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Annex 1 – Working Group Terms of Reference 

 
Grid Code Compliance Working Group 

 
Terms of Reference 

 
Objective 
At September 2007 GCRP it was agreed to establish a Grid Code Working Group which 
would be tasked with the review and recommendation of the codification of the compliance 
process and technical performance obligations (currently specified in the Compliance 
Guidance Notes). 
 
Scope of Work 
The group will address the following issues, as agreed by the GCRP: 
 
(a) Technical Performance 

The Working Group to review, identify and resolve any disparity between the Grid 
Code and Compliance Guidance Notes regarding technical performance obligations. 

 
(b) Compliance Process 

The Working Group will consider and make applicable recommendations regarding the 
codification of the compliance process (commissioning and lifetime phase) for directly 
connected and Large Power Stations into the Grid Code. 

 
(c) OC5 Review 

The Working Group will consider the applicability of the current OC5 provisions in light 
of the possible codification of the compliance process. 
 

(d) Review of LEEMPS 
 The Working Group will re-evaluate the existing Licence Exempt Embedded Medium 

Power Stations provisions with particular reference to the respective responsibilities of 
Users and NGET and identify applicable recommendations.  

 
Deliverables 
National Grid will produce: 
 
Á a GCRP paper recommending a way forward on the above issues, reflective of the 

group discussions and identification of consequential changes which may be required 
to other industry codes 

 
Á draft legal text of any proposed Grid Code changes 
 
Approach 
Given the remit of the Working Group which is definable by distinct work areas, it is 
recommended that the findings are represented to the GCRP via the individual 
workstreams: 
 
1. Technical Performance 

A separate Working Group Report will be presented to the GCRP and an individual 
Consultation Report will be issued.   
 

2. Compliance Process and Review of OC5 

 



 

 

 

A separate Working Group Report will be presented to the GCRP and an individual 
Consultation Report will be issued.  Depending on the interactivity between the 
compliance process and review of OC5, it may be appropriate to split the proposals 
into separate Working Group/Consultation Reports. 

 
Timescales 
The Working Group will aim to report back its recommendations from all workstreams to [to 
be confirmed by Working Group members] GCRP meeting.  The GCRP will receive regular 
updates on the progress of the Working Group.  It is anticipated that the Technical 
Performance recommendations will presented to May 2008 GCRP. 
 
Membership 
The membership of the working group will be drawn from the GCRP or their nominated 
representatives, the Relevant Transmission Licensees, and Ofgem. 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

Annex 2 – Initial Consultation responses 

 

The following table provides a list of the responses received to the Grid Code 
initial Consultation, A/10.  
 

Reference Company 

A/10-CR-01 Alstom 
A/10-CR-02 BoC 
A/10-CR-03 CE Electric 
A/10-CR-04 EdF Energy 
A/10-CR-05 EdF Networks 
A/10-CR-06 ENW 
A/10-CR-07 E.ON 
A/10-CR-08 Magnox 
A/10-CR-09 RWE 
A/10-CR-10 Scottish Power 
A/10-CR-11 SSE 
A/10-CR-12 WPD 

 







From: Webb,Chris [Chris.Webb@boc.com] 
Sent: 01 February 2010 21:09 
To: Ireland, Tom 
Subject: RE: Grid Code Consultation A/10 - Compliance 
Tom, 
Thanks for this.  As a large user we are interested in others' responses to the consultation, and the result, but 
fear we may neither have the resource to comment on such a lengthy analysis, nor the technical mastery of 
the issues covered. 
Please copy us in on the conclusions after the consultation. 
Kind regards 
  
Chris Webb 
Utilities Manager - UK & Ireland 
  
DL +44 1709 842218 | Mob +44 7774 448426 
BOC Limited| Operations Centre | Bawtry Road | Brinsworth | Rotherham S60 5NT 
  
www.linde.com | chris.webb@boc.com 
  
Sent from The BOC Group Limited, registered in England and Wales No. 22096, or from its subsidiary, BOC Limited, registered in England and Wales 

No. 337663 - members of The Linde Group. Registered office of both companies - The Priestley Centre, 10 Priestley Road, Surrey Research Park, 

Guildford, Surrey, GU2 7XY, England. 

  
 

From: Ireland, Tom [mailto:thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com]  

Sent: 01 February 2010 17:15 
To: Ireland, Tom; alan.d.barlow@magnoxsouthsites.com; Creighton, Alan; 

alan.michie@sppowersystems.com; bvest@aepuk.com; Thornton, Bec; Taylor, Brian; 

bridget.morgan@ofgem.gov.uk; chandra.trikha@scottish-southern.co.uk; claire.maxim@eon-uk.com; 
david.carson@sppowersystems.com; Smith, David M; david.m.ward@magnoxnorthsites.com; Guy Nicholson; 

jean.pompee@rte-france.com; Greasley, John; john.lucas@elexon.co.uk; john.morris@british-energy.com; 
mkay@iee.org; Dunn, Richard; yvonne.ryan@scottishpower.com 

Cc: campbell.mcdonald@scottish-southern.co.uk; Dipen Gadhia; Vincent, Graeme; Barrett, Jim; 

john.norbury@rwe.com; Ali, Kabir; kathryn.coffin@elexon.co.uk; Lesley Nugent; 
Marion.Quinn@ofgem.gov.uk; Lee, Mike (Warwick); neil.sandison@scottish-southern.co.uk; Robin McCormick 

- SONI; Sigrid.bolik@repower-uk.co.uk; stephen.andrews@lowerwatts.co.uk 
Subject: Grid Code Consultation A/10 - Compliance 

 

At the Grid Code Review Panel meeting held on 5th February 2009 it was agreed that the issue of Compliance

should proceed to Consultation by National Grid, subject to a final Working Group meeting. Such a meeting 

was held in July 2009 and the resultant changes to the final Working Group Report included.  

Please therefore find attached the Consultation document A/10 that will also be available on the National Grid 
Codes website shortly. 

<<A_10 Compliance Consultation v1.0.pdf>>  

Responses to the A/10 Consultation should be sent to thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com no later than close of 

business on Thursday 1st
 April 2010 (Nb. the usual consultation duration has been significantly extended to 

take into account the volume of changes).  

Best regards, 

Tom Ireland 
Electricity Charging and Access Development 
National Grid 
t: +44 (0)1926 656152 (474-6152) 
f: +44 (0)1926 656520 
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This e-mail, and any attachments are strictly confidential and intended for 
the addressee(s) only. The content may also contain legal, professional or 
other privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, please 
notify the sender immediately and then delete the e-mail and any 
attachments. You should not disclose, copy or take any action in reliance 
on this transmission. 
 
You may report the matter by calling us on 0800 085 4806. 
 
Please ensure you have adequate virus protection before you open or detach 
any documents from this transmission. The Group Companies do not accept 
any liability for viruses. An e-mail reply to this address may be subject 
to monitoring for operational reasons or lawful business practices. 
 
For the registered information on the UK operating companies within the 
National Grid group please use the attached link: 
http://www.nationalgrid.com/corporate/legal/registeredoffices.htm 

The information contained in this email and any attachments may be confidential and is provided solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, distribution, or use of thi

 

No responsibility is accepted for any virus or defect that might arise from opening this e
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Registered in England and Wales. Registered Number: 3476201 
If you would like an audio copy of this letter, a copy in large type, Braille or another language, please call 0800 652 6543 

 
 
Your ref Grid Code A10  
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Tom Ireland 
Electricity Codes 
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Dear Tom 
 
Grid Code consultation A10 Grid Code Compliance 
 
I’m writing on behalf of Northern Electric Distribution Limited (NEDL) and Yorkshire Electricity 
Distribution plc (YEDL), the licensed electricity distributors of CE Electric UK. 
 
CE Electric UK is very supportive of the principle underpinning the changes proposed in the 
consultation paper; it is appropriate that National Grid take a leading role in testing the performance 
of any generating plant that it considers could have a material effect on the performance of the 
National Electricity Transmission System (NETS).  The engineering skills associated with generator 
compliance testing are specialised and these skills rest within National Grid and the Generator 
companies rather than in DNO organisations. 
 
I do have a number of concerns about the consultation which are outlined below: 
 
1 On the basis that the proposed changes to the Grid Code, together with the consequential 
changes to the associated industry codes, are approved and implemented, consideration need to be 
given to the detailed arrangement for the compliance testing of generators that are in the process of 
being developed and constructed.  The consultation document indicates that National Grid will 
undertake LEEMPS compliance testing once the proposed Grid Code changes are implemented 
provided that the LEEMPS does not already have a connection agreement signed with the DNO, but 
also indicates that other arrangements may be made by agreement with all parties.  Except in those 
cases where the DNO has already commenced the commission tests or where the DNO intends to 
undertake the compliance testing of LEEMPS generators, it does not seem to make best use of 
relatively scarce industry resources for the DNO to develop processes and expertise that may only 
be applied to a single generator project.  It is therefore important to develop arrangements for the 
proposed enduring solution to be implemented on a transitionary basis potentially even before all 
the necessary industry code changes have been formally approved. 
 



 

 

2 The proposed arrangements for managing the ongoing compliance of LEEMPS with the 
Grid Code are complicated.  Whilst the DNO has the responsibility for ongoing compliance, potential 
non compliances are likely to be detected by NGET or identified by the Generator.  In some cases 
NGET, at the request of the DNO, would assume responsibility for compliance testing and in others 
the responsibility would remain with the DNO.  There is also the possibility that at any point in time 
for a given generator, some non compliances would be addressed by NGET whilst others would be 
addressed by the DNO.  This would introduce confusion for all parties.  If a DNO elects NGET to 
undertake compliance testing generally (which is assumed by the drafting to be the norm) the DNO 
will have little incentive or need to develop expertise in this area and hence it would seem 
reasonable, from a wider industry perspective, for NGET to assume the ongoing responsibility for 
Grid Code compliance of LEEMPS. 
 
3 The proposed arrangements do seem to be relatively complex and rely on consequential 
changes to other industry codes.  There may be scope for alternative approaches that meet the 
same objectives to be considered.  It is clear that as the numbers of embedded generators increase 
their potential to have an impact on the NETS increases and that National Grid will become 
increasingly interested in the behaviour of Medium Power Stations.  Revising the regulatory 
framework such that operators of Medium Power Stations are all required to have a direct 
contractual relationship with National Grid would eliminate the liability issues being considered in 
CUSC Amendment Proposal 181 and clarify that National Grid had ongoing responsibility for both 
the initial and ongoing compliance of generators having an impact on the NETS. 
 
4 The consultation refers to consequential changes to the CUSC and Distribution Code and 
outlines a plan for the consultations associated with these code changes.  I understand that a 
DCUSA working group is likely to conclude that there are no consequential changes required to the 
DCUSA.  Given the complex linkage of the proposed Grid Code changes to these other codes, it is 
important to ensure that all the affected parties have the opportunity to comment on the final overall 
package emerging from the various consultations; it is not clear at the moment how this is to be 
achieved. 
 
In summary, CE Electric UK is very supportive of the principle behind the proposed Grid Code 
changes, but believes that there are detailed issues that require further clarification, particularity 
relating to the implementation and transition arrangements. 
 
Our detailed comments on the consultation are included in Appendix 1. 
 
Please contact me if there are any issues arising from this letter that would benefit from further 
clarification. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Sent by email 
 
 
Mark Nicholson 
Head of System Strategy 



 

 

Appendix 1 
 
Document: Grid Code Consultation A10 V1.2 
Comments by: Alan Creighton, CE Electric UK 

Date:  10 June 2010 
 

 
 

Serial Clause/ Sub 
clause 

COMMENTS Proposed change 

1 Consultation 
document 3.1 

To avoid unnecessary development of expertise and 
processes within DNOs it is important that implementation 
arrangements are developed which enable agreements to 
be reached by all parties, potentially in advance of the 
Grid Code changes being implemented, so that NGET can 
undertake LEEMPS compliance testing. 

 

2 Consultation 
document 4.7 

In the case where a LEEMPS is unable to meet the Grid 
Code requirements a LON is issued.  It would be helpful to 
clarify that the LON would be issued by NGET to the 
DNO.  It is unclear if a LON acts as a temporary 
derogation from the DNO complying with the Grid Code in 
addition to acting as a temporary derogation from the 
requirement of the LEEMPS to comply with the 
Distribution Code (enforced via the Connection 
Agreement with the DNO).  If the LON time expires is also 
unclear which party would need to seek derogation from 
the Grid Code (presumably the DNO) and the Distribution 
Code. 

 

3 Consultation 
document 
4.10 

Guidance is required as to what would constitute a ‘major 
modification’ when NGET would assume responsibility for 
assessing the compliance status of a LEEMPS being 
modified. 

 

4 Consultation 
document 5.9 
/ 10 

Given the lead in time for the development and 
construction of a LEEMPS, the requirement to provide 
detailed models for those generators seeking connection 
from 2012 could be seen as creating an additional 
uncertainty especially as it is unclear if this is refers to Jan 
2012 or December 2012 

 

5 Consultation 
document 
5.16 

Any revision to the existing Bilateral Agreements with a 
DNO in relation to a LEEMPS will need to be made with 
the agreement of all parties including the LEEMPS 
especially for those projects nearing commissioning to 
ensure no new conditions or requirements are being 
created. 

 

6 Consultation 
document 6.1 

There is an implication that regular compliance testing is 
required which does not seem to appear in the proposed 
Grid Code changes.  It would be helpful to confirm that 
there is no proposed requirement for routine compliance 
testing. 

 

7 Appendix A -  
Compliance 
WG report 
Appendix 2 

The WG report proposes the parallel development of the 
consequential industry code changes, however it is clear 
that these change proposals are progressing at different 
rates and that there may not be a period when the 
consultations (Grid Code, Distribution Code, CUSC) are 
all available for comment.  It is important that all parties 
have an opportunity to review and comment on the final 
suite proposals so that they can comment on the overall 
package. 

 

8 Appendix B 
CC.1.2 

Clarify if the ION and FON process requires the exchange 
of notices between NGET and the DNO in the case where 
there is a LEEMPS. 

