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Applicable CUSC Objectives

Charging CUSC Objectives

(a)

That compliance with the use of system charging methodology facilitates effective
competition in the generation and supply of electricity and (so far as is consistent
therewith) facilitates competition in the sale, distribution and purchase of electricity

(b)

That compliance with the use of system charging methodology results in charges which
reflect, as far as is reasonably practicable, the costs (excluding any payments between
transmission licensees which are made under and accordance with the STC) incurred by
transmission licensees in their transmission businesses and which are compatible with
standard license condition C26 requirements of a connect and manage connection)

(c)

That, so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), the use of system charging
methodology, as far as is reasonably practicable, properly takes account of the
developments in transmission licensees’ transmission businesses

(d)

Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decision of the
European Commission and/or the Agency. These are defined within the National Grid
Electricity Transmission plc. License under Standard Condition C10, paragraph 1

(e)

Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the system charging
methodology




CMP264:

Vote 1: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives
against the CUSC baseline

Workgroup member John Harmer (Alkane)
Original N Y N N N N
WACM1 N Y N N N N
WACM2 N Y N N N N
WACM3 N Y N N N N
WACM4 N Y N N N N
WACMS5 N Y N N N N




WACM®6

WACM7

WACMS8

WACM9

WACM10

WACM11

WACM12

WACM13

WACM14

WACM15

WACM16




WACM17  |Y Y N N N Y
WACM18 Y Y N N N Y
WACM19 N Y N N N N
WACM20  |Y Y N N N Y
WACM21 Y Y N N N Y
WACM?22 N Y N N N N
WACM23  |Y Y N N N Y

(a) The defect is identified as lack of a competitive level playing field between embedded generation (EG) and transmission connected
generation (TG). But there IS currently a level playing field between ALL EG and demand side response (DSR), all of which have the
same effect on the transmission system at the same node. By moving the benefit for EG away from DSR and failing to address the
“behind the meter” (BTR) problem, the Original and all WACMs are replacing one distortion with another. The Alkane voting takes
the view that the distortion is more fairly spread if the benefit for Affected Generation is set broadly midway between a level that
makes EG competitive level with TG (recognising the benefits of market access to long term super peak prices enjoyed by TG as it is
majority owned by vertically integrated players) and the level of benefit seen by DSR and BTM.



For this reason the Alkane voting has changed slightly. Where the outcome for the Affected Generator is below £20/kW the WACM
has been rejected. Where there is grandfathering of a higher level then a WACM giving an Affected Generator above £20/kW has
been accepted. The minimum level viewed as acceptable for all EG (i.e. where there is no grandfathering) is viewed to be
£32.30/kW, the level substantiated by Cornwall Energy analysis for ADE.

Alkane argues that undermining the economics of bids made in good faith into the CM which have resulted in commitments that
incur penalties for failure undermines competition as it threatens the investor commitment into the sector and so increases cost of
capital and reduces the number and class of investors prepared to invest. Going forward a different set of rules is acceptable, but it
is strongly preferable to insulate existing investments and commitments from any change, recognising that the forecast increases in
demand residual are excessive as regards an embedded benefit.

(b) The Original and all WACMs reduce cost to the consumer (compared with the baseline) by reducing the embedded benefit.

(c) The existing methodology is pretty hopeless at meeting this objective because all of the costs of OFTOs and N-S transmission
reinforcements are being lumped into a peak demand related residual charge making it ever more non cost reflective — because this cost
increase is being caused by intermittent generation not demand. This should have been seen coming given the years of Government policy
promoting renewables particularly Scottish onshore and all offshore wind. The Original and WACMs except Eider A WACM 11 address
symptom(s) not the cause. WACM 11 alone at least attempts to isolate and deal with the cause.

(d) The existing methodology is compliant. The Original and all WACMs are compliant, but there is no improvement so none of the changes
can be said to “better facilitate” the CUSC Objective

(e) The Original and all WACMs require gross metering and a change to BSC systems. All are less efficient than the baseline.



Vote 2: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives
against the Original Proposal

Workgroup member John Harmer (Alkane)
Original N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
WACM1 N Don’t Know N N Y N
WACM?2 N Don’t Know N N Y N
WACMS3 N Don’t Know N N Y N
WACM4 N Don’t Know N N Y N
WACMS N Don’t Know N N Y N
WACM6 N Don’t Know N N Y N




WACM7

Don’t Know

WACMS8

Don’t Know

WACM9

Don’t Know

WACM10

Don’t Know

WACM11

Don’t Know

WACM12

Don’t Know

WACM13

Don’t Know

WACM14

Don’t Know

WACM15

Don’t Know

WACM16

Don’t Know

WACM17

Don’t Know




WACM18 Y Don’t Know N N N Y
WACM19 N Y N N N Y
WACM20 Y Don’t Know N N N Y
WACM21 Y Don’t Know N N N Y
WACM?22 Y Don’t Know N N N Y
WACM?23 Y Don’t Know N N N Y

(a) The rationale for Vote 1 applies

(b) Apart from WACM 19 it is not possible to tell how much EG will come after the cut off and benefit from higher than zero charges which
offset the amount that the Original would pay grandfathered generator. It is possible to rank some WACMs with the same cut off date and
conditions but any other approach is considered speculative

(c) The rationale for Vote 1 applies.
(d) The rationale for Vote 1 applies.

(e) Options with no grandfathering are expected to be more efficient in terms of charging efficiency than those with grandfathering.



