates the Grid Code Objectives?
	Yes

	2
	Do you support the proposed implementation approach?


	No, timescales for implementation of the modifications are being rushed. 

	3
	Do you have any other comments?


	No

	4
	Do you wish to raise a WG Consultation Alternative Request for the Workgroup to consider? 


	No

If yes, please complete a WG Consultation Alternative Request form, available on National Grid's website, http://www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/industry-information/electricity-codes/grid-code/modifications/forms-and-guidance/ and return to the Grid Code inbox at grid.code@nationalgrid.com 



Specific GC0102 Consultation Questions
	Q
	Question
	Response

	5
	Do you have any comments on the structure of the proposed relationship between the D Code, G59 and G83, and G98 and G99?  In particular which of the three options in Section 3.2 of this consultation do you support and why?


	SPR preferred option is number 2 as both type A and micro generator requirements will be covered in one document

	6
	Do you agree with the organization of G99 and how it applies to the different Types of generation?  Do you have any alternative suggestions for structure?

	Yes

	7
	Do you agree with the current view of how the Grid and Distribution Codes (and G98 and G99) will be applied to installations where new PGMs are installed alongside existing pre-RfG equipment? (see page 11)


	Yes

	8
	Do you agree on the introduction of a Preliminary Operation Notification relating to the Compliance process for Transmission connected Type B and Type C PGMs? (See Workgroup discussions section)


	Yes

	9
	Do you agree with the retaining of the current GB arrangements for automatic connection and reconnection and the logic for it?  If not, what alternative should be proposed? (see section 4.1.2.2)


	Yes

	10
	Do you consider any parts of the proposed compliance, simulation or testing requirements for distribution-connected generators to be disproportionately onerous? (See section 5.2.5)


	Yes, in particular the Fault ride through testing. Although it appears in the current UK Grid Code there is no evidence that in the UK any developer has carried out such test.  SPR suggest removal of this section as the current practice for compliance is for the wind turbine manufacturer to type test generating units at the factory, provide a type test report to NGET and provide FRT simulations that prove compliance with the UK Grid Code.  Also LFSM-U shall not be requested for windfarms

	11
	Do you agree it is appropriate to drop the designation Large and Small from the Distribution Code as proposed in section 3.3.1 of this consultation? Do you believe it is appropriate to drop the designation Large, Medium and Small from the Grid Code?


	Yes, although compliance process will need further revision if this categorization is dropped.

	12
	Do you have any comments on the draft requirements for fault recording equipment for distribution-connected Type C PGMs as drafted in Section 13.11 and Appendix C3 of G99? 


	Section C3.2.1 does not specify the minimum inputs required for the recording device
Section C3.4 under what circumstances the DNO has the right to request demonstration of accuracy and functionality. Need to be clearer on this requirement

	13
	Do you agree that it is appropriate to include storage in G98 and G99, noting that as storage is explicitly excluded from the RfG, the technical requirements that arise solely from the RfG are not applied to storage in G09 and G99?
	Yes

	14
	Do you agree that it is appropriate to include Type A PGMs <800W in capacity in G99, noting that those technical requirements that emanate from the RfG are not applied to PGMs <800W?  
	No, SPR disagree

	15
	If you do not consider the proposed solution to sufficiently harmonise the connection requirements for new parties connecting to the transmission and distribution networks, how would you propose this to be addressed? (See Workgroup discussions section)
	No comment

	16
	G98 and G99 include specific requirements for power quality, harmonic compliance etc.  Do you believe it should be possible to use other international standards or requirements to achieve these ends such that these specific requirements can be dropped from these documents?  An explanation of your views would be useful.
	Yes, other standards should be use as well.  For example, currently in the UK developers have to meet the planning levels at the PoC in line with the requirements of Engineering recommendations G5/4.  The power quality measurement equipment in continental Europe facilitates harmonics measurements in line with IEC standard which is not included in G99. Allowing the use of other standards like IEC will definitively facilitate procurement of equipment for power stations.