Clarify 

9 Appendix B 
CC.1.3 

In the case of a LEEMPS that finds itself unable to comply 
with the terms of Appendix E of the BCA between NGET 
and the DNO, clarify if there is a need for NG to issue a 
LON to the DNO i.e. NGET, Generators and DNOs may 
be involved in the LON process. 

Clarify 

10 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.4 

The two options are described in a confusing way as they 
describe the responsibilities of the various parties under 
the options rather than the options themselves. 

Change the CC so that 3.3.4 describes the two 
options.  Simply the NO Option should be as 
described in CC.3.3.5b and the NGET option as 
described in CC.3.3.5a  



 

 

Serial Clause/ Sub 
clause 

COMMENTS Proposed change 

11 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.5 

Having defined the two options in CC.3.3.4, CC.3.3.5 
should then describe the role of NGET and the NO in the 
two options. 

Review the text in CC.3.3.4 and CC.3.3.5 to 
clarify the two options and roles of each party in 
those two options. 

12 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.5 (a) 

Clarity is needed as to the date after which NGET will 
undertake the compliance testing.  The proposed legal 
text just relates to the date of the implementation of the 
Grid Code change (and by inference all the consequential 
industry code changes if they are approved as a 
package), yet the Consultation Report also refers to the 
LEEMPS connection agreement and indicates that other 
arrangements could be mutually agreed.  It could be 
pragmatic for the revised process to be implemented by 
agreement of all parties prior to the final approval of the 
code changes, and the option should be retained for this 
to happen. 

Change to: 
…from [the date of implementation of the Grid 
Code change] or as otherwise agreed by the 
relevant parties, in respect of all….. 

13 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.5 (b) 

Clarify what is meant by the terms ‘Network Operator Role 
if Prior Notified Plant’ and the phrase ‘been notified to 
NGET before that date under the provisions of the CUSC 
that relate to the Statement of Works’ – which date.  It is 
unclear what this CC is intended to achieve, the multiple 
negatives are confusing. 

Clarify 

14 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.5 (c) 

This appears to contradict CC.3.3.5 (d). Is it not the case 
that the Network Operator role is appropriate if the 
Network Operator has issued a Network Operator CC 
Compliance Notice to NGET i.e. indicating that it wishes to 
undertake the compliance testing itself 

Clarify 

15 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.5 (d) 

Clarify whether a Network Operator CC Compliance 
Notice once issued relates to all LEEMPS connected 
(under the proposals the enduring compliance rests with 
the NO anyway) or all LEEMPS that will be connected in 
the future – i.e. does a Network Operator CC Compliance 
Notice apply to an individual LEEMPS.  Also clarify, if it is 
the former, whether it is possible for a NO to revoke a 
Network Operator CC Compliance Notice, to revert back 
to the NGET option. 

Clarify 

16 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.5 (e) 
(i) 

This clause seems to imply that a Network Operator CC 
Compliance Notice relates to an individual LEEMPS, as 
agreement is required with the ‘relevant’ generator. 

Clarify 

17 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.5 (e) 
(ii) 

This clause seems to imply that a Network Operator CC 
Compliance Notice relates to all LEEMPS. 

 

18 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.5 (f) 

Reference to DCUSA may need to be removed here and 
in the definitions 

Remove reference to DCUSA if no changes are 
required. 

19 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.6 

There is reference in the text to ‘ongoing responsibility for 
monitoring and testing’.  It would be helpful to understand 
whether the intention is that these activities should be 
proactive or reactive when a potential non compliance had 
been identified.  The DNO would not have the skills or 
expertise to carry out routine testing and it would seem to 
be more reasonable for NGET to include any required 
ongoing proactive monitoring in their arrangements for 
Large Power Stations and Directly Connected Medium 
Power Stations. 

Clarify 

20 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.6 

In the situation where the NO has elected to take the 
default position whereby NGET undertake the compliance 
testing, the NO is unlikely to have developed expertise to 
effectively take ongoing responsibility for the enduring 
compliance of a LEEMPS with the Grid Code.  This could 
be particularly onerous in the case were a Grid Code non-
compliance is disputed.  It would seem reasonable to 
extend the provisions of CC.3.3.7 to include responsibility 
for all ongoing compliance. 

Review the party with ongoing compliance 
responsibility 

21 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.6 

The clause only relates to where ‘significant change or 
modification’ is made to plant, however it should be the 
materiality of the potential impact on the total system that 
is the trigger for the NO requesting NGET to resume 
responsibility for the compliance assessment.  The legal 
text doesn’t align with that in CC4.5.(ii).  See comment 
above the possibility of NGET assuming all ongoing 
responsibilities. 

Change the text to align with that in CC.4.5 (ii) 



 

 

Serial Clause/ Sub 
clause 

COMMENTS Proposed change 

22 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.7 (a) 

In the event that a NO elected to undertake the 
compliance assessment of future LEEMPS and had 
served a Network Operator CC Compliance Notice then a 
non-compliance of an existing generator was identified 
before the Notice was effective (12 months notice period) 
it would be reasonable for NGET to assume the 
responsibility for compliance testing especially if it could 
be resolved within the 12 month notice period. 

Review the arrangements of the NGET role 

23 Appendix B 
CC.3.3.7 (b) 

If there were a number of non-compliance issues only 
some of which NGET considered to ‘impact’ the NETS (as 
opposed to just being non-compliant), it would be 
confusing for NGET take responsibility for compliance 
testing some issues, but not others.  At any given point in 
time only one party (NGET or the NO) should take the 
lead on compliance testing. 

Review 

24 Appendix B 
CC.4.2 (ii) 

Unnecessary ‘s on the word Generator’s Correct the typographical error 

25 Appendix B 
CC.4.2.4 

Clarify that in the case of a LEEMPS it is Appendix E of 
the Bilateral Agreement between the NO and NGET which 
is relevant. 
 
Clarify that the diagram in CC.A.11 describes the process 
for a non LEEMPS generator. 
 
Clarify that the diagram in CC.A.15 describes the process 
for a non LEEMPS generator- although a partial reference 
is made to LEEMPS in the second box. 

Clarify 

26 Appendix B 
CC.4.2.4 

There is an unnecessary ‘.’ after Generator and ‘m’ 
between any and Modification. 

Correct the typographical error 

27 Appendix B 
CC.4.2.5 (a) 

Review the need to refer to DCUSA Remove reference to DCUSA if no changes are 
required. 

28 Appendix B 
CC.4.3.7 

Would the heading ‘ION Compliance’ be more meaningful 
than ’Meeting ION’? 

Review 

29 Appendix B 
CC.4.3.7 

Clarify that in the case of a LEEMPS, operating in 
accordance of the ION will ensure that the DNO also 
complies with its relevant Grid Code obligations 

Clarify 

30 Appendix B 
CC.4.5 

Clarify that in the case of LEEMPS the Appendix E relates 
to the Bilateral Connection Agreement between NGET 
and the NO 

Clarify 

31 Appendix B 
CC.4.5.1 

Clarify that in the case of LEEMPS the Appendix E relates 
to the Bilateral Connection Agreement between NGET 
and the NO 

Clarify 

32 Appendix B 
CC.4.5.1 

In the case of a non-compliant LEEMPS the role of the 
DNO is not clear.  Clarify that the process described in 
CC.4.5.2 applies for a directly connected generator or 
where NGET has agreed to undertake the compliance 
assessment in accordance with CC.3.3.7 and some 
ongoing testing is being undertaken.  For example, 
presumably if a LEEMPS became aware of a non-
compliance (with Appendix E) the first point of contact 
would be to the DNO, who would then contact NGET 
under CC.3.3.7. 

Clarify 

33 Appendix B 
CC.4.5.5 

The derogation process as described does not appear to 
be relevant for a LEEMPS, presumably it would be the NO 
that was deemed non compliant with the Grid Code and 
the LEEMPS would be non compliant with the Distribution 
Code via their Connection Agreement with the DNO.  A 
LEEMPS generator does not have a generation licence 
and therefore there is no vehicle (or requirement) for them 
to obtain a derogation.   

Add text appropriate to a LEEMPS 

34 Appendix C 
 

Review the need to include a definition of DCUSA Remove reference to DCUSA if no changes are 
required. 

35 Appendix E  
OC5.8.2 

Unnecessary words ‘Medium Power Station’ after 
LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS 

Correct the typographical error 

 



 

 
EDF Energy 
40 Grosvenor Place 
London SW1X 7EN 

edfenergy.com Tel +44 (0) 20 7752 2200 
Fax +44 (0) 20 7752 2223 

EDF Energy plc. Registered in England and Wales. Registered No. 2366852. Registered Office: 40 Grosvenor Place, Victoria, London, SW1X 7EN 

 
 
 
To: thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
 
18 June 2010 
 
Dear Tom, 
 

Grid Code Consultation paper A/10: Compliance 
 
Key Points 
 
• EDF Energy supports the proposal to provide greater transparency to the 

Grid Code compliance process. 
• EDF Energy is not convinced that the current drafting achieves this 

objective with complete clarity. 
 
EDF Energy was represented on the working group for this proposed Grid 
Code change and appreciates the significant effort that has gone into the 
codification of much of what is currently contained in guidance notes and 
the industry briefing sessions that have been run. 
 
Achieving Grid Code compliance for new plant connecting to the 
transmission system and lifetime compliance for existing plant should be 
clearly understood by all parties to ensure an efficient compliance process. 
In addition developers and equipment vendors  wish to have clear metrics 
on how technical compliance can be achieved and subsequently 
maintained throughout the life of the asset. 
 
The incorporation of compliance requirements into the Grid Code should as 
far as practicable be presented as separate requirements from the existing 
connection conditions to aid clarity. EDF Energy is not convinced that this 
has been entirely successful and could not be improved upon and suggests 
NG review this alongside the comments received through this consultation. 
 
In addition to the above general comments we have a number of more 
detailed comments as follows:- 
 
1. CC..4.6 
Where a developer is proposing to build a tranche of similar generating plant would it 
not be possible to have manufacturer’ tests to validate Turbo Generator’s data and 
performance and to refer to Manufacturers’ Data & Performance Report for other 
generating unit types? 
 
2. CC.A.6.2.6.3 
Should the complete characteristics of the noise signal to be injected be detailed by 
NG to ensure there is no ambiguity? 
 
3. CC.A.8.1.1. 



 
 

  

edfenergy.com

In this clause it is stated that “The studies specified in this Appendix will normally be 
sufficient to demonstrate compliance”. What does “normally” exactly mean here? The 
term “normally” seems inappropriate with regards to the need for generator to enter a 
contractual process with manufacturer.  
 
4. CC.A.8.2 
Can NG comment on the operating set-point proposed in the PSS tuning test (Pmax, 
Qmin, Grid at min Pcc) as it appears to put the generating units in very adverse and 
unlikely conditions with regards to stability margin. 
 
5. A – Introduction: 6.12, in relation with CC.A.8.5.1 
Responsibility for simulations to demonstrate that a generator has the ability to 
withstand type A and B faults is transferred to NG. For the purpose of clarity with 
manufacturers in the specification process, generators need the criteria that will be 
used to assess this compliance. 
 
If PSS tuning operating set-point is to be applied by NG in that assessment, i.e. Pmax, 
Qmin and Grid Pcc at minimum then generators would be at the stability limit of their 
PQ diagram. Any generator would then struggle to meet the requirement and be at 
risk to be declared not compliant whereas the situation is very unlikely to occur on the 
System. 
 
Finally, if non-compliance is stated by NG on this topic what process would need to be 
followed to become compliant and where would the responsibility fall? 

 
6. CC.A.8.7.2 

a. The “20s of steady states with measured frequency depressed” is unclear: 
the generator will take time to stabilize after +/-0.5Hz variation and 20 
seconds may not be sufficient enough. 

 
As it was stated in the Guidance Notes “Hold until condition stabilizes” would be 
more appropriate. 

 
7. CC.A.8.7.7 
The number of tests used to compare the speed-governor model and the behaviour of 
the plant has significantly increased in this drafting, thus increasing the risks of having 
discrepancies in the results and uncertainty of how these would be resolved. 
 
Unfortunately, the criterion with which NG will assess the validity of the model is still 
vague: the model has to be “a reasonable representation” of the dynamic behaviour 
of the plant according to the drafting. How can this be managed in terms of testing 
procedures and related risks? 
 
8. CC.A.13.1.2 
The term “normally” is repeated here as in CC.A.8.1.1. In addition, sub-paragraphs (i) 
and (ii) open up the risk of additional testing. To what extent would the tests defined in 
the CC not demonstrate compliance? To what extent would additional tests be 
needed?  
 
9. CC.A.13.4 
Generally, in test procedures, it is desirable to add a column to the test table defining 
the expected compliance performance or criteria. 
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10. CC.A.13.5 
In test 1, depending on the AVR/PSS type, 10 seconds may not be sufficient enough for 
the steady state to be reached. It may be more relevant to mention “hold until 
conditions stabilize”. 
 
11. CC.A.13.8 

• (d) The numbering of the tests has to be changed (14, 13, 8 Ą 1, 2, 3) 
• (d) “Hold until conditions stabilize” is better than a definite duration for steady 

state conditions 
• (e) It is unclear whether the generator has to comply with the time limits 

indicated on figure 1 and 2 or if it has to wait sufficient time until the control 
system reaches steady state 

 
12. CC.A.13.9 

• Is the generator operated in FSM or LFSM? 
• Can NG suggest a practical procedure to demonstrate compliance to this 

requirement 
• What does NG expect as survey duration for the additional criterion?  

 
If you have any queries regarding this response, please contact me on 01452 
653492. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
 
 

John Morris 
Senior Trading Consultant 
Corporate Policy & Regulation 



From: Lodhi, Awais [Awais.Lodhi@edfenergy.com] 
Sent: 18 June 2010 16:00 
To: Ireland, Tom 
Cc: D'Albertanson, Bill ; Jones, Tim 
Subject: Grid Code Compliance Consultation Document 
Dear Tom, 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the “Grid Code Compliance Consultation Document”.  This 
response is on behalf our of three distribution licensees: EDF Energy Networks (EPN) plc, EDF Energy 
Networks (LPN) plc and EDF Energy Networks (SPN) plc.   EDF Energy Networks agree with the proposed 
process changes but would welcome clarifications on a few matters. 
  