Vote 3: Which option BEST facilitates achievement of the Applicable CUSC
Objectives? (Including CUSC baseline)

Workgroup Member BEST Option? Rationale

This is considered to provide the best balance between
maintaining investor confidence in giving existing
investments and commitments the revenue they
reasonably forecast, so maintaining the largest pool of
investors and providing greater competition by
maximising the number of players in the market. It
contains a gradual ramp down to a reasonable enduring
value through the lack of RPI indexation which is
therefore expected to reduce the gap between the
grandfathered level and the enduring value. The
enduring value is set at a level which has some robust
logical basis in giving an undistorted locational signal to
new EG whilst maintaining zero or above demand charges
so as not to give a disincentive to generate at peak. This
value is above the level that TG may reasonably see but
this reflects market failure in the inability for small players
to access medium term super peak pricing to support
financing. It is significantly below the benefit for DSR and
BTM competition. It has a cut off date for grandfathering
that pragmatically reflects the timescales for delivery of
yet to be constructed assets to meet existing
commitments.

Workgroup member John Harmer WACM 21
(Alkane)




It probably gives a lower cost to consumers than the
original 264 mod by limiting the rise in demand residual
that would otherwise be received by existing EG, though
this is a speculative assertion as it depends on the relative
volume of Affected versus Grandfathered EG. It certainty
gives a lower cost than the CUSC baseline. It is thus
better than the baseline in terms of objective (b).

It provides an outcome that does not cause the
embedded benefit to rise with increasing OFTO and
onshore transmission reinforcement. It therefore is
better than the baseline in terms of objective (c).

It is no better or worse than the baseline or Original in
terms of objective (d).

It has no more complexity than other WACMs that
require grandfathering and it is demonstrably amongst
the simplest in legal drafting. It is no worse than the
Original but in common with all WACMs and the Original
it is worse than the baseline in terms of objective (e).




Applicable CUSC Objectives

Charging CUSC Objectives

(a)

That compliance with the use of system charging methodology facilitates effective competition in the generation and
supply of electricity and (so far as is consistent therewith) facilitates competition in the sale, distribution and
purchase of electricity

(b)

That compliance with the use of system charging methodology results in charges which reflect, as far as is reasonably
practicable, the costs (excluding any payments between transmission licensees which are made under and
accordance with the STC) incurred by transmission licensees in their transmission businesses and which are
compatible with standard license condition C26 requirements of a connect and manage connection)

(c)

That, so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), the use of system charging methodology, as far as is
reasonably practicable, properly takes account of the developments in transmission licensees’ transmission
businesses

(d)

Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decision of the European Commission
and/or the Agency. These are defined within the National Grid Electricity Transmission plc. License under Standard
Condition C10, paragraph 1

(e)

Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the system charging methodology




CMP265:

Vote 1: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives

against the CUSC baseline

Better Better Better Better Better Rationale
facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO Overall (Y/N)
(a) (b)? (c)? (d)? (e?
Workgroup member John Harmer (Alkane)
Original N Y N N N N
WACM1 N Y N N N N
WACM2 N Y N N N N
WACM3 N Y N N N N
WACM4 N Y N N N N
WACMS5 N Y N N N N




WACM®6

WACM7

WACMS8

WACM9

WACM10

WACM11

WACM12

WACM13

WACM14

WACM15

WACM16




WACM17  |Y Y N N N Y

WACM18  |Y Y N N N Y

(a) The defect is identified as lack of a competitive level playing field between embedded generation (EG) and transmission connected

generation (TG), specifically in the capacity market. But there IS currently a level playing field between ALL EG and demand side
response (DSR), all of which have the same effect on the transmission system at the same node. By moving the benefit for EG away
from DSR and failing to address the “behind the meter” (BTM) problem, the Original and all WACMs are replacing one distortion
with another. The Original is particularly discriminatory. It maintains the embedded benefit at existing levels for the majority of the
EG that dispatches at peak, but specifically targets CM contracted generation. The magnitude of the distortion to past CM tenders is
not quantified, its existence is merely asserted. If implemented this mod assuredly removes some players from the market,
undermines investor confidence and the impact of such regulatory change increases uncertainty which feeds into an increased cost
of capital which is of detriment to consumers. CMP265 appears designed to be so bad in its Original form that it changes the focus
debate. Instead of debating whether mod CMP264 is good or bad, the debate has been whether CMP264 or CMP265 is the worst,
and participants in the process are led to debate variations of CMP264 rather than maintain focus on whether CMP264 is in itself a
good approach. It is notable that no WACM for CMP265 alone made it through the voting process. All WACMs for CMP265 are also
WACMs for CMP264. Alkane voting takes the view that the distortion in the market is more fairly spread if the benefit for affected
generation is set broadly midway between a level that makes EG competitive level with TG (recognising the benefits of market
access to long term super peak prices enjoyed by TG) and the level of benefit seen by DSR and BTM.

For this reason the Alkane voting has changed slightly. Where the outcome for the Affected Generator is below £20/kW the WACM
has been rejected. Where there is grandfathering of a higher level then a WACM giving an Affected Generator above £20/kW has
been accepted. The minimum level viewed as acceptable for all EG (i.e. where there is no grandfathering) is viewed to be
£32.30/kW, the level substantiated by Cornwall Energy analysis for ADE.