	17
	Do you agree that the explanation of type testing, both full and partial, and the inclusion of equipment certificates, is sufficiently clear and unambiguous in G99 drafting?  Please make any suggestions that could add clarity.
	Disagree. It is not clear the scope of what fully type tested or partially type tested should be.  There should be a section indicating what makes a power generating unit fully type tested (list of criteria to meet) i.e FRT type testing, VC type testing?. From SPR experience and according to G99 it would be impossible for a wind turbine to be fully type tested as protection interface always is done on site.

	18
	The application of new technical requirements to non-type tested generation connecting to distribution networks will give rise to new processes etc.  Please comment on how comprehensive the coverage of this is in the current drafting of G99 and please suggest any improvements
	

	19
	Do you have any views on how the data and information required and articulated within G99 can or should relate to the Distribution Data Registration Code in the Distribution Code?
	No

	20
	Do you believe that this modification helps to promote transparency across the Industry and if not which areas should be improved? (see Workgroup discussions section)
	Yes


Legal drafting questions
	Q
	Question
	Response


	ECP.A.4.3.2   NGET accept that the signals specified in ECP.A.4.3.1(c) may have lower effective sample rates than those required in ECC.6.6.2 although any signals supplied for connection to NGET’s recording equipment which do not meet at least the sample rates detailed in ECC.6.6.2 should have the actual sample rates indicated to NGET before testing commences
..

ECP.A.6.3 Power Park Modules with Maximum Capacity ≥100MW Pre 70% Power Park Module Tests

ECP.A.6.6.4 Prior to conducting the full set of tests as per ECP.A.6.6.6, Generators are required to conduct the preliminary set of tests below to confirm the frequency injection method is correct and the plant control performance is within expectation. The test numbers refer to Figure 1 below. The test should be conducted when sufficient MW resource is forecasted in order to generate at least 65% of Maximum Capacity of the Power Park Module. The following frequency injections shall be applied when operating at module load point 
4.
Test No 
(Figure1) 
Frequency Injection 
Notes 
8 
• Inject -0.5Hz frequency fall over 10 sec 
• Hold for a further 20 sec 
• At 30 sec from the start of the test, Inject a +0.3Hz frequency rise over 30 sec. 
• Hold until conditions stabilise 
• Remove the injected signal 

13 
• Inject - 0.5Hz frequency fall over 10 sec 
• Hold until conditions stabilise 
• Remove the injected signal 
14 
• Inject +0.5Hz frequency rise over 10 sec 
• Hold until conditions stabilise 
• Remove the injected signal 

H 
• Inject - 0.5Hz frequency fall as a stepchange 
• Hold until conditions stabilise 
• Remove the injected signal 

I 
• Inject +0.5Hz frequency rise as a stepchange 
• Hold until conditions stabilise 
• Remove the injected signal 

ECP.A.6.6.7 The tests are divided into the following two types;

(i) Frequency response volume tests as per ECP.A.5.8. Figure 1. These tests consist of frequency profile and ramp tests.

(ii) System islanding and step response tests as shown by ECP.A.6.6. Figure 2.

(iii) Frequency response tests in Limited Frequency Sensitive Mode (LFSM) to demonstrate LFSM-O and LFSM-U
 capability as shown by ECP.A.6.6 Figure 2.
[image: image1.emf]
MLP6 LFSM and MLP4 LFSM -0.6Hz and -0.1Hz shall be removed from windfarm testing
ECP.A.6.6.9 The target frequency adjustment facility should be demonstrated from the normal control point within the range of 49.9Hz to 50.1Hz by step changes to the target frequency setpoint

ECP.A.6.7 Fault Ride Through Testing

Additional comments to Annex 3

an appendix should be included showing the formatting of a  generic compliance statement as issued by NGET