Firstly as a DNO EDF Energy Networks were not directly consulted on the initial proposed changes and were 
only made aware of the deadline to the consultation at the last minute.  As a key player in the process and to 
prevent the same situation occurring going forward EDF Energy Networks would welcome membership of the 
Grid Code Review Panel’s future consultations and meetings related to LEEMPS & Compliance. 
  
Reviewing the Consultation document clarification is required on the following:- 
  

1. It’s mentioned in the document that unless agreed by all relevant parties, DNO’s will undertake 
compliance assessment of LEEMPS that have a connection agreement in place at the time the 

proposed Grid Code changes are implemented. What is meant by “Connection Agreement”?  
  

2. With reference to CC.4.5.1 Non-compliance: the Generator owner will notify the NGT about non-

compliance but who will notify the Network Operator about the issue?  
  
  
If membership of Grid Code Review Panel Compliance consultations and meetings is an option please 
contact:- 
  
Bill D'Albertanson 
Network Strategy & Performance Manager 
EDF Energy Networks 
Barton Road 
Bury St Edmunds 
Suffolk 
IP32 7BG 
  
E-mail: Bill.D'Albertanson@edfenergy.com 
Tel: 08701 964012 
Mob: 07875 114454 
  
Thanks 
  
Kind Regards 

Awais Lodhi 

Network Strategy Technician 
EDF Energy Networks 
Barton Road 
Bury St Edmunds 
IP32 7BG  

Tel:    +44 (0) 1284 726741 (internal 788 2741) 
email: Awais.Lodhi@EDFEnergy.com 
  

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may be protected by legal privilege. 
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete the e-mail from your system. 
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This e-mail has been scanned for malicious content but the internet is inherently insecure and EDF 
Energy plc cannot accept any liability for the integrity of this message or its attachments. No 
employee or agent of EDF Energy plc or any related company is authorised to conclude any binding 
agreement on behalf of EDF Energy plc or any related company by e-mail.  

All e-mails sent and received by EDF Energy plc are monitored to ensure compliance with the 
company's information security policy. Executable and script files are not permitted through the EDF 
Energy plc mail gateway. EDF Energy does not accept or send mails above 30 Mb in size. 

EDF Energy plc 
Registered in England and Wales No. 2366852 
Registered Office: 40 Grosvenor Place, London SW1X 7EN
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Electricity North West Limited 
304 Bridgewater Place 
Birchwood Park 
Birchwood 
Warrington 
WA3 6XG 
  
Telephone: 01925 846999 

Electricity North West Limited 
Registered in England & Wales No: 02366949 
Registered office: 304 Bridgewater Place,  
Birchwood Park, Birchwood, Warrington WA3 6XG 

 
 
Tom Ireland 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 
National Grid House 
Warwick Technology Park 
Gallows Hill 
Warwick CV34 6DA 

 Direct line 01925 846827 
 
mkay@iee.org 

 
 
 
16 June 2010 
 
Dear Tom 

A/10 Compliance Consultation 

As you know we have been fully involved in the development of these proposals, and we 
particularly welcome the revision of the LEEMPS responsibilities.  Generally we believe that the 
proposals do improve the situation for generators and for DNOs, and we support the them.   

There are a couple of places where the draft legal text would benefit from amendments: 

CC3.3.5(a) the words “in place of the Network Operator” should be omitted.  These 
words perpetuate a disagreement that we have on the ultimate source and nature of 
the obligations on DNOs to assist NGET with the CC conditions for LEEMPS.  These 
words should be removed, especially as they are superfluous to the meaning of the 
clause. 

CC3.3.5(b) is very confusingly drafted.  We believe the intent of the paragraph is to 
allow for the orderly transition of a DNO managed LEEMPS to an NGET managed 
LEEMPS.  However the double negative drafting, we believe, is incorrect and actually 
states the opposite of what is intended.  Does “that date” refer to the date in 
CC3.3.5(a) or the notified date?   

Further we the paragraph would benefit from having the phrase “(any such agreement 
not to be unreasonably withheld)” added immediately after “….in writing”.  In all the 
cases we are aware of there does not seem to be any good reason why the DNO 
should persist with the LEEMPS compliance process when the compliance assessment at 
commissioning  does not form part of the DNO’s future activities, nor is the default 
arrangement.   

I trust that you will be able to make these simple changes and that you will also be 
appropriately supportive of those DNOs that are in the early stages of the connexion process 



\continuation p2 

for LEEMPS being able to come to a suitable agreement with you and the LEEMPS Generator 
for NGET taking over the compliance process as provided for in CC3.3.5(b).  Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss the implications of this.   

As you are also aware, the D Code consultation on the matching D Code draft legal text was 
only published this week and runs until 23 July.  Given that some industry players will need to 
see both sets of legal text etc before being able to form an overall view, I hope that NGET 
will be able to accept late responses, maybe up until 23 July which would clearly align with 
the Distribution Code responses. 

Yours sincerely, 

Mike Kay 
Engineering and Planning Director 
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Friday 5th April 2010 
 
  
 
 
Dear Tom,  
 
Grid Code Consultation A/10 - Compliance  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the above consultation.  This 
response is on behalf of E.ON UK and E.ON Energy Trading. 
 
Concepts 
It is important for industry that processes should be clearly set out and 
understood by all parties.  Transparency helps everyone have a clear 
expectation of what must happen, when, and why. 
 
 
Unfortunately the legal drafting submitted for consultation to give effect to 
the changes proposed by NGET, as a result of the work undertaken by the 
Compliance Working Group, is sufficiently muddled that it fails to achieve 
the required level of transparency.   This is a great shame, because the 
fundament ideal of achieving transparency of requirements is one we 
support.  I note that the current legal drafting for this Consultation was 
never page turned by the Working Group, and so has not been discussed in 
this final form. 
 
 
 
Structure 
Given we now require two things of the Connection Conditions (process, 
and technical requirements), some restructuring of the CC into those areas 

E.ON UK plc
Westwood Way 
Westwood Business Park 
Coventry 
CV4 8LG 
eon-uk.com 
 
Claire Maxim 
T +44 (0)2476 183226 
M +44 (0)7595 125089 
 
claire.maxim@eon-uk.com 

Tom Ireland 
National Grid House 
Warwick Technology Park 
Gallows Hill 
Warwick 
CV34 6DA 

Registered Office: 
Westwood Way 
Westwood Business Park 
Coventry CV4 8LG   

E.ON UK plc 

Registered in 
England and Wales 
No 2366970 
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would seem appropriate.  Provisions for testing compliance with the CC via 
specific tests should be placed in OC5, which is designed both to test 
compliance with CC and monitor continuing compliance.  The process itself 
could be placed into a separate Code – Compliance Processes (CP) perhaps. 
 
 
CC.3 is meant to define Scope.  Some deviation from this strict heading 
when the LEEMPS provisions were first introduced was believed to be 
appropriate.  However, the balance of the Clause is now so altered that it 
would be appropriate to put the LEEMPS details into a separate Clause, 
merely leaving a reference in CC.3 to draw attention to it.   
 
CC.4 should give a brief overview of the process, in the plainest possible 
language.  This is the place for an introduction, not the place for signposting 
specific clauses.  Details of type testing certainly do not sit comfortably with 
general process descriptions.   
 
CC.5 is headed “Connection”.   Given the requirement to cover the three 
areas of process, technical requirement and testing, this now seems 
anomalous.  The clause actually seems to identify items of data to be 
submitted – so changing the heading would seem sensible.   
 
 
 
Drafting Comments 
 
Headings – new headings in this drafting are often in bold text, but are not 
defined terms.  Individual incidences are not identified in this response, but 
the drafting needs to be checked to ensure it complies with normal Grid 
Code practice.   
 
Connection Conditions 
 
CC.1.1(a)(ii) – to a User’s System which is located in Great Britain or 
offshore – deletion of “or” means that the CCs would be inapplicable to all 
onshore embedded generation.  I do not believe this was the intent of the 
Working Group.    
 
CC.1.3 – the final sentence refers to “when changes or Modifications are 
made...” – the word “changes” is vague – it is unclear under what 
circumstances NGET would decide that something is not a Modification but 
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is a change.  I suggest deletion of “changes or”.   
 
CC.3.3.1 – The inserted text requiring DNOs to ensure compliance of 
embedded generators with the Distribution Code is extraneous.  DIN3 of the 
Distribution Code already requires that DNOs, Generators, Suppliers and 
Customers connected to the Distribution System will comply with the 
Distribution Code.  There is no point in repeating this obligation in the Grid 
Code, and I believe that the whole final sentence of the proposed CC3.3.1 
should be deleted.   
 
CC.3.3.2 – Two clause references have been removed from the list of 
requirements – CC5.3 (which details some items which may be omitted); 
and CC6.5.6 (which pertains to SCADA for the collection of metered data – 
although operational metering (CC.6.4.4) is still included in the list).  It is 
unclear whether this is oversight due to Clause renumbering, or deliberate 
change, in which case some explanation is required.  I do not recall 
discussions about changing operational metering requirements in the 
Working Group.   
 
CC.3.3.4(a) – “the Generator  or the DC Converter Station Owner 
providing a User Self Certification of Compliance to the Network 
Operator …” contradicts the definition of “User Self Certification of 
Compliance” definition which in case 3 only applies the documentation 
produced by the Network Operator for NGET.  Obviously the Network 
Operator will want to acquire the information from the Generator or DC 
Converter Station Owner, and it would be efficient from a DNO perspective 
to use the same format, but that process is not governed by the Grid Code.  
This text should be removed from the Grid Code proposal, but could 
usefully be offered to the Chair of the DCRP for use in Distribution Code 
drafting.   
 
CC.3.3.5 is referenced by the definition of LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS CC 
Compliance Assessment but neither the definition nor the Clause itself 
defines what the term means.   
 
CC.3.3.5 appears to be trying to define who is responsible for ensuring the 
compliance of LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS.  Sub clause (a) defines NGETs role, 
but the drafting of (b) and (c) is unclear in that each sub clause has a sub 
heading referring to role, and then says that the “role will not apply”.  It is 
not possible to tell who is responsible in each case, because it is not possible 
to tell which role is referred to in the drafting – the one in the sub clause 
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heading, or NGET’s role.  Please make this whole clause clearer – possibly 
by first explaining the role, then circumstances in which NEGT will assume 
the role, then circumstances in which the Network Operator will assume the 
role.  
 
CC.3.3.5(b) What is “prior notified plant”?  The drafting of this clause is 
unclear.  “Statement of Works” is not a defined term in the Grid Code or 
CUSC (this has been raised as a suggested housekeeping CUSC Change 
with the Chair of the CUSC Panel). 
 
CC.3.3.5(d) unnecessarily repeats most of the definition of  Network 
Operator CC Compliance Notice.   
 
CC.3.3.5(e)(ii) I know this clause is trying to carve out affected generating 
units by date, but it isn’t clear.  Please redraft so that the carve out is 
obvious to the reader. 
 
CC3.3.6 – it would be sensible to number the sub paragraphs. 
 
CC.3.3.6 – final paragraph – How does NGET know when the Network 
Operator became aware of an ongoing issue?  Does this include known 
issues dealt with by derogation that existed since commissioning?   
 
CC.3.3.7 - it would be sensible to number the sub paragraphs. 
 
CC.3.3.7 – First paragraph – this is confusing drafting , which manages to 
include the phrase “where the following conditions are met” twice in the 
same sentence.  Presumably the Network Operator will approach NGET 
under CUSC processes for a Statement of Works (however defined, see 
above comment)?  Otherwise how does NGET find out about the proposed 
change, and who decides its impact? 
 
CC.3.3.7 - second paragraph – this is just trying to say that NGET will 
assume responsibility for LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS CC Compliance – 
specifying one component of the process is not necessary.  If the User Self 
Certification of Compliance would never be supplied by the 
LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS Owner directly to NGET under any other 
circumstances, it would be helpful to understand why it has to happen in this 
particular case.   
 
CC.3.3.7 – Final Paragraph (a) suggest slight reordering of words to read 
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“No …. Notice has been issued or is issued at any time by the Network 
Operator whilst NGET is undertaking …”, deleting the words “by the 
Network Operator” from the end of  the sentence.   
  
CC.4.1 – suggest redrafting to read “… and include provisions relating to 
certain conditions to be complied with by Users prior to NGET issuing the 
Final Operational Notification to the User.” 
 
CC4.2 – The clauses don’t read consistently – (a) specifies who is affected 
and points to the process diagram (which seems a sensible approach); (b) 
seems to revisit the responsibility for assessment, which has already been 
dealt with above, and doesn’t stress to whom it applies.  Although it refers 
to the particular process diagram, again, it doesn’t stress this. 
 
CC4.2.4 – Why does the LON require explanation under “Procedure and 
Connection Process” whereas the other Operational Notifications do not?  
Or should that clause be entitled “LON Process” rather than “LON”? 
 
CC.4.2.4 – suggest replacing “directly connected or licensed embedded 
Generator or DC Converter Station owner’s Plant  and/or Apparatus” 
with “Transmission connected or Licensed Embedded Generator or DC 
Converter Station owner’s Plant  and/or Apparatus”, and delete the 
extraneous “m” before Modification. 
 
CC.4.2.4 refers to two slightly different processes, both under the auspices 
of the LON process, one following a Modification, and one after 
identification of non compliance.  Given the two circumstances lead to 
slightly different processes (and certainly to different process diagrams), it 
would be helpful to split the clause into two sentences – it is currently not 
clear.   
 
CC.4.2.5(b) – I understand that this clause is trying to ensure that NGET 
agrees everything necessary has been done and an E.ON issued before an 
ION is issued, unless NGET agrees otherwise, but to say that the obligations 
under the CUSC Contracts must have been completed is a very wide 
requirement (especially in a Connect and Manage world).  Perhaps insert the 
word “relevant” to read “The relevant obligations under the provisions of 
the…”? 
 
CC.4.3.1(i) repeats the substance of the definition of the Notification of 
User’s Intention to Synchronise, and could just say “submit a Notification of 
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User’s Intention to Synchronise; and” 
 
CC.4.3.2(a) delete “”the later of” 
 
CC.4.3.2(a)(i) insert “;and” at the end of the Clause 
 
CC.4.3.2(a)(ii) redraft slightly (including deletion of extraneous “and” from 
end of sentence) to read “in the case of Synchronous Generating Unit(s) 
only, the User has received written confirmation from NGET  that the 
Generating Unit or CCGT Module, as applicable, has performed the tests 
detailed at CC.4.3.3 to NGET’s satisfaction.    
 