Alkane argues that undermining the economics of bids made in good faith into the CM which have resulted in commitments that
incur penalties for failure undermines competition as it threatens the investor commitment into the sector and so increases cost of
capital and reduces the number and class of investors prepared to invest. Going forward a different set of rules is acceptable, but it
is strongly preferable to insulate existing investments and commitments from any change, recognising that the forecast increases in
demand residual are excessive as regards an embedded benefit.

(b) The Original will almost certainly force up costs in the capacity market for future tenders by removing some players and potentially
increasing volume if existing contracts are subject to default, whilst leaving most of the EG continuing to receive embedded benefit.
Although it will in isolation probably reduce TNUGS costs to consumers, overall costs to consumers may well rise as a result. This has been
demonstrated by analysis tabled by UKPR. In isolation the answer to this objective is yes, because it should reduce TNUoS cost to the
consumer (compared with the baseline) by reducing the embedded benefit for some participants. But this is not the whole story.

(c) The existing methodology is pretty hopeless at meeting this objective because all of the costs of OFTOs and N-S transmission
reinforcements are being lumped into a peak demand related residual charge making it ever more non cost reflective — because this cost
increase is being caused by intermittent generation not demand. This should have been seen coming given the years of Government policy
promoting renewables particularly Scottish onshore and all offshore wind. The Original and WACMs except Eider A WACM 11 address
symptom(s) not the cause. WACM 11 alone at least attempts to isolate and deal with the cause.

(d) The existing methodology is compliant. The Original and all WACMs are compliant, but there is no improvement so none of the changes
can be said to “better facilitate” the CUSC Objective

(e) The Original and all WACMs require gross metering and a change to BSC systems. All are less efficient than the baseline.



Vote 2: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives
against the Original Proposal

Better Better Better Better Better Rationale
facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO Overall (Y/N)
(a) (b)? (c)? (d)? (e)?
Workgroup member {Insert name}

Original N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

WACM1 Y Don’t Know N N Y N

WACM?2 Y Don’t Know N N Y N

WACMS3 Y Don’t Know N N Y N

WACM4 Y Don’t Know N N Y N

WACMS Y Don’t Know N N Y N

WACM6 Y Don’t Know N N Y N




WACM7

Don’t Know

WACMS8

Don’t Know

WACM9

Don’t Know

WACM10

Don’t Know

WACM11

Don’t Know

WACM12

Don’t Know

WACM13

Don’t Know

WACM14

Don’t Know

WACM15

Don’t Know

WACM16

Don’t Know

WACM17

Don’t Know




WACM18 Y Don’t Know N N N Y

(a) The rationale for Vote 1 applies

(b) Apart from WACM 19 it is not possible to tell how much EG will come after the cut off and benefit from higher than zero charges which
offset the amount that the Original would pay grandfathered generator. It is possible to rank some WACMs with the same cut off date and
conditions but any other approach is considered speculative

(c) The rationale for Vote 1 applies.
(d) The rationale for Vote 1 applies.

(e) Options with no grandfathering are expected to be more efficient in terms of charging efficiency than those with grandfathering.



Vote 3: Which option BEST facilitates achievement of the Applicable CUSC
Objectives? (Including CUSC baseline)

Workgroup Member BEST Option? Rationale

This is the option that is considered to best match the
preferred option for CMP264 which is not available within
CMP265. It maintains investor confidence in giving
existing investments and commitments the revenue they
reasonably forecast, so maintaining the largest pool of
investors and providing greater competition by
maximising the number of players in the market. The
enduring value maintains this level over time. This value
is above the level that TG may reasonably see but this
reflects market failure in the inability for small players to
access medium term super peak pricing to support
financing. It is below the benefit for DSR and BTM
competition.

Workgroup member John Harmer WACM 10
(Alkane)

It probably gives a lower cost to consumers than the
original 265 mod because it limits the benefit for all EG,
not just close with CM contracts. This is speculative as
the amount of new CM contracts which would be
included with zero Triad is subject to uncertainty. It
certainty gives a lower cost than the CUSC baseline. Itis
thus better than the baseline in terms of objective (b).




It provides an outcome that does not cause the
embedded benefit to rise with increasing OFTO and
onshore transmission reinforcement. It therefore is
better than the baseline in terms of objective (c).

It is no better or worse than the baseline or Original in
terms of objective (d).

It is less complex to implement than the Original and
other WACMs that require grandfathering and it is
demonstrably amongst the simplest in legal drafting. In
common with all WACMs and the Original it is worse than
the baseline in terms of objective (e).




Applicable CUSC Objectives

Standard CUSC Objectives

(a) | The efficient discharge by the Licensee of the obligations imposed on it by the Act and the
Transmission License

(b) | Facilitating effective competition in the generation and supply of electricity, and (so far as
consistent therewith) facilitating such competition in the sale, distribution and purchase of
electricity

(c) | Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decision of the
European Commission and/or the Agency

(d) | Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the system charging
methodology (Note this is a new objective that will be introduced under CGR3)




CMP269:

Vote 1: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives

against the CUSC baseline

Better Better Better Better
facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO Overall (Y/N) Rationale
(a) (b)? (c)? (d)?
Workgroup member John Harmer (Alkane)
Original N N N N N
WACM1 N N N N N
WACM2 N N N N N
WACM3 N N N N N
WACM4 N N N N N
WACM5 N N N N N




WACM®6

WACM7

WACMS8

WACM9

WACM10

WACM11

WACM12

WACM13

WACM14

WACM15

WACM16




wacm17 [N Y N N Y
wacmig [N Y N N Y
wacm1e [N N N N N
wacmzo [N Y N N Y
wacmz1 [N Y N N Y
wacm22 [N N N N N
wacm23 [N Y N N Y

(a) The Original and all WACMs require gross metering and a change to BSC systems. All are less efficient than the baseline.

