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WELCOME



3

Public

Agenda
# Topics to be discussed Lead

1. Welcome Chair

2. Objectives and Timeline Chair

3. Terms of Reference Chair

4. Further Ofgem Clarity on CMP414 Send-Back Issues Ofgem

5. Energiekontor cost benefit analysis and Impact analysis methodology statement Lambert 
Kleinjans

6. Transmission asset charging considerations for CMP414:
CMP330/CMP374 consequential modification. 

Jonathan 
Oguntona

7. Send Back issues - Actions Log update Proposer

8. Draft risk register template Proposer

9. Any Other Business Chair

10. Next Steps Chair
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Expectations of a Workgroup Member

Your Roles

Contribute to the 
discussion

Be prepared - Review 
Papers and Reports 
ahead of meetings

Be respectful of each 
other’s opinions

Complete actions in 
a timely manner

Keep to agreed 
scope

Do not share 
commercially 

sensitive information

Language and 
Conduct to be 

consistent with the 
values of equality 

and diversity

Email communications 
to/cc’ing the .box email

Bring forward 
alternatives as early 

as possible

Vote on whether or 
not to proceed with 

requests for 
Alternatives

Help refine/develop 
the solution(s)

Vote on whether the 
solution(s) better 

facilitate the Code 
Objectives
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Timeline
Workgroups
CMP414 Code Administrator Consultation 01 June 2023 – 29 June 2023
CMP414 Draft Final Modification Report to Panel 20 July 2023
CMP414 Final Modification to Ofgem 10 August 2023
Authority Send Back 08 July 2024
CMP414 Workgroup 1 17 February 2025
CMP414 Workgroup 2 20 October 2025
CMP414 Workgroup 3 17 November 2025
CMP414 Workgroup 4 11 December 2025
CMP414 Workgroup 5 12 January 2026
CMP414 Workgroup 6 02 February 2026
CMP414 Workgroup 7 16 February 2026
CMP414 Workgroup 8 02 March 2026
CMP414 Workgroup Consultation 06 March 2026 – 27 March 2026
CMP414 Workgroup 9 13 April 2026
CMP414 Workgroup 10 30 April 2026
CMP414 Workgroup 11 21 May 2026
CMP414 Workgroup Report to Panel 18 June 2026
Post Workgroups
CMP414 2nd Code Administrator Consultation 29 June 2026 – 20 July 2026
CMP414 2nd Draft Final Modification Report to 
Panel 20 August 2026
CMP414 2nd Final Modification to Ofgem 10 September 2026
CMP414 Implementation Date TBC

Amended Timeline for CMP414 as of 
21 January 2025
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Terms of Reference
CMP414  Workgroup Term of Reference

a) Consider EBR implications

b) Provide clarity on potential and proposed benefits, in particular:
• Financial benefits
• Time saving benefits 

c) Provide clarity on, and mitigation of,  the risks in relation to Sub-Standard Assets and when Assets are 
shared 

d) Provide clarity on Charging and the interaction with the existing charging regime.

e) Provide clarity on the impact on any Anticipatory Investment(s), including clarity on, and mitigation 
of any risks. 

f) Provide clarity of true intent of proposal, given various instances of misalignment of STC and CUSC.

g) Provide clear analysis of TO- Contracted Users Incentives in terms of quality of build.
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Further Ofgem Clarity on CMP414 
Send-Back Issues 

(Actions 3, 6.5 and 11)

Kingsley Emeana – Ofgem
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Further Ofgem Clarity on CMP414 Send-Back Issues

1. Time and Financial benefits of the infrastructure assets: We expect to see clear, comparable metrics that demonstrate the proposal’s 

impact relative to current arrangements. This should include indicative delivery timelines, estimated cost per MW, and lifecycle costs. Where 

empirical evidence is not available, please ensure that any assumptions are stated transparently and are supported by a clear rationale.

2. Clarity on Incentives: We want to see identified gaps in Price controls for TOs and Users licences where users have no equivalent 

incentives as the TOs. An impact assessment showing how the proposal could affect asset build quality, and timeliness if users lack similar 

incentives like the TOs. Include quantitative and qualitative analysis of risk and benefits where possible, and the risk would be mitigated.

3. Sub-standard assets: We want to see thoughts around what happens if assets fail to meet required standards. Who bears the costs if the 

TOs need to step in. What is the risk for stranded assts if TOs refuse adoption after construction. Define reimbursement clauses for 

intervention and stranded assets and who bears the costs under different scenarios. How will TOs monitor asset quality, the 

frequency, scope and the escalation process. Develop a contingency plan for adoption of refusal. 