CC.4.3.2(b)(ii) should probably mirror the drafting of CC.4.3.2(a)(i)i? 
 
CC.4.3.2(b)(iii) – receipt by whom of the confirmation by Network operator 
– NGET or the User? 
 
CC.4.3.2(c)(iv) should probably mirror the drafting of CC.4.3.2(a)(ii)? 
 
CC.4.3.2(c)(vii) See comment on CC.3.3.4(a) – the documentation between 
the Network Operator and the User is a matter for them, or possibly for the 
Distribution Code.  
 
CC.4.3.6 – does the User need to request a renewal of the ION if the expiry 
date is approaching? 
 
CC4.3.7 – Presumably by “terms” the clause is trying to say that there may 
be operational restrictions imposed by NGET as part of the ION.  Are these 
restrictions all to be within the ION or are they likely to be imposed through 
(for example) Transmission Related Agreements?  It is worth noting that 
there may already be operational restrictions in the connection agreements 
or in a Transmission Related Agreement, and so a generator may end up 
with several documents detailing various operational requirements of either 
a temporary or permanent nature.  
 
CC.4.3.8(a)  refers to testing “in accordance to CC.A.14.2 to NGET’s 
reasonable satisfaction…”.  CC.A.14.2 adds nothing to the definition of 
circumstance contained in CC.4.3.8 (a)(i) and (ii), and points to the voltage 
test profiles in CC.A.14.5.3, without referring to the rest of CC.A.14.5, 
which gives the criteria for satisfactory completion of the test.  The same 
criteria should apply; there is no need for the reference to NGET’s 
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satisfaction in Clause 4.3.8.  Please redraft these Clauses so that the 
sequence reference is both logical and reflective of the requirements.  The 
drafting in CC.4.3.8(b) is far clearer. 
 
CC.4.3.10  - given that CC.5.5 pertains to tests which must be completed 
prior to the issue of the FON, it is unclear how they relate to Unresolved 
Issues.  If this Clause is trying to ensure that Unresolved Issues are 
addressed before NGET want the generator to start pre-FON tests, then the 
Clause could be broken down to refer firstly to Unresolved Issues and then 
the requirement for |tests prior to the issue of the FON can be dealt with 
separately.  As it is, the drafting is muddled.   
 
CC.4.3.12 is contradictory.  It says the items listed in CC.5.4 must be 
submitted prior to carrying out tests in CC.5.5; but item CC.5.4.1(d) is the 
results of the tests carried out under CC.5.5.  The necessity for Clause 
CC.4.3.12 is unclear, given the instructions for submissions and testing in 
CC.5.4 and CC.5.5. 
 
   
CC4.5 – the structuring of this first clause before arriving at section (a) is 
very clumsy.  It tries to define circumstances in which LON process will be 
followed, briefly addresses the possibility of the generator and NGET 
disagreeing about compliance status, flows on with an opportunity for 
NGET to define a “change” which is unhelpful, and then apportions roles 
and responsibilities for LEEMPS. Please restructure into something much 
clearer, and put the LEEMPS section with the rest of the LEEMPS 
information.  It would be worth numbering each paragraph.   
 
CC4.5(ii) is widely drafted in terms of looking at “potential”, “change” and 
allowing NGET’s “reasonable opinion”.  This should be tightened up to 
refer to Modifications only. 
 
CC.4.5(a) provision is already clear in the CUSC – why is the reference 
necessary here? 
 
CC.4.5(b) specifically states that CC.4.5.(a) does not apply, and they says 
that all provisions of the CC.4.5 should be complied with – sloppy drafting.   
It may be legally correct but it is not clear to the user.   
 
CC.4.5.1 – it is probably not possible for a Generator to give NGET an 
assessment of when full compliance will be possible at the point of 
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notifying “immediately…upon becoming aware” of a non-compliance.  
Investigation of causes and possible resolutions takes time.  It may be that 
NGET would prefer to receive immediate notification of the issue, followed 
by the rest of the information as soon as reasonably practicable, or in 
timescales agreed following discussion.  If that is the case, please redraft 
this clause to reflect reality. (I am assuming that NGET would rather be 
notified immediately, rather than not being notified until a route to 
resolution has been established?)  
 
CC.4.5.3 does not make the role of the Network operator clear.  What is the 
intention? 
 
CC.4.5.4 second paragraph again suggests the possibility of change – same 
comment as on CC.5.4(ii) above. 
 
The effect of CC.4.5.4 is to require a LON to be issued in the case of every 
Modification where compliance may be affected.  Is this the intent?  Or is 
the intent to allow Modifications as now, test as usual on commissioning, 
and only go through the LON process if it becomes clear either at the design 
stage or at testing that a LON is necessary because there are known 
compliance issues? 
 
CC.4.5.4(a) second paragraph references CC.3.3.7 if it applies.  However, 
CC.3.3.7 merely lays out options for roles, and thus always applies to 
embedded generators (see comments above) so may not be the most 
appropriate reference.   
 
CC4.5.4(c) does not explain how the restrictions are likely to be recorded or 
notified – will this be in the LON, the Connection Agreement or a 
Transmission Related Agreement? 
 
CC4.5.4(d) and (e) explain that data must be submitted, and when it is to be 
submitted but the drafting is such that it is very difficult to follow exactly 
what must happen, when.  (d) refers ahead of itself to (e) and the 
explanation of what is to happen about Unresolved Issues in (e) is unclear.  
Please redraft to make what must be submitted, by when, for which 
circumstances, much clearer. 
 
CC.4.5.4(f) doesn’t seem to add anything, and as above, the reference to 
CC.3.3.7 is unhelpful. 
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CC.4.5.5 – Presumably NGET or the Network Operator may have to apply 
for derogations too if appropriate – is there a similar obligation on them to 
make such an application? 
 
CC.4.4.5 – it is worth noting that an unlicensed generator may not have a 
Bilateral Agreement for NGET to change.   
 
CC.4.5.6(b) – in the event that the Authority decides not to grant a 
derogation, it may not be accurate for the Grid Code to say that there is no 
Operational Notification in force.  For example, the LON may not yet have 
expired.  This does not necessarily affect NGET’s rights under the CUSC 
although a reference to the appropriate CUSC clause would be helpful to the 
reader. 
 
CC.4.5.7 – Is it necessary to reiterate the necessity for complying with the 
requirements of the LON?  And is is necessary for the Grid Code to place an 
obligation to comply with the terms of a derogation?  The derogation is 
from the Licence requirement to comply with a particular part of the Grid 
Code, not from the Grid Code per se, so it seems wrong to have this 
obligation here. 
 
CC.4.6 Suggest reordering the paragraphs – and numbering them to give (a) 
manufacturers may submit data to NGET; (b) the process for submission 
will be defined by NGET; (c) NGET will maintain and publish a register; 
(d) Generators wishing to reference data in the register should talk to 
NGET. 
 
CC4.6  last paragraph – although I understand that NGET do not wish to 
prejudge the compliance of a particular scheme, there seems little point in 
maintaining a register of data under the Grid Code where the data submitted 
indicates a likely non-compliance with the Grid Code.   
 
CC4.6.3 – Move the phrase “NGET will consider the suitability of a 
Manufacturer’s Data and Performance Report in place of the following” 
into subsection (a), otherwise subsections (b) and (c) make no sense.   
 
CC.4.6.3 (c) Reduced scope of tests - There does not appear to be any 
mention of eliminating the requirement for a fault ride through test when 
this is covered by a type test included in the Manufacturer’s Data and 
Performance Report.  This appears to be contrary to the statement in 
CC.5.5.1.1 (d) “The process defined in CC.4.6 can be applied to this 
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requirement.” 
 
CC.4.6.4 – it would seem strange for NGET to include in a register data 
which it believes is incorrect.  
 
CC.5.1 paragraph three - “therefore” should be corrected back to “therefor”, 
or, better, the sentence should be recast to avoid such legalistic language.  
The Grid Code is a technical document and should be written in clear 
English appropriate to the expertise of the people reading it! 
 
 
 
CC5.2.1(n) - It is not at all clear what is being asked for, is this paragraph is 
worded correctly?  This should be required prior to the ION (i.e. moved to 
CC.5.3) rather than prior to the E.ON as it is more to do with generator 
performance and operation after synchronisation, rather than safety after site 
energisation. 
 
CC.5.5.2 – because the drafting of CC.3.3.4 and CC.3.3.5 is muddled it is 
difficult to work out who will have responsibility for the information 
referred to in this clause.   
 
CC5.2.2(c) – (g) it is unclear why this extra information is required for an 
Embedded Development.  If it is required for a LEEMPS/LEMMDCCS then 
it should be detailed separately, specifically for the relevant class of 
generator.   
 
CC.5.3.3 – it is already clear from CC5.3.1 that only updates are required – 
this clause is extraneous. 
 
CC.5.5.1.1 (d) - It is not clear how the fault ride through test will be 
practically undertaken if it is not included in or satisfactorily covered by the 
Manufacturer’s Data and Performance Report. 
 
CC.A.8.2 (iv) - We have not previously been required to provide eigenvalue 
plots.  We have normally provided time domain simulations and bode 
diagrams which have been accepted as demonstrating the performance and 
stability of the PSS.  Hence, we believe this requirement should not be 
mandatory, but could be used where required if the performance is in doubt.  
 
CC.A.8.7.5, CC.A.8.7.6 and CC.A.8.7.7 - Re the text: “The simulation study 
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results shall be displayed overlaid on the actual test results.”  This is 
unreasonably prescriptive and may cause undue work particularly if 
simulations and testing are undertaken by different contractors.  It is 
possible to compare and assess the simulation and test results without this 
mandatory requirement. 
 
 
 
CC.A.9 – correct spelling of NGET “Activities” heading. 
Final Box (“Issue of Operational Notification – Final”) is unnecessary – 
delete. 
Correct reference at the bottom of the page to read “Energisation 
Operational Notification” and “Interim Operational Notification”.  
 
CC.A.15 – get title on to same page as diagram, and in the title refer to 
Limited Operational Notification. 
 
 
 
Definitions 
LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS  - definition should refer to Licence Exempt? 
 
Unresolved issues – insert “… to NGET’s reasonable satisfaction…” 
 
 
 
Operating Codes 
 
OC5.1(b)(i) states that OC5 is concerned with testing the capability to 
comply with the CC, which only underlines the odd structure of placing 
tests in the Appendices to the CC.  It would make far more sense to have the 
testing requirements in the section of the Grid Code devoted to testing – 
namely here in OC5.  This point was discussed at the Working Group, and 
no justification was offered by NGET for placing testing in the CC other 
than an explanation that this was where they believed it fitted.  The splitting 
of testing requirements adds an additional layer of complexity even for 
those already familiar with the Grid Code – it will be even worse for new 
parties.  
 
The introduction of a limitation to the applicability of OC in OC5.1 fourth 
paragraph (please number the paragraphs) would be unnecessary if the test 
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provisions were all contained within it.   
 
OC5.1(a) referring to monitoring as the purpose of OC5 is directly (and in 
my view unnecessarily) contradicted at OC5.1 paragraph 3 (referring to 
CC4.5 and demonstration of ongoing compliance).   
 
OC5.4.2.2 – I support the referencing of the LON process at this point of the 
code – it is only the actual test specifications I believe should be moved to 
be under OC5. 
 
OC5.5 – all testing is investigative.  It might take place in order to prove 
different things (for example that plant does or does not perform in a certain 
way) but “investigative” adds nothing – delete it.  
 
OC5.5.2.2 – given that OC5 is used for general monitoring as well as 
specific testing, the proposed insert is inappropriate and should be deleted. 
 
 
OC5.8.2 – two final paragraphs fail to make sense – redraft. 
 
Data Registration Code 
 
DRC5.2.5 – Whilst it makes sense for there to be an agreed format for data 
submission, and everyone should be encouraged to use it, I trust that failure 
to submit data within the format will not of itself be deemed as a failure to 
comply with the Grid Code.  If all data is submitted via a means and with a 
structure which have been mutually agreed, then that should suffice.  
 
DRC18 states that this is a specimen structure, and so the requirement to 
strictly enforce every section does not exist, and references to it earlier 
should be ion the form of a recommendation rather than an obligation. 
 
DRC18 2.5 Tariff Metering is governed by the BSC via BSCP 20, and so 
additional information should not be required by NGET.  If NGET requires 
this information, and do not already receive it, they should seek a change to 
the BSC or BSCP as appropriate, not require duplicate information under 
the Grid Code.  
 
 
If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact Guy Phillips, 
guy.phillips@eon-uk.com; +44 2476 183531. 
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Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Claire Maxim 
Trading Arrangements 



From: david.m.ward@magnoxnorthsites.com 
Sent: 11 June 2010 13:46 
To: Ireland, Tom 
Cc: kathryn.wall@magnoxsouthsites.com; alan.d.barlow@magnoxsouthsites.com 
Subject: Grid Code Consultation - A/10 (Compliance) 
 
Tom Ireland  
Electricity Codes  
Regulatory Frameworks  
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc  
National Grid House  
Warwick Technology Park  
Gallows Hill  
Warwick  
CV34 6DA  
 
(By email)  
 
Tom  
 
Grid Code Consultation Paper A/10  
Compliance  
 
This email is the formal response of Magnox North Ltd to the above Consultation Paper.  Magnox North Ltd 
operates the two operational Magnox Power Station sites and a  directly connected demand site on behalf of 
the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA).   The NDA itself owns several other directly-connected 

demand sites, and another large power station.  
 
I believe the changes to the Grid Code proposed in this Consultation Paper have no material effect on 
 Magnox North Ltd, nor on the NDA, as it is primarily concerned with the requirements on new power stations 
to demonstrate compliance, and neither the NDA nor Magnox North has plans to build new large or medium 
power stations to which the new requirements would apply.   Hence I have not studied the changes in detail , 
and have no particular view.  However, I support the principle that,  if it is a requirement for particular 
procedures to be followed to demonstrate compliance, then this requirement should be in the Grid Code as 
proposed.  We would also support the continued use of guidance documents, provided that the guidance 
documents provide guidance on alternative procedures that would be acceptable, and do not contain 

requirements.  
 