(b) The defect is identified as lack of a competitive level playing field between embedded generation (EG) and transmission connected
generation (TG). But there IS currently a level playing field between ALL EG and demand side response (DSR), all of which have the
same effect on the transmission system at the same node. By moving the benefit for EG away from DSR and failing to address the
“behind the meter” (BTR) problem, the Original and all WACMs are replacing one distortion with another. The Alkane voting takes
the view that the distortion is more fairly spread if the benefit for Affected Generation is set broadly midway between a level that
makes EG competitive level with TG (recognising the benefits of market access to long term super peak prices enjoyed by TG as it is
majority owned by vertically integrated players) and the level of benefit seen by DSR and BTM.



For this reason the Alkane voting has changed slightly. Where the outcome for the Affected Generator is below £20/kW the WACM
has been rejected. Where there is grandfathering of a higher level then a WACM giving an Affected Generator above £20/kW has
been accepted. The minimum level viewed as acceptable for all EG (i.e. where there is no grandfathering) is viewed to be
£32.30/kW, the level substantiated by Cornwall Energy analysis for ADE.

Alkane argues that undermining the economics of bids made in good faith into the CM which have resulted in commitments that
incur penalties for failure undermines competition as it threatens the investor commitment into the sector and so increases cost of
capital and reduces the number and class of investors prepared to invest. Going forward a different set of rules is acceptable, but it
is strongly preferable to insulate existing investments and commitments from any change, recognising that the forecast increases in
demand residual are excessive as regards an embedded benefit.

(c) The existing methodology is compliant. The Original and all WACMs are compliant, but there is no improvement so none of the changes
can be said to “better facilitate” the CUSC Objective

(d) The Original and all WACMs require gross metering and a change to BSC systems. All are less efficient than the baseline.



Vote 2: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives
against the Original Proposal

Better Better Better Better
facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO Overall (Y/N) Rationale
(a) (b)? (c)? (d)?
Workgroup member {INSERT NAME}
Original N)A N/A N/A N/A N/A
WACM1 Y Don’t Know N \% N
WACM?2 Y Don’t Know N \% N
WACM3 Y Don’t Know N \% N
WACM4 Y Don’t Know N \% N
WACM5 Y Don’t Know N \% N




WACM®6

Don’t Know

WACM7

Don’t Know

WACMS8

Don’t Know

WACM9

Don’t Know

WACM10

Don’t Know

WACM11

Don’t Know

WACM12

Don’t Know

WACM13

Don’t Know

WACM14

Don’t Know

WACM15

Don’t Know

WACM16

Don’t Know




WACM17 N Don’t Know N N Y
WACM18 N Don’t Know N N Y
wacmie | N Y N N Y
WACM20 N Don’t Know N N Y
WACM21 N Don’t Know N N Y
WACM22 N Don’t Know N N Y
WACM23 N Don’t Know N N Y

(a) Options with no grandfathering are expected to be more efficient in terms of charging efficiency than those with grandfathering
(b) The rationale for Vote 1 applies.
(c) The rationale for Vote 1 applies.

(d) Options with no grandfathering are expected to be more efficient in terms of charging efficiency than those with grandfathering.




Vote 3: Which option BEST facilitates achievement of the Applicable CUSC
Objectives? (Including CUSC baseline)

Workgroup Member BEST Option? Rationale

This is considered to provide the best balance between
maintaining investor confidence in giving existing
investments and commitments the revenue they
reasonably forecast, so maintaining the largest pool of
investors and providing greater competition by
maximising the number of players in the market. It
contains a gradual ramp down to a reasonable enduring
value through the lack of RPI indexation which is
therefore expected to reduce the gap between the
grandfathered level and the enduring value. The
enduring value is set at a level which has some robust
Workgroup member John Harmer WACM 21 logical basis in giving an undistorted locational signal to
(Alkane) new EG whilst maintaining zero or above demand charges
so as not to give a disincentive to generate at peak. This
value is above the level that TG may reasonably see but
this reflects market failure in the inability for small players
to access medium term super peak pricing to support
financing. It is significantly below the benefit for DSR and
BTM competition. It has a cut off date for grandfathering
that pragmatically reflects the timescales for delivery of
yet to be constructed assets to meet existing
commitments.

This is considered to provide a compromise that spreads




the competitive distortion relatively evenly between TG,
EG, behind the meter generation and DSR so is optimum
in terms of objective (b).

It probably gives a lower cost to consumers than the
original 269 mod by limiting the rise in demand residual
that would otherwise be received by existing EG, though
this is a speculative assertion as it depends on the relative
volume of Affected versus Grandfathered EG. It certainty
gives a lower cost than the CUSC baseline. It provides an
outcome that does not cause the embedded benefit to
rise with increasing OFTO and onshore transmission
reinforcement.

It is no better or worse than the baseline or Original in
terms of objective (c).

It has no more complexity than other WACMs that
require grandfathering and it is demonstrably amongst
the simplest in legal drafting. It is no worse than the
Original but in common with all WACMs and the Original
it is worse than the baseline in terms of objectives (a) and

(d).