4. Charging considerations: We want to see thoughts where the proposal intersects with existing charging methodologies and clarity if 

intervention costs fall under TO, User or consumer charges. Empirical evidence on potential cost exposures for consumers under the current 

arrangements. `
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Energiekontor cost benefit analysis and 
Impact analysis methodology 
statement

(Action 6)

Lambert Kleinjans– Energiekontor
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Impact Analysis Methodology Statement
Energiekontor has assessed the impact of enabling contestability at transmission by estimating the impact of 
the change proposal against a portfolio of projects which are currently being developed for connection in 
Scotland.
Energiekontor has quantified two savings that result from the introduction of contestability as follows:

Reduced construction cost
The total construction cost for each site has been summed by site. Energiekontor forecasts a saving of 
around 15% is achievable and this has been estimated from savings observed when connecting 132kV sites in 
England and Wales and distribution sites in Scotland. Based on the 11 projects in the impact analysis and a 
total construction cost of £79m, this results in a saving of c£11.9m.
The impact analysis has also taken the capital saving for each project and divided it by the estimated export 
over 20 years for each project to derive the £/MWh saving. This gives an indication of the actual saving on a 
CfD submission and therefore the potential saving to consumers.

Enabling quicker connections
Energiekontor has identified that five of the eleven projects could connect 2 years earlier if a contestable 
approach was used. The time saving is based upon Energiekontor’s experience of connecting 132kV network 
sites in England and Wales and distribution sites in Scotland. 
For each site that has been identified as having a potential accelerated construction timeline, the gross 
annual income has been derived, based on a load factor of 30% and strike price of £65/MWh. This value has 
been used to determine the change in the NPV of the project using a discount rate of 10% over two years. 
Across the five sites, this shows a saving of £10.1m.
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Transmission asset charging considerations 
for CMP414: CMP330/CMP374 consequential 
modification. 

(Action 8)
Jonathon Oguntona – BayWa r.e.
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Further Ofgem Clarity on CMP414 Send-Back Issues 
(Related to Actions 3, 6.5 and 11)

1. Time and Financial benefits of the infrastructure assets: We expect to see clear, comparable metrics that demonstrate the proposal’s 

impact relative to current arrangements. This should include indicative delivery timelines, estimated cost per MW, and lifecycle costs. Where 

empirical evidence is not available, please ensure that any assumptions are stated transparently and are supported by a clear rationale.

2. Clarity on Incentives: We want to see identified gaps in Price controls for TOs and Users licences where users have no equivalent 

incentives as the TOs. An impact assessment showing how the proposal could affect asset build quality, and timeliness if users lack similar 

incentives like the TOs. Include quantitative and qualitative analysis of risk and benefits where possible, and the risk would be mitigated.

3. Sub-standard assets: We want to see thoughts around what happens if assets fail to meet required standards. Who bears the costs if the 

TOs need to step in. What is the risk for stranded assts if TOs refuse adoption after construction. Define reimbursement clauses for 

intervention and stranded assets and who bears the costs under different scenarios. How will TOs monitor asset quality, the 

frequency, scope and the escalation process. Develop a contingency plan for adoption of refusal. 

4. Charging considerations: We want to see thoughts where the proposal intersects with existing charging methodologies and clarity if 

intervention costs fall under TO, User or consumer charges. Empirical evidence on potential cost exposures for consumers under the current 

arrangements. `
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Send Back issues – Actions Log update
Neil Dewar – NESO
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CMP414 – Action Update
Action WG 

Raised 
Owner Action Update

3 WG1 RW Ofgem to provide clarity on lack of analysis around 
incentives meaning

Closed – Kingsley provided to RW 

6 WG3 AP Share the confidential cost benefit analysis from
Energiekontor with the Workgroup, indicating which parts 
are confidential and can be included as a confidential
appendix to the FMR

Closed - AP provided to WG in anonymised fashion

6.1 WG3 ND Investigate whether Eirgrid’s previous cost benefit 
analysis on contestable works can be sourced and 
considered as part of the evidence base.

ND / DR met with Eirgrid 15th January – they are looking into whether 
there is any quantative and qualitative analysis in Ireland to support 
evidence case – ongoing as of 28th Jan

6.2 WG3 ND/AP MPS Review available ENA data and independent analysis on
financial and time-saving benefits.

Meeting held with SSEN;SPEN and Greencat Renewables 21st Jan – All 
investigating whether they have analysis to support contestable 
works

6.4 WG3 ND and DR Explore the possibility of obtaining data on contestable
connections directly from developers via industry
associations such as Renewable UK, Scottish
Renewables, and Solar UK, and report on feasibility and
Progress.

• ND/DR presented to Scottish Renewables in Dec to request 
evidence – none provided so far. 