This revision has added a lot of appendices to the Connection Conditions.  I feel it would be clearer if all the 
requirements related to demonstrating compliance were removed from the Connection Conditions , and made 

a separate section of the Grid Code , titled "Compliance".  
 
I have spotted  a couple of inconsistencies in the draft Gid Code changes indicated in the Consultation Paper 

as follows.  

� The last line of CC.A.6.1 states  " ...the load rejection capability while still supplying load must be stated 
in accordance with PC.A.5.3(d)."  There is no paragraph  PC.A.5.3(d).  The requirement to state load 
rejection capability is in PC.A.5.3.2(f). 

� Note 3 below the diagram in CC.A.8.6.4 allows frequency to go transiently above 52Hz on a load 
rejection.  This seems at variance with the wording in CC.6.3.7(c) (i) which does not seem to allow 
exceeding 52Hz.  I have always thought that the wording of CC.6.3.7(c) (i) is unreasonable, since 52Hz 
would be the steady state final position for a generator with 4% droop governors after a full load 
rejection, so it is inevitable that the unit would transiently exceed 52Hz in a load rejection approaching 
full load. ( I personally witnessed this in a load rejection test at Grain in the 1980s - the "transient" 
lasted several seconds).   
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I hope my comments are helpful.  They are not confidential.  
 
 
David Ward 

 
Magnox North Ltd 
Oldbury Technical Centre 
Oldbury Naite, Thornbury,  
South Gloucestershire,  
BS35 1RQ 
United Kingdom 
 
Phone:    +44 (0)1454 42 2230 
Fax:         +44 (0)1454 42 2143 
Mobile:   +44 (0)7899 064052 
Email:     david.m.ward@magnoxnorthsites.com 
 

--------------- End of message  
 

--------------- End of message  
 
 

The information contained in this email may be commercially sensitive and/or legally privileged. If you have received this message in error, you are on notice of its status. Please notify the sender immediately by reply e

Views expressed in this email are not necessarily those of Magnox North Limited. 

Magnox North Limited is a company registered in England and Wales, owned by Energy Solutions, Inc. Company number 2264251. Registered Office: Berkeley Centre, Berkeley, Gloucestershire GL13 9PB. 
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RWE Supply & Trading 

 

Mr Tom Ireland 
Electricity Codes Regulatory Frameworks 
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc 
National Grid House 
Warwick Technology Park 
Gallows Hill 
Warwick   
CV34 6DA 
 
thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 

 
Name John Norbury 
Phone +44 (0)1793 892667 
Mobile +44 (0)7795 354382 
E-Mail john.norbury@RWE.com 

 
 

13th May 2010 
 
 
Dear Tom 
 
Grid Code Consultation Document - Compliance (A/10) 
RWE – Preliminary Response 
 
Thank you for the invitation to provide comments on the above Grid Code consultation dated 1st 
February 2010.   Although the consultation is open to comments until 18th June 2010, I understand that 
National Grid is keen to receive comments before this date.  The following preliminary response is 
therefore provided on behalf of the RWE group of companies, including RWE Npower plc, RWE Supply 
& Trading GmbH and RWE Innogy GmbH.  Further comments may be provided before the 18th June 
2010 deadline. 
 

 
RWE Supply & Trading GmbH 
Swindon Branch 
 
Windmill Hill Business Park 
Whitehill Way 
Swindon SN5 6PB 
United Kingdom 
 
T +44(0)1793/87 77 77 
F +44(0)1793/89 25 25 
I www.rwe.com 
 
Registered No. BR 7373 
 
VAT Registration No. 
GB 524 921354 
 
Advisory Board:  
Dr. Ulrich Jobs (Chairman) 
 
Board of Directors: 
Stefan Judisch (CEO) 
Dr. Bernhard Günther 
Dr. Peter Kreuzberg 
Richard Lewis 
Alan Robinson 
 
Head Office: 
Essen, Germany 
Registered at: 

RWE is generally supportive of the aims of the proposed Grid Code change.  We consider that, as the 
burden placed on Generators to demonstrate Grid Code compliance become more 
onerous and demanding, the industry will benefit from these requirements being 
subject to the governance of the Grid Code.  However, we do have a significant 
number of concerns with the proposed drafting and, given the extent of the proposed 
changes to the Grid Code, the outcome of the consequential changes to other codes 
and likely comments from the industry, a further iteration of the proposed Grid Code 
changes may be required.  
 
Our comments on the proposed legal text are set out below as general comments 
and more detailed comments: -  
  
General comments 
 
1. We are concerned that incorporating the majority of the proposed changes 

within the Connection Conditions will detract from the clarity of the technical 
requirements as currently detailed in the CCs and also the proposed 
compliance requirements.  We would suggest that, given the proposed 
compliance requirements are largely procedural, they are set out as a 
separate code, for example utilising OC3 or OC4. 

 

Local District Court, Essen 
Registered No. 
HR B 14327 

 



 
2. The way in which the clauses have been set out, particularly the sequence of activities and 

slightly misleading headings does not assist the reader.  For example, CC.4.1 to CC.4.2 appears 
to be intended to provide an overview of CC4.3 to CC.5.5, but the order in which CC.4.1 – CC.4.2 
refers to these clauses seems to be random and without consistency, e.g. CC.4.2.4 introduces 
the reader to the LON requirements in CC.4.5 but no such introduction is provided in respect of 
the ION in CC.4.3 or the FON in CC.4.4. 

 
3. The text refers to a confusing number processes in the context of an overall “compliance 

process”.  Whilst a significant number of processes seem to be described in the specific clauses, 
several processes are also referred to throughout the text that appear to be undefined, e.g. 
“process for managing the return to full compliance” (CC.3.3.6), “Operational Process” (OC4.2.1), 
“process of becoming operational“(CC4.2.3), “compliance assessment process” (CC.4.6.4), 
“process to be followed” (CC.4.5), “ongoing compliance process”  (CC.4.5) , “connection process” 
(CC.A.9), “commissioning process” (CC.A.13.4), “process to investigate” (OC5.8.1) etc.  It is 
suggested that the text be revised to clarify and define each of these processes / procedures and 
the corresponding obligations where appropriate. 

  
4. The changes proposed to OC5 appear somewhat muddled and inconsistent.  Rather than 

clarifying the purpose of OC5 and its alignment with the CCs, the changes to OC5 appear to be 
aimed at circumventing the existing provisions, effectively rendering them largely redundant.  It 
would be helpful to consider the role of OC5 in relation to the proposed changes and whether if 
continues to be fit for purpose as defined.   

 
5. Certain terms within the Definitions are abbreviated, such as Limited Operational Notification 

(LON), Limited Operational Notification (LON) but these terms are still applied in full within the 
text of the CCs without use of the abbreviations. 

 
6. Undefined terms - references to such terms as “testing requirements”, “compliance process”, 

“Investigative Testing” would benefit from being defined. 
 
7. The language used within the text appears somewhat overly verbose, such that the proposed 

changes are is probably more lengthy and complex than necessary, thereby confusing to the 
reader.  
 

Detailed Comments 
 
Definitions 
 
Compliance Statement 
   Delete “to be” (1st line) 

Insert “or” after Generating Units(s)” (4th line) and also after CCGT Modules(s)” (5th 
line). 
Clarify why NGET needs to provide a form of Compliance Statement and why it its 
Use would be necessary for the User to fulfil its obligations.   

 
Energisation Operational Notification (EON) 
   Substitute “by” with “from” (2nd line) 
 
Final Operational Notification (FON) 
   Substitute “by” with “from” (1st line) 
 
Interim Operational Notification (ION) 
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   Substitute “by” with “from” (1st line) 
 
Limited Operational Notification (LON) 
   Substitute “by” with “from” (1st line) 
 
Manufacturer’s Data & Performance Report 

The definition seems unnecessarily long.  We would suggest “Manufacturer’s 
Report” would be just as effective. 
Specify who the report is to be submitted to (NGET?)  

 
Network Operator CC Compliance Notice 

Substitute “Grid Code CC Compliance Assessment” with “LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS 
CC Compliance Assessment”.  Clarify that this notice is only applicable in respect 
of the compliance assessment prior to and during commissioning.     

 
Notification of a User’s Intention to Synchronise 
   Substitute “by” with “from” (1st line) 
 
Operational Notifications 

Substitute “by” with “from” (1st line) and also specify who the Notification will be 
issued to. 

 
User Data File Structure 

Substitute “must” with “should” or explain why this is an absolute requirement.  As 
drafted, if NGET does not specify such file structure the User would be unable to 
submit the data.  In particular, the file structure may not be applicable in all 
instances of data submission, e.g. prior to a LON.  

 
User Self Certification of Compliance 

Clarify why this certificate is required as a separate submission in addition to the 
Compliance Statement and explain why the two submissions could not be 
combined. 

 
Item 3 indicates that, where the DNO elects to carry out the compliance 
assessment, both the DNO and the LEEMPS/LEEDCCS are expected to produce 
separate User Self Certification of Compliance.  However, there does not appear 
to be an explicit requirement for the LEMPS/LEEDCCS to produce such 
certification.  It is suggested that the drafting of this item be clarified.     

 
LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS  
   Define an “Embedded Medium DC Converter Station” used in this definition. 
 
Connection Conditions 
 
CC.1.1(a)(i)  Substitute “with” with “to” 
 
CC.1.1(a)(ii)  Undelete “and” (1st line) 
 
CC.1.2 The clause implies that the ION and FON are processes although the definitions 

do not define these notifications as such.  
 
Clarify the meaning of “Interim Operational Notification and Final Operational 
Notification” as stated in brackets, within the context of this clause.   
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CC.1.3 As for CC.1.2 above, clarify the meaning of “Limited Operational Notification”. 
 
CC.3.3 LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS Provisions – clarify how these provisions relate to the 

various requirements specified in CC.4 
 
CC.3.3.4 (a) & (b) Titles – it may be more meaningful to substitute “Option” with “compliance 

assessment”  
 
CC.3.3.4 (a) Clarify what is expected in respect of the User Self Certification of Compliance 

provided by the Generator or DC Converter Station Owner and also the one to be 
provided by the DNO. 

 
CC.3.3.5(a) We find this clause to be confusing.  It would be helpful to clearly state the roles as 

follows:  
(i) Prior to and during commissioning, NGET would carry out the compliance 

assessment role in the absence of a Network Operator CC Compliance 
Notice 

(ii) For ongoing compliance assessment, the Network Operator would carry 
out the compliance assessment role unless it requests NGET to do so 

 
CC.3.3.5(b) Clarify the term “Prior Notified Plant” (title).  In addition, we do not understand the 

purpose of the clause, what is being agreed between the parties and the date that 
is being referred to.  

 
CC.3.3.5 (f) Substitute “Grid Code CC Compliance Assessment” with “LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS 

CC Compliance Assessment”   
 
CC.3.3.7 (a) Clarify the relevance of a Network Operator CC Compliance Notice in relation to 

ongoing compliance.  As drafted, the notice only appears to apply to the initial 
commissioning of LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS when the default position would be NGET 
carrying out the role.   

 
CC.4 “Procedure and Connection Process” seems a strange title.  Specify the activity to 

which the “procedure” applies to.  
 
CC.4.2 “Connection Process” again seems a strange title.  CC.4.2 appears to be more of 

a part-overview of the requirements of CC.4.3 to CC5.5.  
 
CC.4.2(a)(ii)  Substitute “Generator’s” with “Generators” 
 
CC.4.2.1  Clarify the meaning of “become operational”. 

 
It would appear consistent to substitute “CC.4.2” with CC.4.3” since CC.4.2 does 
not contain the details referred to. 

 
CC.4.2.2  Substitute “CC.5” with “CC.5.1 to CC5.4” since CC5.5 refers to tests and not data. 
 
CC.4.2.4  It would seem more consistent to place this clause before CC.2.2 

Typo – spurious ‘m’ next to “Modification” 
 

CC4.3 This clause is titled “Interim Operational Notification” but the subject of CC.4.3 
includes test requirements. 
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CC4.3.3  If a DNO has issued a CC Compliance Notice, is it not the DNO who should be 

satisfied in respect of a synchronous generator’s open circuit response etc? 
 
CC.4.3.5  Substitute “If” with “When”. 

 
Delete “successfully”.  The requirements will be either met or not met; success is 
irrelevant.  

 
CC.4.3.11 Clarify if this notification is required in addition to the IET notification also required 

in respect of tests. 
 
CC.4.5 The statement in the 1st line that CC.4.5 details “the process” is inappropriate.    

CC.4.5 appears to be a mixed combination of conditions and requirements rather 
than clearly describing a single process.  For clarity, it is suggested that this 
introductory line be redrafted and possibly the structure of CC.4.5 be changed.   

 
CC.4.5 (ii) Substitute “by” with “of” 
 
CC.4.5(a) Delete “then” (line 4) 
 
CC.4.5(b) Delete “whilst it is in force” or explain when a LON as defined would not be in 

force. 
 
 Clarify what “operation” is being referred to. 
 
CC.4.5.1 Confirm that any change in “applicable data” would be notified in accordance with 

PC.A.1.2 (b). 
 
CC.4.5.3 Delete “and NGET” since NGET would not be expected to be directly involved in 

investigating causes and solutions of non-compliance. 
 
CC.4.5.4 (a) 1st paragraph – CC.4.5.3 requires a solution for non-compliance to be determined 

whilst CC.4.5.4(a) envisages resolution of the non-compliance being achieved.  
Clarify whether identifying a solution would comprise such resolution.    

 
 3rd paragraph – delete “then” and insert a line space 
 
 Delete the final sentence “The Limited Operational Notification will be time limited” 

since this is the subject of CC.4.3.4 (b) 
 
CC.4.5.4 (b) It is proposed that the LON shall not be in force for a period longer than 12 

months.  Whilst we can accept this for issues of non-compliance identified under 
CC.4.5 (i), we do not agree that this limit should necessarily apply for the 
demonstration of compliance following changes or a Modification identified under 
CC.4.5 (ii).  Whilst the generating unit is expected to be compliant with the Grid 
Code, for various reasons, including market conditions, it may not be feasible to 
demonstrate compliance within this timescale.  