Applicable CUSC Objectives

Standard CUSC Objectives

(a) | The efficient discharge by the Licensee of the obligations imposed on it by the Act and the
Transmission License

(b) | Facilitating effective competition in the generation and supply of electricity, and (so far as
consistent therewith) facilitating such competition in the sale, distribution and purchase of
electricity

(c) | Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decision of the
European Commission and/or the Agency

(d) | Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the system charging
methodology (Note this is a new objective that will be introduced under CGR3)




CMP270:

Vote 1: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives

against the CUSC baseline

Better Better Better Better
facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO Overall (Y/N) Rationale
(a) (b)? (c)? (d)?
Workgroup member John Harmer (Alkane)
Original N N N N N
WACM1 N N N N N
WACM2 N N N N N
WACM3 N N N N N
WACM4 N N N N N
WACM5 N N N N N




WACM®6

WACM7

WACMS8

WACM9

WACM10

WACM11

WACM12

WACM13

WACM14

WACM15

WACM16




WACM17 N Y N N Y

WACM18 N Y N N Y

(a) The Original and all WACMs require gross metering and a change to BSC systems. All are less efficient than the baseline.

(b) The defect is identified as lack of a competitive level playing field between embedded generation (EG) and transmission connected
generation (TG), specifically in the capacity market. But there IS currently a level playing field between ALL EG and demand side
response (DSR), all of which have the same effect on the transmission system at the same node. By moving the benefit for EG away
from DSR and failing to address the “behind the meter” (BTM) problem, the Original and all WACMs are replacing one distortion
with another. The Original is particularly discriminatory. It maintains the embedded benefit at existing levels for the majority of the
EG that generates at Triad, but specifically targets CM contracted generation. The magnitude of the distortion to past CM tenders is
not quantified, its existence is merely asserted. If implemented this mod assuredly removes some players from the market,
undermines investor confidence and the impact of such regulatory change increases uncertainty which feeds into an increased cost
of capital which is of detriment to consumers. CMP265 appears designed to be so bad in its Original form that it changes the focus
debate. Instead of debating whether mod CMP264 is good or bad, the debate has been whether CMP264 or CMP265 is the worst,
and participants in the process are led to debate variations of CMP264 rather than maintain focus on whether CMP264 is in itself a
good approach. It is notable that no WACM for CMP265 alone made it through the voting process. All WACMs for CMP265 are also
WACMs for CMP264.

Alkane voting takes the view that the distortion in the market is more fairly spread if the benefit for affected generation is set
broadly midway between a level that makes EG competitive level with TG (recognising the benefits of market access to long term
super peak prices enjoyed by TG) and the level of benefit seen by DSR and BTM.



For this reason the Alkane voting has changed slightly. Where the outcome for the Affected Generator is below £20/kW the WACM
has been rejected. Where there is grandfathering of a higher level then a WACM giving an Affected Generator above £20/kW has
been accepted. The minimum level viewed as acceptable for all EG (i.e. where there is no grandfathering) is viewed to be
£32.30/kW, the level substantiated by Cornwall Energy analysis for ADE.

Alkane argues that undermining the economics of bids made in good faith into the CM which have resulted in commitments that
incur penalties for failure undermines competition as it threatens the investor commitment into the sector and so increases cost of
capital and reduces the number and class of investors prepared to invest. Going forward a different set of rules is acceptable, but it
is strongly preferable to insulate existing investments and commitments from any change, recognising that the forecast increases in
demand residual are excessive as regards an embedded benefit.

(c) The existing methodology is compliant. The Original and all WACMs are compliant, but there is no improvement so none of the changes
can be said to “better facilitate” the CUSC Objective

(d) The Original and all WACMs require gross metering and a change to BSC systems. All are less efficient than the baseline.



Vote 2: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives

against the Original Proposal

Better Better Better Better
facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO Overall (Y/N) Rationale
(a) (b)? (c)? (d)?
Workgroup member John Harmer (Alkane)
Original N N N N N
WACM1 N Don’t Know N N N
WACM?2 N Don’t Know N N N
WACM3 N Don’t Know N N N
WACM4 N Don’t Know N N N
WACM5 N Don’t Know N N N




WACM®6

Don’t Know

WACM7

Don’t Know

WACMS8

Don’t Know

WACM9

Don’t Know

WACM10

Don’t Know

WACM11

Don’t Know

WACM12

Don’t Know

WACM13

Don’t Know

WACM14

Don’t Know

WACM15

Don’t Know

WACM16

Don’t Know




WACM17 N Don't Know N N Y

WACM18 N Don’t Know N N Y

(a) Options with no grandfathering are expected to be more efficient in terms of charging efficiency than those with grandfathering.

(b) The rationale for Vote 1 applies

c) The existing methodology is compliant. The Original and all WACMs are compliant, but there is no improvement so none of the changes
can be said to “better facilitate” the CUSC Objective

(d) Options with no grandfathering are expected to be more efficient in terms of charging efficiency than those with grandfathering.



Vote 3: Which option BEST facilitates achievement of the Applicable CUSC
Objectives? (Including CUSC baseline)

Workgroup Member BEST Option? Rationale

This is the option that is considered to best match the
preferred option for CMP269 which is not available within
CMP270. It maintains investor confidence in giving
existing investments and commitments the revenue they
reasonably forecast, so maintaining the largest pool of
investors and providing greater competition by
maximising the number of players in the market. The
enduring value maintains this level over time. This value
is above the level that TG may reasonably see but this
reflects market failure in the inability for small players to
access medium term super peak pricing to support
financing. It is below the benefit for DSR and BTM
competition. It therefore is a compromise in respect of
objective (b)

Workgroup member John Harmer WACM 10
(Alkane)

It probably gives a lower cost to consumers than the
original 270 mod because it limits the benefit for all EG,
not just close with CM contracts. This is speculative as
the amount of new CM contracts which would be
included with zero Triad is subject to uncertainty. It
certainly gives a lower cost than the CUSC baseline.




