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Consultation GB-ECM 09 for charging arrangements associated with SQSS
design variations based on customer requests

Falck Renewables are pleased to offer their comments on the consultation for
charging arrangements associated with SQSS design variations. Falck Renewables
currently own 6 windfarms in the UK with a total capacity of 221MW, of which three
are in construction and three are operational. Of these 6 windfarms one is connected
at 275kV, two at 132kV and three at 33kV. We also have a number of projects which
we are jointly developing with RDC in the planning process.

This consultation has specific relevance to two of our projects in construction,
Millennium which will connect to the 132kV network in zone 3 and Kilbraur which
will connect to the 275kV network in zone 1. These projects are both due to connect
to the network within the next month.

The background to these projects is that we sought connection offers in 2003 before
PLUGS was introduced and requested single circuit connection offers from Scottish
and Southern Energy because that was the most cost effective connection option.
Following the introduction of PLUGS and BETTA the connection offers from SSE
were withdrawn and replaced with new offers from NGC. The new offers were made
on the same single circuit basis and identified costs for H1 works and Connection
Asset works. The effect of the new connection offers was to significantly increase the
overall cost of connection. In discussion with NGC we learnt that if the offer were
amended to a firm double circuit connection then the total cost would reduce as most
of the Connection Assets would be classified as Infrastructure works so that our
annual connection charge would be much reduced while TNUoS charges would be
unaffected (other than a possible small increase in the zonal TNUoS charge resulting
from the additional project specific work for reinforcing the single circuit connection).

We therefore requested a change to a firm connection since it was both a lower cost
and more secure option but were told that we could not change partly because we had
originally requested a single circuit connection, although as mentioned above that
request was made in the pre PLUGS world before the grid charging rules completely
changed. The other reason for not changing to a firm connection was that we were
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advised that this would require a modification application which was likely to mean
that we would loose our place in the connection queue and hence cause a severe delay
in connection. We are therefore left in the position where we will be paying a higher
charge (TNUoS + connection charge) for a non firm connection than we would have
paid for a firm connection. For this reason we would strongly argue that there should
be a significant reduction in TNUoS charges for these connections firstly to correct
the anomaly that the single circuit connection is costing us more than a firm
connection and secondly to introduce a discount to TNUoS charges to reflect the
significantly lower cost of a single circuit connection.

Our understanding was that the previous charging amendment (GB ECM06) was
vetoed by Ofgem because while it agreed with the idea that of giving generators a
reduction in Transmission Network Use of System (TNUOS) for single circuit
connection compared to charges for a double circuit secure connection it thought that
the reduction offered was too low in that ¢ the Authority was concerned that the
original proposals did not sufficiently reflect the capital costs saved and would
consequently not provide the correct signals to the generators’. We are therefore very
disappointed that the new revised Consultation proposes an even smaller reduction in
TNUOS charges and the implication is that OFGEM will veto the proposal again, and
further delay the introduction of a change to the charging regime.

We offer the following specific comments in relation to the consultation document:
The Previous Charging Amendment

The document comments that the single circuit TNUoS discount is important to give
the right economic signals to influence generator decisions. Firstly I would note that
TNUoS charges are not a primary driver for windfarm developers, they are driven by
wind strength, land availability and the likelihood of planning success. Secondly I
would note that there are a huge number of live connection offers in Scotland and I
would suggest that the priority should be creating a fair TNUoS charging regime for
them rather than worrying about giving the right economic signals for future
connections at the end of a long transmission access queue.

Justification for proposed modification

We note the comment that “National Grid believes that the cost savings associated
with design variation connections should be reflected as a discount to users’ charges.”
Our single circuit connections at Millennium and Kilbraur cost perhaps in the order of
60% of what a firm connection would have cost and we would expect to see the
TNUoS discounts proposed reflecting that. We would support a project specific
discount to reflect the real cost savings incurred. We would also strongly argue that if
the discount is calculated as a generic discount then it should include the substation
discount as in our experience with Millennium and Kilbraur this is where the main
cost savings have occurred. The discussion in the consultation document on charging
theory are difficult for non experts to understand but what seems to be apparent is that
by proposing to exclude consideration of the substation discount projects such as
Millennium and Kilbraur, which have relatively short tee connections will see very
small discounts under the methodologies proposed which we believe is unfair and not
cost reflective.