 
CC.4.5.4 (c) Substitute “unresolved issues” with “Unresolved Issues”  
 
 Substitute “restrictions” with “terms” or describe the sort of restrictions envisaged.  
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CC.4.5.6 Substitute “cleared” with “resolved” 
 
 We are not sure what is meant by “…and NGET shall consider its rights pursuant 

to the CUSC” or whether it is appropriate to include it within the Grid Code.  If this 
statement is to be retained substitute: “….and NGET and the User shall consider 
their rights pursuant to the CUSC” 

 
CC.4.5.7 Clarify that the resolution of Unresolved Issues refers to those not the subject of a 

derogation. 
 

Delete “where reasonably practicable” (line 8) – costs should be considered under 
almost all circumstances. 

 
CC.4.6 The Manufacturer’s Data and Performance Report requires further detailed 

definition.  It is not clear from the proposals what form it will take or what it will 
contain, even in general terms. This is likely to be a very important document 
when considering compliance and associated technology risks.  As such, we 
would have expected its structure, content and how it would be considered 
towards overall content to have been included within this Report. 

 
2nd paragraph line 6 – Substitute “is advised to” with “may”.  It is not the role of the 
Grid Code to advise a Generator. 

 
 2nd paragraph, final sentence – The sentence confirms that NGET will inform the 

Generator if the reference to the Manufacturer’s Data & Performance Report is not 
appropriate but does not specify what actions would be taken should the Report 
be appropriate.   

  
 3rd paragraph – We do not understand what this paragraph means, 
 
CC.4.6.3 (b)  Substitute “no longer” with “not” – the Grid Code has no memory of NGET’s 

previous requirements. 
 
CC.4.6.4 This clause is concerned with the submission of the Generator’s data, which is 

confidential between the Generator and NGET.  As such, the 2nd sentence, which 
states that “NGET may contact the Power Park Unit manufacturer directly to verify 
the relevance of the use of such Manufacturer’s Data & Performance Report” 
should be deleted or inserted into CC.4.6.      

 
The sentence “…..permission to use the Manufacturer’s Data and Performance 
Report may be refused by NGET” seems a strange statement.  The Grid Code 
does not enable NGET to refuse permission, rather it is a matter of whether such 
reference to the report would be deemed valid. 

 
CC.5 It is suggested that the title “Connection” be changed to “Data Submission”, which 

would seem to more appropriately describe the function of CC.5 
 
CC.5.2.1 Clarify whether this clause is intended to apply to generating plant connecting prior 

to the Completion Date or whether it identifies the activities to be carried out 
before the Completion Date.  If the former, also clarify the treatment of generating 
plant connecting post-Completion Date. 

 
CC.5.3.1  Clarify the meaning of “start of a period of operation”, e.g. initial synchronisation.  
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Given that the definition of User Data File Structure relates to CC.5, confirm that 
such file structure would not apply in respect of data submitted under this CC.5.3.1 
where a LON applies.    

 
CC.5.5.1 Confirm that the tests required under this clause would only apply where an ION 

has been issued and not a LON. 
 
 Clarify the meaning of the final sentence: “The process defined in CC.4.6 can be 

applied to this requirement” and also which process is being referred to.  CC4.6 
refers to two processes; a process to be followed by Power Park Unit 
manufacturers and also a “compliance assessment process” 

 
CC.A.8.6.3 Delete reference to transient excursions above 52Hz (final sentence and in Figure 

CC.A.8.6.1) as the ability of a generator to ‘control’ such excursions would be a 
function of the actual real life island condition, i.e. the ability to directly influence 
the frequency may be outside the control of the Generator.  Within the context of a 
single idealised simulation study (of which this is) such protection functions would 
not be implemented and hence such statements have no actual validity and would 
not be further verifiable. 

 
CC.A.8.6.6 This clause relates specifically to validation; as such would it may be better placed 

within section CC.A.8.7. 
 
CC.A.11 The process diagram for the LON process provides no clarity of how a 

modification or change would be managed. 
 
CC Appendices 13 & 14  
 Given the purpose of OC5, it would seem more consistent and less confusing to 

the reader for the compliance test requirements given in these appendices to be 
contained within OC5 as opposed to the CC. 

  
CC.A.8.6.1 We do not consider it appropriate to specify aspirational 
requirements relating to simulation studies to be met in 2012 that cannot be met 
today.  If and when such model validation is achievable, other more appropriate 
models may be available.   We therefore suggest that this clause be deleted in its 
entirety and, if still required, proposed as a future Grid code change once the 
technology becomes available.  Alternatively, the clause may be redrafted such 
that the requirement is acknowledged as being aspirational and which may not be 
met.   

 
CC.A.8.7.7 Comments to CC.A.8.6.1 similarly apply. 
 
CC.A.14.7 We are concerned that the proposals specify FRT testing in a manner that 

suggests a developer may be expected to perform such testing on a ‘live’ 
development; as part of the ION or, possibly, LON process (considering 
CC.5.5.1.1).  We believe that NGET should deliberately preclude such a 
requirement, to send a message to manufacturing industry that FRT is required to 
be demonstrated in a manner akin to ‘type testing’. 

 
CC.A.14.7.1 The first paragraph appears to suggest that the Power Park Unit is required to 

operate with a power output of at least 95% of RC.  However, it should be 
recognised that, using National Grid’s own data, the load factor of wind farms is 
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such that their output is expected to exceed 75% of RC for less than 4% of the 
time in which it is operating.  As such it may be impossible to identify periods with 
the required level of certainty when the output is likely to achieve 95% of RC.  It is 
therefore suggested that “….with sufficient resource available to produce at least 
95% of the Registered Capacity of the Power Park Unit”  be substituted with “with 
sufficient power resource available to provide sufficient power output for test 
purposes”. 

 
The proposed requirement for an actual fault ride through test as opposed to the 
current requirement to demonstrate compliance is without precedent and is 
unacceptable.  Whilst the Power Park Unit may be compliant with the Grid Code, 
carrying out such a test would inevitably introduce an unnecessary risk of plant 
damage.  We therefore propose that this requirement be deleted and compliance 
with fault ride through determined by other means, as is currently the case.  

 
CC.A.14.8.1 2nd paragraph – previous comments to CC.A.14.7.1 apply in relation to the 

specified 85%. 
 
Testing and Monitoring 
 
OC5.1 First paragraph after OC5.1(b) (ii) – delete “including testing” and insert “testing 

and” before “demonstration”.  
 

2nd paragraph commencing CC.4.5 - Delete in its entirety since this paragraph is 
irrelevant to OC5. 

    
3rd paragraph  - We do not agree with the first sentence: “The purpose of testing of 
generation plant under OC5 is limited to investigations to resolve the position 
where NGET and the Generator or DC Converter Station Owner cannot 
agree…….”    We do not understand the meaning or significance of relating tests 
to “investigations”.  This would seem to be at odds with Black Start tests (OC5.7), 
instructions issued by NGET under BC2.10.2 to carry out tests, and also tests to 
confirm frequency sensitive mode of operation (BC2.A.4.3).  Furthermore, the LON 
appears to give no provision to for such disagreement described by this clause, 
thereby excluding the Generator or DC Converter Station Owner from the 
provisions of OC5.   We believe that recourse to OC5 should apply irrespective of 
a LON having being issued.          

    
4th paragraph commencing “OC5 also specifies….” appears to be an incomplete 
sentence. 

 
OC5.4.2.2(b) We do not believe this is an appropriate place in the OC5 procedure at which 

NGET is entitled to invoke the CC.4.5 process, thereby rendering the rest of OC 
redundant.  In any event, CC.4.5 requires the procedure described in OC5.5 to be 
carried out first. 

 
OC.5.4.2.3 Clarify the circumstances when the process detailed in CC.4.5 would not be 

invoked. 
 
OC5.5 Define “Investigative Testing” as we are uncertain of the meaning and how it 

differs from other tests. 
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OC.5.5.2.1 Delete “disputed” since tests may not be as a result of a disputed position (e.g. 
OC5.5.1). 

 
OC5.5.2.2 The proposed change is unnecessary and irrelevant to the purpose of this Grid 

Code change.  Delete “as set out in CC.A.13 or CC.A.14 as appropriate” and 
reinstate the remainder of this clause.   

 
OC5.5.2.5  We are not sure what this clause means and what its intended purpose is. 
 
OC5.5.3 It is suggested that, for clarity, this clause be reviewed with a view to setting out 

the pass criteria in one place in the Grid Code rather than the criteria being split 
between the CCs and OC5 as proposed.  
 
Reactive capability – substitute “CC.14” with “CC.A.14” 

 
OC.5.5.4.2 We are unclear of the circumstances when a failure to pass the test would not 

relate to compliance with the CCs, in which case this clause would appear 
superfluous as drafted.  

 
OC5.8.1 The new paragraph would appear to be related to the CCs and therefore it should 

be stated in the CCs and not OC5.  Notwithstanding this, we do not understand 
the meaning or intention of the last sentence: “The purpose of OC5.8 is limited to 
a process to investigate and resolve differences in views about ongoing 
compliance”.  

 
 
 
 
I trust that you will find the above comments helpful.  If you wish to discuss any matters further please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
By e-mail 
 
John Norbury 
Network Connections Manager  
RWE Supply & Trading GmbH 
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Mr Tom Ireland 
Electricity Codes Regulatory Frameworks 
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc 
National Grid House 
Warwick Technology Park 
Gallows Hill 
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CV34 6DA 
 
thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 

 
Name John Norbury 
Phone +44 (0)1793 892667 
Mobile +44 (0)7795 354382 
E-Mail john.norbury@RWE.com 

 
 

18th June 2010 
 
 
Dear Tom 
 
Grid Code Consultation Document - Compliance (A/10) 
RWE – Second Response 
 
Thank you for the invitation to provide comments on the above Grid Code consultation dated 1st 
February 2010.  RWE provided initial comments to this consultation in a letter dated 13th May 2010, on 
the understanding that National Grid was keen to receive comments before the closure date of 18th June 
2010.  This second response should be read in conjunction with our earlier response and includes 
comments on Version 1.2 of the consultation issued by National Grid on the 17th May 2010.   The 
following response is provided on behalf of the RWE group of companies, including RWE Npower plc, 
RWE Supply & Trading GmbH and RWE Innogy GmbH.  
 
RWE continues to support the proposed change, subject to the following comments,  
and believes that the electricity industry will benefit from these requirements being 
subject to the governance of the Grid Code.  Our main overriding comment is that the 
proposed legal text still appears to be disjointed, overly verbose, and fails to present 
the requirements in a clear and concise manner to the reader. 

 
RWE Supply & Trading GmbH 
Swindon Branch 
 
Windmill Hill Business Park 
Whitehill Way 
Swindon SN5 6PB 
United Kingdom 
 
T +44(0)1793/87 77 77 
F +44(0)1793/89 25 25 
I www.rwe.com 
 
Registered No. BR 7373 
 
VAT Registration No. 
GB 524 921354 
 
Advisory Board:  
Dr. Ulrich Jobs (Chairman) 
 
Board of Directors: 
Stefan Judisch (CEO) 
Dr. Bernhard Günther 
Dr. Peter Kreuzberg 
Richard Lewis 
Alan Robinson 
 
Head Office: 
Essen, Germany 
Registered at: 

 
CC.3.3.5 (a) and CC.3.3.5 (f) 

Delete “in place of the Network Operator”.  The Grid Code identifies 
NGET as being the default party responsible for carrying out the 
compliance assessment in respect of generating plant being 
commissioned.  It is therefore incorrect to state that NGET would be 
carrying out this role in place of the Network Operator.   

 
CC.3.3.5.(f) The first sentence is incorrect and is potentially confusing to the 

reader:  “The CUSC Contract(s), the DCUSA any relevant Distribution 
System Agreement and the Embedded Development Agreement for 
the connection and the Distribution Code also contain relevant 
provisions dealing with NGET undertaking the Grid Code CC 
Compliance Assessment in place of the Network Operator. 

 

Local District Court, Essen 
Registered No. 
HR B 14327 

 



The relevant provisions are unlikely to be specified in all of the above agreements and 
only the Distribution Code need be specified. 

 
CC.A.8.2 (ii) Power System Stabiliser Tuning 

It is requested that the requirement for a 10% on load step be either deleted or possibly 
replace the specified 2% and 10% with 1% and 2% respectively.  A 10% step has no 
validity, it will never be physically carried out (majority of generators only have a +/- 5% 
range) and therefore we fail to understand its purpose. 

 
In addition, there are a number of the studies specified within CC.A.8 which require the 
generating unit to be at an initial operating condition of maximum leading power factor.  It  
has been noted recently that the SQSS fundamental review appears to be moving 
towards a 'reasonableness test', particularly in respect of generating units located in 
Scotland, which would identify a realistic operating condition for the assessment of 
stability as opposed to an extreme initial operating condition.  It would therefore be 
consistent for the Grid Code to adopt study conditions consistent with those applied by 
the SQSS as opposed to requiring more onerous conditions.     

 
CC.A.8.6  Load Rejection  

During the compliance working group discussions much debate was had about the 
efficacy of including such a load rejection study.  It is noted that National Grid has since 
made changes to the proposed text contained in consultation version 1.2 in order to 
address some of the concerns raised.  However, it is still difficult to see the overall value 
of requiring this study and we believe the requirement should be deleted in its entirety. 
 
As proposed, it would be necessary to simplify the required study due to real plant 
complexity.  Furthermore, it would not be possible to execute any real life test to check 
the validity of either the study or the simplifications necessary.  As a result, the value of 
carrying out such a superfluous study, over and above the current provision to declare the 
de-loading capability, would not be realised.  
 
It is our understanding that requirements for dynamic studies and the respective models 
from which they are derived have been devised by NGET in order to support their 
Network Study activities for planning and operational requirements.  As such any 
simulation study requested of developers should be able to be verified (i.e. it should show 
that the model produces results that would be expected) and validated (i.e. the simulation 
study results produced by the model should be reasonably comparable to test results).  
With all of the compliance testing undertaken by NGET, this principle has been upheld is 
upheld except when conducting (simulated) load rejection tests.  This exception is 
because throughout the tests the machine will always remain synchronised to the total 
system and, thus, its speed will not actually change.  Therefore, as it is not practicable to 
create an actual load rejection test on the transmission system that replicates the 
simulation study, it is not possible to truly validate the load rejection study.  