It is no better or worse than the baseline or Original in
terms of objective (c).

It is less complex to implement than the Original and
other WACMs that require grandfathering and it is
demonstrably amongst the simplest in legal drafting. In
common with all WACMs and the Original it is worse than
the baseline in terms of objectives (a) and (d).




Applicable CUSC Objectives

Charging CUSC Objectives

(a)

That compliance with the use of system charging methodology facilitates effective
competition in the generation and supply of electricity and (so far as is consistent
therewith) facilitates competition in the sale, distribution and purchase of electricity

(b)

That compliance with the use of system charging methodology results in charges which
reflect, as far as is reasonably practicable, the costs (excluding any payments between
transmission licensees which are made under and accordance with the STC) incurred by
transmission licensees in their transmission businesses and which are compatible with
standard license condition C26 requirements of a connect and manage connection)

(c)

That, so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), the use of system charging
methodology, as far as is reasonably practicable, properly takes account of the
developments in transmission licensees’ transmission businesses

(d)

Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decision of the
European Commission and/or the Agency. These are defined within the National Grid
Electricity Transmission plc. License under Standard Condition C10, paragraph 1

(e)

Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the system charging
methodology




CMP264:
Vote 1: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives
against the CUSC baseline

Better Better Better Better Better Rationale
facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates Overall (Y/N)

(a) (b)? (c)? (d)? ACO (e)?

Workgroup member {Tim Collins}

N Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that

treat all DG equivalently.
Original N N } - N

Value for new DG residual is out of line with values
accruing to TG having the same effect on the
transmission network, which could also be viewed
as contrary to effective competition.




WACM1

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUoS charging
between new DG, existing DG and TG so significant
benefits to cost reflectivity and effective
competition. Preferred implementation date of
April 2020 respects the CM price commitment
cycle. Relatively simple to implement compared
with other WACMs and decent lead time allowed
for system/process changes.

WACM2

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUoS charging
between new DG, existing DG and TG so significant
benefits to cost reflectivity and effective
competition. However, proposed implementation
date is a key sensitivity and could affect WACM'’s
performance against CUSC objectives. Relatively
simple to implement compared with other
WACMs.

WACM3

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However,
avoided GSP investment case has not been
sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also
leaves TG and DG residuals out of line going
forward, which could be viewed as contrary to
effective competition. Implementation abrupt and
out of step with Capacity Market auction cycle.




WACM4

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However,
avoided GSP investment case has not been
sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also
leaves TG and DG residuals out of line going
forward, which could be viewed as contrary to
effective competition. Potential issue of abrupt
implementation that is out of step with Capacity
Market auction cycle.

WACM5

Ensures equivalent residuals between EG and TG.
However, avoided GSP investment case has not
been sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs).
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM6

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward (in DG’s favour)
—which is contrary to effective competition.
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.




WACM7

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward, which is
contrary to effective competition. Implementation
abrupt and out of step with Capacity Market
auction cycle.

WACMS8

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM9

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM10

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.




WACM11

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM12

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM13

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM14

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.




WACM15

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM16

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM17

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM18

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that




treat all DG equivalently.

WACM19

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM20

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM21

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM22

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission




network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

N N Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
WACM23 N ) ) N network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that

treat all DG equivalently.

Vote 2: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives
against the Original Proposal

Better Rationale
Better Better Better Better facilitates Overall (Y/N)

facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO




Workgroup member {Insert name}

Original

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

WACM1

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUoS charging
between new DG, existing DG and TG so significant
benefits to cost reflectivity and effective
competition. Preferred implementation date of April
2020 respects the CM price commitment cycle.
Relatively simple to implement compared with other
WACMs and decent lead time allowed for
system/process changes.

WACM2

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUoS charging
between new DG, existing DG and TG so significant
benefits to cost reflectivity and effective
competition. However, proposed implementation
date is a key sensitivity and could affect WACM'’s
performance against CUSC objectives. Relatively
simple to implement compared with other WACMs
provided sufficient lead time is given.

WACM3

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective




demand residual payment to DG). However, avoided
GSP investment case has not been sufficiently
argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward, which could be
viewed as contrary to effective competition.
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM4

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However, avoided
GSP investment case has not been sufficiently
argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward, which could be
viewed as contrary to effective competition.
Potential issue of abrupt implementation that is out
out of step with Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACMS5

Ensures equivalent residuals between EG and TG.
However, avoided GSP investment case has not
been sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs).
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM6

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However




practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward (in DG’s favour) —
which is contrary to effective competition.
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM7

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward, which is contrary
to effective competition. Implementation abrupt
and out of step with Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACMS8

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM9

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.




WACM10

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM11

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM12

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM13

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM14

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats




parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM15

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM16

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM17

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.




WACM18

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM19

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM20

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM21

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat




all DG equivalently.

WACM22

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM23

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.