	22
	Do you have any views on the structure of the Grid Code drafting for System Management and Compliance? (Annex 1-5)

	No

	23
	Are there are any areas in the Grid Code or Distribution Code drafting which you do not believe reflect the requirements of the RfG or HVDC Codes and, if so, why do you believe they are deficient? (Annex 1-9)

	Yes, particularly those sections in relation to grid code testing of windfarms for LFSM-U. The testing for widnfarm under LFSM-U should be removed as teh requirement is not mandatory if you do not have the headroom to provide it whihc in LFSM is not possible for a windfarm unless the windfarm  de-loads. FRT testing should also be considered for removal

	24
	Please make any other comments on the legal text drafting for the Distribution Code, G98 and G99 using the appropriate templates issued with this consultation.


	


�Should this not be in the CP? What NGET wants voltage control validation?, frequency?,FRT?


�who issues the instruction the operator? or is National Grid expecting direct control over this port?


�who issues the instruction the operator? or is National Grid expecting direct control over this port?


�one subject that is not addressed in this section is sub-synchronous interaction due to the installation series capacitance to increase the transmission lines capabilities of transporting active power. If the TO is installing them, then the TO should be responsible for studies and enabling protection for power station in particular for windfarms as a phenomena called sub synchronoe control interaction (SSCI) can occur with catastrophic result for the wind turbines 





�who should implement the mitigating actions?


�what time intervals? seconds ? ms?


�Ther should be a market fpor the provision of synthetic inertia


�Is this not already done with ASMU?


�this will represent additional cost to the generator. UP to know National Grid control room provides a telephone instruction to operate in FSM mode hecne NGET should know if station is in FSM or LFSM


�This is contradictory. NGET keep saying that a power park module could consist of a number of type A, Type B , type C or type D power park units.  This statement classifies power park module as A, B, C and D. Please clarify.  Thsi makes things a bit confusing in regarding to compliance


�24 months is not enough time. Derogations could take a year to be approved so what NGET expect from the plant during the time that the derogations is being reviewed by ofgem


�as there is no evidence that the FRT test are carried out for windfarm onsite .could this requirement be removed from the process of obtaining FRT type test by the manufacturer and then verify results using FRT simulations studies as it has been done up until now.





�during the derogation approval  time, how the plant should operate, limited?


�FRT testing should be removed and only (b)( i) and (b) (ii) in the above the process outlined above should be used as this process have been working for windfarms for a very long time


�what is the maximum acceptable load “x” size





�what is the minimum down rate acceptable by NGET


�Please clarify is this requirement is applicable to wnd turbines. Power park modules shall be exempt of this simulation as the only way to produce this response is curtailing the windfarm.  As highlighted in numerous occasions this will be similar to operate in FSM. According to the text in the  ECC.6.3.7.2.1       if the generating unit can’t provide LFSM U the windfarm does not require to do it so the same should apply with simulations studies for LFSM-U . This is not possible with windfarms unless they operate curtailed.


�What would be acceptable maximum sampling rates?





�There is no FSM teest required? Please confirm


�For what size of power park module is this applicable? ECP.A.6.3 is quite clear on the size of PPM but this clause is not   PPM greater or equal to 100MW?


�remove injected signal as a ramp? during 10 sec? from experience some turbiens manufacturers just remove the signal. This need to be clearer


�remove injected signal as a ramp? during 10 sec? from experience some turbiens manufacturers just remove the signal. This need to be clearer


�remove injected signal as a ramp? during 10 sec? from experience some turbiens manufacturers just remove the signal. This need to be clearer


�remove injected signal as a ramp? during 10 sec? from experience some turbiens manufacturers just remove the signal. This need to be clearer


�shal not be applicable to power park modules


�Please introduce what National Grid expects to see in this test in graphical form


�This section should be removed as in SPR experience it has never been carried out as Data manufacturer data & simulations have been used to demonstrate compliance for windfarms
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