 
Definition - Manufacturer’s Data & Performance Report 

In addition to our comments made on the 13th May 2010, we request that National Grid 
publish an example of what the report is expected to contain, as reference to such an 
unknown document is currently causing some consternation amongst developers. 

 
CC.14.7.1  Fault ride through testing  

In addition to our comments made on the 13th May 2010 we would also add the following 
comment.  In the second paragraph we would suggest identifying that any requirement to 
conduct a fault ride through test on a live development could present serious health and 
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safety consequences and developers may therefore be extremely resistant to this test on 
such grounds. 

 
 
 
I trust that you will find the above comments helpful.  If you wish to discuss any matters further please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
By e-mail 
 
John Norbury 
Network Connections Manager  
RWE Supply & Trading GmbH 
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Dear Tom, 
 
Grid Code Consultation Document A/10 - Compliance 
 
I am writing on behalf of SP Distribution Ltd and SP Manweb plc in response to the 
above consultation issued by National Grid Electricity Transmission plc.  As you will be 
aware due to regional differences within the Grid Code, the proposals are of significance 
to SP Manweb and do not impact connections within the SPD region. 
 
We have actively been involved within the Compliance working group and support 
proposals to clarify the requirements and original intentions of the previous changes 
associated with the compliance process for LEEMPs generators. 
 
However, whilst I feel that the proposals are a move forward I am still concerned that 
there may be issues surrounding clarity and interpretation of the proposed legal drafting 
and the application of these requirements to connections caught in the transition period. 
 
I have concerns with respect to the proposed drafting of CC3.3.5. (a) and (b), in that I 
find the proposed text both complex and confusing.  For instance I have read and re-
read the following extract, ‘notified to NGET before that date under the provisions of the 
CUSC that relate to the Statement of works’ and still am unsure to what date this may 
be referring. I believe that this condition should be clarified. 
 
With respect to CC3.3.6, it is clear that responsibility for the ongoing monitoring and 
testing reverts back to the DNO, however, no assessment has been made to the impact 
that this and the creation of a process equivalent to the NGET LON process may have on 
the Network Operator. 
 
Secondly, whilst I acknowledge that the process of coordinating all proposed changes 
necessary to implement these proposals is complex and interactive in nature, I would  
 



 

 2 

 
 
expect that an opportunity would be given to Industry to examine all proposed changes 
prior to implementation to allow an assessment of this interactivity to be undertaken.  
This is particularly relevant to the ‘equivalent’ waiver which although referenced in both 
Grid and Distribution Code modifications is subject to governance (and change) within 
the CUSC process which has yet to make publicly available their proposals.  Whilst I 
acknowledge that the ‘equivalent waiver’ is only referenced in the GCode/DCode I feel 
that an understanding of what the waiver contains (in respect of any additional 
obligations/requirements) is important when assessing the wider change proposals. 
 
If you have any questions or queries in relation to the comments provided please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
By e-mail 
 
Graeme Vincent 
 
 

Regulation & Commercial 

ScottishPower Energy Networks 

 



From: campbell.mcdonald@sse.com 
Sent: 18 June 2010 17:01 
To: Ireland, Tom 
Subject: Grid Code Consultation A/10: Compliance 
Tom,  
 
Thank you for your email of 30th March 2010 regarding Grid Code Consultation A/10 "Compliance".  
 
As I'm sure you will appreciate the document was substantial (at over 400 pages, one of the largest Grid Code 
consultation documents of recent times).  We would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 

document.  
 
For the sake of brevity we will not repeat the comments we provided at the workshop held at Wokingham on 

24th March 2010  
 
Having reviewed this proposed change, we wish to acknowledge our support for the principle that underpins 
the proposal.  The incorporation of the current Guidance Notes; which details the compliance requirements 

placed upon generators; within the Gird Code is a welcome step forward in terms of good code governance.    
 
We believe it was difficult to argue for retaining the status quo whereby National Grid alone had governance 
oversight of changes to the Guidance Notes that set out the compliance arrangements required of generators. 
 In moving the compliance arrangements to within the Grid Code this will ensure that (i) the Panel (as well as 
other stakeholders) have oversight and active involvement in any future changes to these compliance 
arrangements and (ii) the Authority can opine on these matters.  
 
Furthermore, these stakeholders could, in the future, themselves identify improvements to the compliance 
arrangements which, on reflection, the Authority could agree with (and thus be put into effect - something 

which effectively could not happen prior to this A/10 change).  
 
However, whilst we are supportive of, and agree with, the principle of the A/10 change we do have serious 
reservations about the related code changes to do with limitation of liability (i.e. CUSC change CAP181 and 

DCUSA change 062).     

We note that there exists in many of the industry documents a cap on liabilities (especially when network 
operations are involved) of £1M and that parties are limited equally; in other words both Party A and Party B 
are limited to £1M each, rather than A limited to £1M and B to £7M - or an unlimited amount.  Given this well 
established principle, which has existed for many years, we believe that this must be continued for these A/10 

related changes.    

For the avoidance of doubt, we could not support an A/10 change which, for example, meant that whilst a 
CUSC Party (or DCUSA Party) would be limited to £1M if they sort damages from a LEEMPS party that that 
same LEEMPS party would, if the circumstances were reversed, be able to seek unlimited redress from a 

CUSC Party (or DCUSA Party).    
 
We note the discussions within the CAP181 and DCUSA 062 groups considering these changes.  Whilst we 
shall be commenting on these CAP181 and DCUSA 062 changes in due course, we wish to put on record that 
the suggested 'equivalent waiver' arrangements, as currently proposed by National Grid, offer no other party 
to the Grid Code (or CUSC or DCUSA) any legal protection with regard to limitation of liability.  As drafted the 
only party to the code(s) that is protected by the waiver is National Grid.  As a Licence holder National Grid 
must, amongst other things, ensure that it does not discriminate between code parties.   As currently drafted 
the complete A/10 suite of changes does, in our view, demonstrably discriminate in its treatment of limitation 

of liability between, amongst others, CUSC Parties and LEEMPS.  
 
Regards  
Campbell 

 

********************************************************************** 

The information in this e-mail is confidential and may be legally privileged. It may not represent the views of Scottish and Southern Energy Group. It is intended solely for the addressees. Access to this e
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Telephone 0117 933 2101
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E m a i I tbe rn de s@we ste m power. co. u k

Date

17tr June 2010

Dear Tom,

A/10 Compliance Consultation

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this consultation A/10. This is the
response from Western Power Distribution (South West & South Wales) regarding
consultation Ai10 on LEEMPS. We are supportive of the revisions and believe they
will be an improvement on the current situation concerning the assessment of Grid
Code compliance for LEEMPS.

With regard to CC3.3.5(b), there would be benefit in clarifying in the wording that
agreement should not be unreasonably withheld.

WPD currently has its first LEEMPs site in the early stages of
connection/construction and therefore would request that NGET provide the relevant
support for the LEEMPS compliance process, rather WPD establish processes and
experience that will not then be required going forward. We will write to you
separately on the specifics of the site and timescales.

Please contact me if you wish to discuss any of the points raised.

Tonv Berndes
Primary System Design Manager

Yours sincerely

G ^
\5d rnnleo on recycleo paper



 

 

 

 

Annex 3 - National Grid’s replies (Original Consultation) 

 

The following table provides a list of the replies that National Grid has made to the 
consultation responses to the initial Consultation, A/10.  The full replies can be 
found below. 
 

Reference Company 

A/10-CRR-01 Alstom 
A/10-CRR-02 BoC 
A/10-CRR-03 CE Electric 
A/10-CRR-04 EdF Energy 
A/10-CRR-05 EdF Networks 
A/10-CRR-06 ENW 
A/10-CRR-07 E.ON 
A/10-CRR-08 Magnox 
A/10-CRR-09 RWE 
A/10-CRR-10 Scottish Power 
A/10-CRR-11 SSE 
A/10-CRR-12 WPD 
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 www.nationalgrid.com 
8th February 2011  
  
  
 
 
Dear Peter, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for your response on 31st March 2010 to our consultation on proposals to modify 
the Grid Code requirements relating to Compliance (Consultation A/10). 
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 



 

 

concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 
Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
Regarding the specific comments you raised in your response, firstly you identified two 
typographical errors in CC.A.13.2 (a) and CC.A.13.3.(a) regarding an incorrect clause 
reference. These mistakes have been corrected. For your reference, the above clauses can 
now be found at OC5.A.2.2.1 and OC5.A.2.3.1 and they both now correctly refer to the 
clause CP.6.4.  
 
Your response also noted that the generator voltage is not specified for the requested load 
flow simulation, whereas currently the Guidance document specifies a voltage of 1.0 p.u., in 
relation to CC.A.8.3.1. In redrafting we have picked up this point which is now covered in 
CP.A.3.3.2. 
 
You also suggest that the terms “Grid Entry Point”, “points of common coupling, “connection 
point” and “point of connection” be rationalised into one term with one definition. National 
Grid recognises there could be scope to rationalise some of these terms but this is not part of 
the scope of this amendment and therefore would need to be considered as a possible 
housekeeping change to the Grid Code in future. 
 
Your suggestion in relation to align with the guidance notes in relation to acceptance of 
manufacturers type test results has been taken on board in the redrafting of OC5.A.2.3.1. 
 
Finally, regarding CC.A.13.8 governor and load controller response performance, you sought 
clarification why the 2 second time lag criteria, presently included as part of the frequency 
response test result assessment in the guidance documents has not been included in the 
proposed drafting. We believe that the Grid Code requirements are clear in particular 
CC.A.3.4 and our practical interpretation of this has been articulated at the Grid Code 
Review Panel paper 08/201 following the Authority decision D/07 which places responsibility 
on NGET to interpret the code.  
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 

                                                 
1This was presented at the May 2008 Grid Code Review Panel meeting and can be found at:  
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/Electricity/Codes/gridcode/reviewpanelinfo/2008/ 
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 www.nationalgrid.com 
8th February 2011   
  
  
 
 
Dear Chris,  

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for your brief response on 1st February 2010 to our consultation on proposals to 
modify the Grid Code requirements relating to Compliance (Consultation A/10). I appreciate 
that responding to such detailed consultations is very resource intensive and I would be 
happy to discuss the next proposed stage, the Further Consultation described below, with 
you by telephone as a efficient way to bring you up to speed.    
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 



 

 

involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 
concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 
Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 
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8th February 2011    
  
  
Dear Mark, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for your response on 31st March 2010 to our consultation on proposals to modify 
the Grid Code requirements relating to Compliance (Consultation A/10). 
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 
concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 



 

 

Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
Addressing the specific comments raised in your response, please find attached, as an 
appendix to this letter, a summary of your comments and National Grid’s response and 
consequential action for each one.  
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 
 



 

 

Appendix 
 

Clause Comment NG Response 
 The proposed arrangements for managing the ongoing 

compliance of LEEMPS with the Grid Code are complicated.  
Whilst the DNO has the responsibility for ongoing compliance, 
potential non compliances are likely to be detected by NGET or 
identified by the Generator.  In some cases NGET, at the request 
of the DNO, would assume responsibility for compliance testing 
and in others the responsibility would remain with the DNO.  
There is also the possibility that at any point in time for a given 
generator, some non compliances would be addressed by NGET 
whilst others would be addressed by the DNO.  This would 
introduce confusion for all parties.  If a DNO elects NGET to 
undertake compliance testing generally (which is assumed by the 
drafting to be the norm) the DNO will have little incentive or need 
to develop expertise in this area and hence it would seem 
reasonable, from a wider industry perspective, for NGET to 
assume the ongoing responsibility for Grid Code compliance of 
LEEMPS. 

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 

 On the basis that the proposed changes to the Grid Code, 
together with the consequential changes to the associated 
industry codes, are approved and implemented, consideration 
need to be given to the detailed arrangement for the compliance 
testing of generators that are in the process of being developed 
and constructed.  The consultation document indicates that 
National Grid will undertake LEEMPS compliance testing once the 
proposed Grid Code changes are implemented provided that the 
LEEMPS does not already have a connection agreement signed 
with the DNO, but also indicates that other arrangements may be 
made by agreement with all parties.  Except in those cases where 
the DNO has already commenced the commission tests or where 
the DNO intends to undertake the compliance testing of LEEMPS 
generators, it does not seem to make best use of relatively scarce 
industry resources for the DNO to develop processes and 
expertise that may only be applied to a single generator project.  It 
is therefore important to develop arrangements for the proposed 
enduring solution to be implemented on a transitionary basis 
potentially even before all the necessary industry code changes 
have been formally approved. 
 

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 

 The proposed arrangements do seem to be relatively complex 
and rely on consequential changes to other industry codes.  There 
may be scope for alternative approaches that meet the same 
objectives to be considered.  It is clear that as the numbers of 
embedded generators increase their potential to have an impact 
on the NETS increases and that National Grid will become 
increasingly interested in the behaviour of Medium Power 
Stations.  Revising the regulatory framework such that operators 
of Medium Power Stations are all required to have a direct 
contractual relationship with National Grid would eliminate the 
liability issues being considered in CUSC Amendment Proposal 
181 and clarify that National Grid had ongoing responsibility for 
both the initial and ongoing compliance of generators having an 
impact on the NETS. 

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 



 

 

 The consultation refers to consequential changes to the CUSC 
and Distribution Code and outlines a plan for the consultations 
associated with these code changes.  I understand that a DCUSA 
working group is likely to conclude that there are no consequential 
changes required to the DCUSA.  Given the complex linkage of 
the proposed Grid Code changes to these other codes, it is 
important to ensure that all the affected parties have the 
opportunity to comment on the final overall package emerging 
from the various consultations; it is not clear at the moment how 
this is to be achieved. 

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 

Appendix A -  
Compliance 
WG report 
Appendix 2 

The WG report proposes the parallel development of the 
consequential industry code changes, however it is clear that 
these change proposals are progressing at different rates and that 
there may not be a period when the consultations (Grid Code, 
Distribution Code, CUSC) are all available for comment.  It is 
important that all parties have an opportunity to review and 
comment on the final suite proposals so that they can comment 
on the overall package. 