Vote 3: Which option BEST facilitates achievement of the Applicable CUSC
Objectives? (Including CUSC baseline)

Workgroup Member BEST Option? Rationale

Performs best against the relevant objectives. Broadly
creates equivalence in TNUoS charging between new DG,
existing DG and TG so significant benefits to cost
WACML reflectivity and effective competition. Preferred
Workgroup member {Insert name} implementation date of April 2020 respects the CM price
commitment cycle. Relatively simple to implement
compared with other WACMs and decent lead time
allowed for system/process changes.




Applicable CUSC Objectives

Charging CUSC Objectives

(a)

That compliance with the use of system charging methodology facilitates effective competition in the generation and
supply of electricity and (so far as is consistent therewith) facilitates competition in the sale, distribution and
purchase of electricity

(b)

That compliance with the use of system charging methodology results in charges which reflect, as far as is reasonably
practicable, the costs (excluding any payments between transmission licensees which are made under and
accordance with the STC) incurred by transmission licensees in their transmission businesses and which are
compatible with standard license condition C26 requirements of a connect and manage connection)

(c)

That, so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), the use of system charging methodology, as far as is
reasonably practicable, properly takes account of the developments in transmission licensees’ transmission
businesses

(d)

Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decision of the European Commission
and/or the Agency. These are defined within the National Grid Electricity Transmission plc. License under Standard
Condition C10, paragraph 1

(e)

Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the system charging methodology




CMP265:

Vote 1: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives
against the CUSC baseline

Better Better Better Better Better Rationale
facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates ACO facilitates Overall (Y/N)

(a) (b)? (c)? (d)? ACO (e?

Workgroup member {Tim Collins}

N In effect, CPM265 gives DG a choice between
status quo TRIAD payments and the CM. As status
quo TRIAD payments are higher value than the CM,
we expect most DG will simply opt out of the CM to
protect their TRIAD revenues. This essentially
perpetuates the status quo and its lack of cost
reflectivity. DG will continue to enjoy significant
Original N N ) ) N financial advantage over TG for reasons unrelated
to their underlying cost impact on the Transmission
Network, which is contrary to effective
competition. We also believe that having to make
provision in the codes for DG in and out the CM will
add administrative complexity, which works against
objective (e).




WACM1

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUoS charging
between new EG, existing EG and TG so significant
benefits to cost reflectivity and effective
competition. Avoids linking EG TNUoS to the
Capacity Market, which is arbitrary and
unnecessary. Preferred implementation date of
April 2020 respects the CM price commitment
cycle. Relatively simple to implement compared
with other WACMs and decent lead time allowed
for system/process changes

WACM2

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUoOS charging
between new DG, existing DG and TG so significant
benefits to cost reflectivity and effective
competition. However, proposed implementation
date is a key sensitivity and could affect WACM'’s
performance against CUSC objectives. Relatively
simple to implement compared with other WACMs.

WACM3

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However,
avoided GSP investment case has not been
sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also
leaves TG and DG residuals out of line going
forward, which could be viewed as contrary to
effective competition. Implementation abrupt and




out of step with Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM4

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However,
avoided GSP investment case has not been
sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also
leaves TG and DG residuals out of line going
forward, which could be viewed as contrary to
effective competition. Potential issue of abrupt
implementation that is out out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACMS5

Ensures equivalent residuals between EG and TG.
However, avoided GSP investment case has not
been sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs).
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM6

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward (in DG’s favour)
—which is contrary to effective competition.
Implementation abrupt and out of step with




Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM7

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward, which is
contrary to effective competition. Implementation
abrupt and out of step with Capacity Market
auction cycle.

WACMS8

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM9

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM10

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to




effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM11

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM12

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM13

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM14

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that




treat all DG equivalently.

WACM15

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM16

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM17

Grandfathering of TNUoOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

WACM18

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission




network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that
treat all DG equivalently.

Vote 2: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives

against the Original Proposal




Better

(a)

Better
facilitates ACO facilitates ACO | facilitates ACO facilitates ACO
(b)?

Better

(c)?

Workgroup member {Tim Collins}

Better

(d)?

Better

facilitates
ACO (e)?

Overall (Y/N)

Rationale

Original

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

WACM1

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUoS charging
between new EG, existing EG and TG so significant
benefits to cost reflectivity and effective
competition. Avoids linking EG TNUOoS to the
Capacity Market, which is arbitrary and unnecessary.
Preferred implementation date of April 2020
respects the CM price commitment cycle. Relatively
simple to implement compared with other WACMs
and decent lead time allowed for system/process
changes

WACM2

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUoS charging
between new DG, existing DG and TG so significant
benefits to cost reflectivity and effective
competition. However, proposed implementation
date is a key sensitivity and could affect WACM'’s
performance against CUSC objectives. Relatively




simple to implement compared with other WACMs.

WACM3

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However, avoided
GSP investment case has not been sufficiently
argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward, which could be
viewed as contrary to effective competition.
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM4

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However, avoided
GSP investment case has not been sufficiently
argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward, which could be
viewed as contrary to effective competition.
Potential issue of abrupt implementation that is out
out of step with Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACMS5

Ensures equivalent residuals between EG and TG.
However, avoided GSP investment case has not
been sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs).
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.




WACM6

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward (in DG’s favour) —
which is contrary to effective competition.
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM7

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward, which is contrary
to effective competition. Implementation abrupt
and out of step with Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACMS8

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to DG
than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to effective
competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM9

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to DG
than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to effective




competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM10

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to DG
than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to effective
competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM11

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to DG
than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to effective
competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM12

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM13

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.




WACM14

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM15

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM16

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.

