CUSC Workgroup Consultation Response Proforma

CMP192 – Arrangements for Enduring Generation User Commitment 
Industry parties are invited to respond to this consultation expressing their views and supplying the rationale for those views, particularly in respect of any specific questions detailed below.

Please send your responses by 16 August 2011 to cusc.team@uk.ngrid.com  Please note that any responses received after the deadline or sent to a different email address may not receive due consideration by the Workgroup.
Any queries on the content of the consultation should be addressed to Adam Sims at adam.sims@uk.ngrid.com.
These responses will be considered by the Workgroup at their next meeting at which members will also consider any Workgroup Consultation Alternative Requests.  Where appropriate, the Workgroup will record your response and its consideration of it within the final Workgroup Report which is submitted to the CUSC Modifications Panel.

	Respondent:
	Please insert your name and contact details (phone number or email address)

	Company Name:
	Please insert Company Name

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

(Please include any issues, suggestions or queries)


	

	Do you believe that the proposed original or any of the alternatives better facilitate the Applicable CUSC Objectives?  Please include your reasoning.


	For reference, the Applicable CUSC Objectives are:

(a) the efficient discharge by the licensee of the obligations imposed upon it under the Act and by this licence; and

(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.


	Do you support the proposed implementation approach and transition timeframe?  If not, please state why and provide an alternative suggestion where possible.


	

	Do you have any other comments? 


	

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


	If yes, please complete a Workgroup Consultation Alternative Request form, available on National Grid's website, and return to the above email address with your completed Workgroup Consultation response proforma.




Technical questions
	Q
	Question
	Response

	1
	Do you agree with the sharing factors of 50/50 for wider works and 0/100 for local works (consumers/generators)) , and what is the reason for your position?
	

	2
	What period of notice do you consider to be the most appropriate for both pre- and post-commissioning, and what is the justification for your view?
	

	3
	Do you agree with the percentages used within the notice period, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	4
	Are there any further implications of project slippage that should be considered?
	

	5
	Do you agree that different treatment of security for pre- and post-commissioning generators is justified, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	6
	Do you agree with the assessment of securities for pre-commissioning users, and if not how they should be determined?
	

	7
	Do you agree that post-commissioning users should not put up security against their user commitment liabilities, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	8
	Do you agree with the assessment of security implications detailed in this section, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	9
	Do you agree with the process for apportioning local VAR, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	10
	Do you agree with using the boundary method for apportioning wider VAR, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	11
	Do you agree with the approach to capacity sharing, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	12
	Do you agree that a linear compliance factor is appropriate to account for the implications of DECC’s Connect & Manage decision, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	13
	Do you agree with the analysis of wider asset reuse, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	14
	Do you agree with a more specific process to asset reuse for local works, and how do you think this should be achieved?
	

	15
	Which definition do you believe should be used for attributable generator works, and why?
	

	16
	Do you consider the offshore arrangements for local to be suitable, and are there any discrimination issues with onshore?
	


Broader Policy questions
	Q
	Question
	Response

	17
	Do you believe that treating pre-commissioning and post-commissioning users differently for user commitment is due or undue discrimination, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	18
	Do you consider that the aim of user commitment should be avoiding inefficient future investment or indemnifying historic investment, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	19
	Do you consider that the proposal will have an effect on security of supply, and if so why and how?
	

	20
	Do you believe that information should be provided either six-monthly or annually, and what is the reason for your position?
	

	21
	What is your view of the impact of volatility on users?
	

	22
	Are there any further interactions that the Workgroup have overlooked?
	


Alternative option questions 

	23
	With regards to wider works, do you believe that the notice period for pre-commissioning generators should be 2 or 4 years (or a different number). Please explain.
	

	24
	What should the liability profile for wider works be for pre-commissioning generators ? For example, assuming 2 years' notice, to you agree with 50% (year-2) and 100% (year-1)? Please explain.
	

	25
	Do you believe that the liability for wider works should be based on TNUoS or CAPEX? Should pre-and post-commissioning generators be treated the same or differently? Please explain.
	

	26
	Do you believe pre-commissioning generators should have a choice between a refundable and non-refundable User Commitment methodology ? If yes, should that be a choice between CMP192 original (non-refundable) and cost-reflective Final Sums (refundable) or a different choice? Please explain.
	

	27
	Do you believe pre-commissioning generators should have the option to switch between methodologies (i.e. between a fixed, non-reconcilable local liability and a variable, reconcilable local liability)? If yes, should that be  one way or both ways? Please explain.
	

	28
	Do you believe a sharing factor should be applied to local works? If yes, would a 50/50% factor be the right balance between entry signal and risk? Please explain.
	

	29
	Do you believe that when pre-commissioning generators reach financial close(or a different project milestone), their security for local works should reduce to zero? Please explain.
	

	30
	Do you believe that pre-commissioning generators should be able to offset the National Grid user commitment with monetary commitments to third parties, for example the Crown Estate? Please explain.
	

	31
	Do you have any views on how that could be incorporated in the original CMP192 proposal (or any alternatives)?
	

	32
	Do you believe that keeping the existing arrangements and/or amending the existing arrangements would be a viable alternative modification proposal? Please explain.
	


Impact and Assessment questions

	33
	Do you consider that the proposal would have a material impact on greenhouse gas emissions, and what is the reason for your position?
	