• ND to check with Ofgem to see if any evidence has been passed on 
a confidential basis

• ND/DR to check with Scottish Renewables wc 5 Jan to see if any 
progress

• ND /DR have a meeting with Renewables UK to discuss ask on 7 Jan
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Action Update
Action WG 

Raised 
Owner Action Update

6.5 WG3 KE Clarify what constitutes
satisfactory empirical
evidence for financial and
time-saving benefits,
including whether data from
distribution contestability is
available and relevant

Ongoing 

6.6 WG3 MPS Draft a written summary on
the realistic scope and
metrics for construction of
sole use circuits over 2
kilometres at various voltage
levels, including the likelihood
and potential benefits, for
consideration by the
Workgroup

A written explanation for England and Wales – closing this 
element of action. However, ND WG have to investigate do 
similar for Scottish TO’s – Ongoing – emails sent  on 30/31 dec

6.7 WG5 AP Draft a supporting narrative explaining the methodology, 
assumptions, and context of 
the Energiekontor Cost Benefit Analysis, and to circulate 
both the spreadsheet and the write-up to for inclusion in 
the Workgroup Consultation report.

6.8 WG5 MH/NG Supply Cost Benefit data to broaden the evidence base, 
on additional costs and experiences from their 
respective organisations the Workgroup Consultation 
report.
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Action Update 
Action WG 

Raised 
Owner Action Update

6.9 WG5 KE To confirm if any developers have been in direct 
contact with Ofgem regarding contestable 
connections. 

6.10 Check with SONI (System Operator for Northern 
Ireland) to see if they could share information or have 
access to the CBA (Cost Benefit Analysis), as they 
might use similar contestability criteria as EirGrid and 
could have relevant data.

7 WG3 ND/WG Produce a risk register
detailing risks and mitigations
associated with substandard
assets in contestable works,
including consideration of
legal and contractual protections, with input from the 
WorkGroup

Discussed at Jan 12 WG meeting

8 WG3 JO Provide a summary of
charging considerations and
potential issues for
contestable assets, especially
regarding shared
infrastructure and capital
contributions

Ongoing 
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Action Update 
Action WG Raised Owner Action Update
9 WG3 AP, MPS, ND AP and MPS to work with ND on

scenario analysis for
anticipatory investment (AI),
focusing on real-life examples
and the impact on future
network sharing

Ongoing  - ND to set up call with WG members in Feb – Discuss at WG 

10 WG3 ND/MPS Review and align legal text
between the CUSC and STC
modifications, ensuring
consistency in compensation
and intervention clauses

• ND/ MPS had call with Steve Baker (SB) from NESO on how to deal with legal 
text discrepancies. 

• ND/SB to cross reference CUSC / STC legal texts and identify areas on 9 Dec 
• On review – no major issues have been identified 
• With NESO legal team for review – confirm position ahead of next WG

11 WG3 KE Provide clarification on the
Authority’s expectations
regarding TO and contractor
incentives and how they relate
to timeliness and quality of
build. This to be part of
general clarification on each
of the send back points
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Action Update 
Action WG 

Raised 
Owner Action Update

13 WG 4 ND Check with SONI (System
Operator for Northern Ireland)
to see if they could share
information or have access to
the CBA (Cost Benefit
Analysis), as they might use
similar contestability criteria
as EirGrid and could have
relevant data

DR sent email to SONI on 15 Dec – awaiting response  5 Jan 

14 WG 4 RH Circulate MPS written
summary to the Workgroup in
closing Action 6.3, and for the
England and Wales element of
Action 6.6

Complete 



28

Public

Lack of clarity on risks of Sub-standard assets

Draft risk register template

Risk Mitigation
Like-lihood 
(H/M/L)

Impact 
(H/M/L)

Do we have shared contestable assets in GB? Risk of 

TO taking over shared assets.

What happens? Many examples of single use to shared 

ownership in Scotland

How mitigate? Codify? More than CUSC? Distribution 

level? Ways of making best use of sub-station. Relates to 

anticipatory investment. Build into BCA offer. 

Understanding how TO’s forecast will feed into contestable 
works

M-H M-H
Depends on 
when, 
connections 
reform issue

Level of interactions with licensing,  – affects feasibility. 

Contestable works contravene electrical/procurement 
standards, intentional or not?

Legal text alignment. Industry consultation. If no future 

foreseen shared of the asset, would not go down the 
contestable route-legal text covering intervention criteria

L H

Managing shared use in the sub-station is difficult – risk 
of inefficiency, prolongs programme

Clearer delineation between developer and DNO work. 

Developer view? Classification may not be the problem, 

more of a technical issue as to how the different parties 

work together – careful project management is needed to 
resolve this

H L

Risk of stranded assets – does this happen/how often? SP/SSE no experience. Approved contractor process, 

meet standards –simplicity and more certainty. Missing link 

is lack of codification – purpose of the mod. Level of 
Ofgem assurance?

L H
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Any Other Business
Robert Hughes – Workgroup Chair
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Next Steps
Robert Hughes – Workgroup Chair
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