WACM17

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat




all DG equivalently.

WACM18

Grandfathering of TNUoS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the transmission
network in a materially different way. Also adds
administrative complexity versus solutions that treat
all DG equivalently.




Vote 3: Which option BEST facilitates achievement of the Applicable CUSC
Objectives? (Including CUSC baseline)

Workgroup Member BEST Option? Rationale

Performs best against the relevant objectives. Broadly
creates equivalence in TNUoS charging between new DG,
existing DG and TG so significant benefits to cost
reflectivity and effective competition. Avoids linking EG
WACM1 TNUOS to the Capacity Market, which is arbitrary and
unnecessary. Preferred implementation date of April
2020 respects the CM price commitment cycle. Relatively
simple to implement compared with other WACMs and
decent lead time allowed for system/process changes.

Workgroup member {Insert name}




Applicable CUSC Objectives

Standard CUSC Objectives

(a) | The efficient discharge by the Licensee of the obligations imposed on it by the Act and the
Transmission License

(b) | Facilitating effective competition in the generation and supply of electricity, and (so far as
consistent therewith) facilitating such competition in the sale, distribution and purchase of
electricity

(c) | Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decision of the
European Commission and/or the Agency

(d) | Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the system charging
methodology (Note this is a new objective that will be introduced under CGR3)




CMP269:

Vote 1: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives
against the CUSC baseline

Workgroup member {Tim Collins}

N Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus

solutions that treat all DG equivalently.
Original - N - N

Value for new DG residual is out of line with
values accruing to TG having the same effect on
the transmission network, which could also be
viewed as contrary to effective competition.




WACM1

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUoS charging
between new DG, existing DG and TG so
significant benefits to cost reflectivity and
effective competition. Preferred implementation
date of April 2020 respects the CM price
commitment cycle. Relatively simple to
implement compared with other WACMs and
decent lead time allowed for system/process
changes.

WACM2

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUOS charging
between new DG, existing DG and TG so
significant benefits to effective competition.
However, proposed implementation date is a key
sensitivity and could affect WACM'’s performance
against CUSC objectives. Relatively simple to
implement compared with other WACMs.

WACM3

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However,
avoided GSP investment case has not been
sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also
leaves TG and DG residuals out of line going
forward, which could be viewed as contrary to
effective competition. Implementation abrupt and
out of step with Capacity Market auction cycle.




WACM4

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However,
avoided GSP investment case has not been
sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also
leaves TG and DG residuals out of line going
forward, which could be viewed as contrary to
effective competition. Potential issue of abrupt
implementation that is out of step with Capacity
Market auction cycle.

WACM5

Ensures equivalent residuals between EG and TG.
However, avoided GSP investment case has not
been sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs).
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM®6

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward (in DG’s favour)
—which is contrary to effective competition.
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.




WACM7

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward, which is
contrary to effective competition. Implementation
abrupt and out of step with Capacity Market
auction cycle.

WACMS8

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM9

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM10

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM11

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to




DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM12

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM13

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM14

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM15

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the




transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM16

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM17

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM18

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM19

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats




parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM20

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM21

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM22

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.




WACM23

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

Vote 2: Whether each proposal better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives
against the Original Proposal

Workgroup member {INSERT NAME}

Original

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

WACM1

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUOS charging
between new DG, existing DG and TG so
significant benefits to cost reflectivity and




effective competition. Preferred implementation
date of April 2020 respects the CM price
commitment cycle. Relatively simple to
implement compared with other WACMs and
decent lead time allowed for system/process
changes.

WACM2

Broadly creates equivalence in TNUoS charging
between new DG, existing DG and TG so
significant benefits to cost reflectivity and
effective competition. However, proposed
implementation date is a key sensitivity and could
affect WACM'’s performance against CUSC
objectives. Relatively simple to implement
compared with other WACMs provided sufficient
lead time is given.

WACM3

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However,
avoided GSP investment case has not been
sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also
leaves TG and DG residuals out of line going
forward, which could be viewed as contrary to
effective competition. Implementation abrupt and
out of step with Capacity Market auction cycle.




WACM4

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). However,
avoided GSP investment case has not been
sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs). Also
leaves TG and DG residuals out of line going
forward, which could be viewed as contrary to
effective competition. Potential issue of abrupt
implementation that is out out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACMS5

Ensures equivalent residuals between EG and TG.
However, avoided GSP investment case has not
been sufficiently argued (e.g, exporting GSPs).
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.

WACM®6

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward (in DG’s favour)
—which is contrary to effective competition.
Implementation abrupt and out of step with
Capacity Market auction cycle.




WACM7

Some positive attributes (ends non-cost reflective
demand residual payment to DG). Some sympathy
with aim of “lifting” tariffs to ensure relative zonal
price signals for DG are maintained. However
practical effect of doing so leaves TG and DG
residuals out of line going forward, which is
contrary to effective competition. Implementation
abrupt and out of step with Capacity Market
auction cycle.

WACMS8

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM9

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM10

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM11

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to




DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM12

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM13

No justification for enduring DG residual credit at
the level proposed. Gives higher remuneration to
DG than TG for no valid reason, so contrary to
effective competition and cost reflectivity.

WACM14

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM15

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.




WACM16

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexity versus
solutions that treat all DG equivalently.

WACM17

Grandfathering of TNUOS is contrary to cost
reflectivity and effective competition as it treats
parties having the same effect on the
transmission network in a materially different
way. Also adds administrative complexit