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO. 
This will simplify interaction 
with other codes. 

Appendix C 
 

Review the need to include a definition of DCUSA 
Remove reference to DCUSA if no changes are required. 

NGET will consider this in 
redrafting. 

CC.1.2 Clarify if the ION and FON process requires the exchange of 
notices between NGET and the DNO in the case where there is a 
LEEMPS. Clarify 

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 

CC.1.3 In the case of a LEEMPS that finds itself unable to comply with 
the terms of Appendix E of the BCA between NGET and the DNO, 
clarify if there is a need for NG to issue a LON to the DNO i.e. 
NGET, Generators and DNOs may be involved in the LON 
process. Clarify 

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 

CC.3.3.4 The two options are described in a confusing way as they 
describe the responsibilities of the various parties under the 
options rather than the options themselves. 
 
Change the CC so that 3.3.4 describes the two options.  Simply 
the NO Option should be as described in CC.3.3.5b and the 
NGET option as described in CC.3.3.5a 

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 

CC.3.3.5 Having defined the two options in CC.3.3.4, CC.3.3.5 should then 
describe the role of NGET and the NO in the two options. 
Review the text in CC.3.3.4 and CC.3.3.5 to clarify the two options 
and roles of each party in those two options. 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5 (a) Clarity is needed as to the date after which NGET will undertake 
the compliance testing.  The proposed legal text just relates to the 
date of the implementation of the Grid Code change (and by 
inference all the consequential industry code changes if they are 
approved as a package), yet the Consultation Report also refers 
to the LEEMPS connection agreement and indicates that other 
arrangements could be mutually agreed.  It could be pragmatic for 
the revised process to be implemented by agreement of all parties 
prior to the final approval of the code changes, and the option 
should be retained for this to happen. 
Change to: 
…from [the date of implementation of the Grid Code change] or as 
otherwise agreed by the relevant parties, in respect of all….. 

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 



 

 

CC.3.3.5 (b) Clarify what is meant by the terms ‘Network Operator Role if Prior 
Notified Plant’ and the phrase ‘been notified to NGET before that 
date under the provisions of the CUSC that relate to the 
Statement of Works’ – which date.  It is unclear what this CC is 
intended to achieve, the multiple negatives are confusing. 
Clarify 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5 (c) This appears to contradict CC.3.3.5 (d). Is it not the case that the 
Network Operator role is appropriate if the Network Operator has 
issued a Network Operator CC Compliance Notice to NGET i.e. 
indicating that it wishes to undertake the compliance testing itself 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5 (d) Clarify whether a Network Operator CC Compliance Notice once 
issued relates to all LEEMPS connected (under the proposals the 
enduring compliance rests with the NO anyway) or all LEEMPS 
that will be connected in the future – i.e. does a Network Operator 
CC Compliance Notice apply to an individual LEEMPS.  Also 
clarify, if it is the former, whether it is possible for a NO to revoke 
a Network Operator CC Compliance Notice, to revert back to the 
NGET option. Clarify 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5 (e) 
(i) 

This clause seems to imply that a Network Operator CC 
Compliance Notice relates to an individual LEEMPS, as 
agreement is required with the ‘relevant’ generator. Clarify 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5 (e) 
(ii) 

This clause seems to imply that a Network Operator CC 
Compliance Notice relates to all LEEMPS. 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5 (f) Reference to DCUSA may need to be removed here and in the 
definitions 
 
Remove reference to DCUSA if no changes are required. 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.6 There is reference in the text to ‘ongoing responsibility for 
monitoring and testing’.  It would be helpful to understand whether 
the intention is that these activities should be proactive or reactive 
when a potential non compliance had been identified.  The DNO 
would not have the skills or expertise to carry out routine testing 
and it would seem to be more reasonable for NGET to include any 
required ongoing proactive monitoring in their arrangements for 
Large Power Stations and Directly Connected Medium Power 
Stations. Clarify 

NGET does not carry out 
“routine” testing but records 
the results of tests carried 
out by the Generator. The 
DNO may choose to monitor 
LEEMPS/ LEEMDCCS as 
they see fit. 

CC.3.3.6 In the situation where the NO has elected to take the default 
position whereby NGET undertake the compliance testing, the NO 
is unlikely to have developed expertise to effectively take ongoing 
responsibility for the enduring compliance of a LEEMPS with the 
Grid Code.  This could be particularly onerous in the case were a 
Grid Code non-compliance is disputed.  It would seem reasonable 
to extend the provisions of CC.3.3.7 to include responsibility for all 
ongoing compliance. 
 
Review the party with ongoing compliance responsibility 

Given the industry 
framework, NGET believes it 
is more appropriate for the 
DNO to manage the 
compliance of plant 
connected on their network 
which has no contractual 
relationship with NGET. 

CC.3.3.6 The clause only relates to where ‘significant change or 
modification’ is made to plant, however it should be the materiality 
of the potential impact on the total system that is the trigger for the 
NO requesting NGET to resume responsibility for the compliance 
assessment.  The legal text doesn’t align with that in CC4.5.(ii).  
See comment above the possibility of NGET assuming all ongoing 
responsibilities. 
Change the text to align with that in CC.4.5 (ii) 

This has been simplified 

CC.3.3.7 (a) In the event that a NO elected to undertake the compliance 
assessment of future LEEMPS and had served a Network 
Operator CC Compliance Notice then a non-compliance of an 
existing generator was identified before the Notice was effective 
(12 months notice period) it would be reasonable for NGET to 
assume the responsibility for compliance testing especially if it 
could be resolved within the 12 month notice period. 
Review the arrangements of the NGET role 

Given the industry 
framework, NGET believes it 
is more appropriate for the 
DNO to manage the 
compliance of plant 
connected on their network 
which has no contractual 
relationship with NGET. 



 

 

CC.3.3.7 (b) If there were a number of non-compliance issues only some of 
which NGET considered to ‘impact’ the NETS (as opposed to just 
being non-compliant), it would be confusing for NGET take 
responsibility for compliance testing some issues, but not others.  
At any given point in time only one party (NGET or the NO) should 
take the lead on compliance testing. 
Review 

This has been simplified by 
leaving all LEEMPS 
compliance with the DNO. 

CC.4.2 (ii) Unnecessary ‘s on the word Generator’s 
Correct the typographical error 

Agreed but wording 
changed in redraft 

CC.4.2.4 Clarify that in the case of a LEEMPS it is Appendix E of the 
Bilateral Agreement between the NO and NGET which is relevant.
 
Clarify that the diagram in CC.A.11 describes the process for a 
non LEEMPS generator. 
 
Clarify that the diagram in CC.A.15 describes the process for a 
non LEEMPS generator- although a partial reference is made to 
LEEMPS in the second box. 

Simplified in redrafting 

CC.4.2.4 There is an unnecessary ‘.’ after Generator and ‘m’ between any 
and Modification. 

Corrected. 

CC.4.2.5 (a) Review the need to refer to DCUSA 
Remove reference to DCUSA if no changes are required. 

Removal of NGET from 
dealing with LEEMPS 
should remove the need 
from a DCUSR change 

CC.4.3.7 Would the heading ‘ION Compliance’ be more meaningful than 
’Meeting ION’? 

Most of these paragraph 
headings have now been 
removed to avoid confusion 
with “defined” terms. 

CC.4.3.7 Clarify that in the case of a LEEMPS, operating in accordance of 
the ION will ensure that the DNO also complies with its relevant 
Grid Code obligations 

Network Operator added to 
CP.6.4.4  

CC.4.5 Clarify that in the case of LEEMPS the Appendix E relates to the 
Bilateral Connection Agreement between NGET and the NO 

Simplified as LEEMPS 
removed from drafting 

CC.4.5.1 Clarify that in the case of LEEMPS the Appendix E relates to the 
Bilateral Connection Agreement between NGET and the NO 
 

Simplified by the removal of 
LEEMPS. 

CC.4.5.5 The derogation process as described does not appear to be 
relevant for a LEEMPS, presumably it would be the NO that was 
deemed non compliant with the Grid Code and the LEEMPS 
would be non compliant with the Distribution Code via their 
Connection Agreement with the DNO.  A LEEMPS generator does 
not have a generation licence and therefore there is no vehicle (or 
requirement) for them to obtain a derogation.   
Add text appropriate to a LEEMPS 

In the redrafting CP.7.5 and 
CP.8.8 are drafted to cover 
Licensed and Un-licensed 
generators. If Un-licensed 
(e.g. BELLA) then NGET 
applies to the authority 
under the Grid Code. The 
responsibility for derogations 
in respect to LEEMPS lies 
with the DNO.  

Consultation 
document 3.1 

To avoid unnecessary development of expertise and processes 
within DNOs it is important that implementation arrangements are 
developed which enable agreements to be reached by all parties, 
potentially in advance of the Grid Code changes being 
implemented, so that NGET can undertake LEEMPS compliance 
testing. 

The DNO will be responsible 
for all assessment of 
compliance. 

Consultation 
document 
4.10 

Guidance is required as to what would constitute a ‘major 
modification’ when NGET would assume responsibility for 
assessing the compliance status of a LEEMPS being modified. 

The DNO will be responsible 
for all assessment of 
compliance. 



 

 

Consultation 
document 4.7 

In the case where a LEEMPS is unable to meet the Grid Code 
requirements a LON is issued.  It would be helpful to clarify that 
the LON would be issued by NGET to the DNO.  It is unclear if a 
LON acts as a temporary derogation from the DNO complying 
with the Grid Code in addition to acting as a temporary derogation 
from the requirement of the LEEMPS to comply with the 
Distribution Code (enforced via the Connection Agreement with 
the DNO).  If the LON time expires is also unclear which party 
would need to seek derogation from the Grid Code (presumably 
the DNO) and the Distribution Code. 

The DNO will be responsible 
for all assessment of 
compliance. 

Consultation 
document 
5.16 

Any revision to the existing Bilateral Agreements with a DNO in 
relation to a LEEMPS will need to be made with the agreement of 
all parties including the LEEMPS especially for those projects 
nearing commissioning to ensure no new conditions or 
requirements are being created. 

The DNO will be responsible 
for all assessment of 
compliance. 

Consultation 
document 5.9 
/ 10 

Given the lead in time for the development and construction of a 
LEEMPS, the requirement to provide detailed models for those 
generators seeking connection from 2012 could be seen as 
creating an additional uncertainty especially as it is unclear if this 
is refers to Jan 2012 or December 2012 

The requirement to provide 
detailed models has been in 
the Planning Code since 
1995. The 2012 date is part 
of the compliance 
verification process which 
NGET will apply to power 
stations covered by the new 
CP. Compliance of LEEMPS 
will remain with the DNO. 

Consultation 
document 6.1 

There is an implication that regular compliance testing is required 
which does not seem to appear in the proposed Grid Code 
changes.  It would be helpful to confirm that there is no proposed 
requirement for routine compliance testing. 

NGET does not conduct 
“regular” or “periodic” 
testing. 

OC5.8.2 Unnecessary words ‘Medium Power Station’ after 
LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS 
Correct the typographical error 

OC5.8 has been restored to 
existing text. 
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Dear John, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for your response on 18th June 2010 to our consultation on proposals to modify 
the Grid Code requirements relating to Compliance (Consultation A/10). 
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 
concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 



 

 

that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 
Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
Regarding the specific comments you made, a matrix can be found in the appendix to this 
letter presenting National Grid’s understanding of the issue and what action has been taken 
in response.  
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 



 

 

Appendix 
 

Clause COMMENTS Proposed change 
 The incorporation of compliance requirements into the Grid 

Code should as far as practicable be presented as 
separate requirements from the existing connection 
conditions to aid clarity. EDF Energy is not convinced that 
this has been entirely successful and could not be 
improved upon and suggests NG review this alongside the 
comments received through this consultation. 

Addressed by redrafting a separate 
“CP” Code and by moving test 
details into OC5 

A – 
Introduction: 
6.12, in 
relation with 
CC.A.8.5.1 

Responsibility for simulations to demonstrate that a 
generator has the ability to withstand type A and B faults is 
transferred to NG. For the purpose of clarity with 
manufacturers in the specification process, generators 
need the criteria that will be used to assess this 
compliance. 

No, Responsibility for simulations to 
demonstrate that a development 
has the ability to withstand type A 
and B faults is with the generator. 
The requirements to be met are 
those written in CC.6.3.15. 

A – 
Introduction: 
6.12, in 
relation with 
CC.A.8.5.1 

If PSS tuning operating set-point is to be applied by NG in 
that assessment, i.e. Pmax, Qmin and Grid Pcc at 
minimum then generators would be at the stability limit of 
their PQ diagram. Any generator would then struggle to 
meet the requirement and be at risk to be declared not 
compliant whereas the situation is very unlikely to occur on 
the System. 

The Grid Code requires that a 
generator is stable at all operating 
points. If it is not stable then it can 
not be operated at those positions. 

A – 
Introduction: 
6.12, in 
relation with 
CC.A.8.5.1 

Finally, if non-compliance is stated by NG on this topic 
what process would need to be followed to become 
compliant and where would the responsibility fall? 

The route would be to request a 
derogation from the Authority. 

CC..4.6 Where a developer is proposing to build a tranche of 
similar generating plant would it not be possible to have 
manufacturer’ tests to validate Turbo Generator’s data and 
performance and to refer to Manufacturers’ Data & 
Performance Report for other generating unit types? 

Current experience is that with 
large synchronous plant there is 
considerable variation in 
performance between “identical” 
units. However, NGET is happy to 
discuss aspects that EdF feel 
should be type registered. 

CC.A.13.1.2 The term “normally” is repeated here as in CC.A.8.1.1. In 
addition, sub-paragraphs (i) and (ii) open up the risk of 
additional testing. To what extent would the tests defined 
in the CC not demonstrate compliance? To what extent 
would additional tests be needed?  

The scope of the testing carried out 
on generating units has not altered 
significantly since the industry was 
privatised. However, on occasion 
certain control arrangements or 
plant configurations have meant 
that the standard tests do not 
demonstrate compliance and 
alternatives have to be performed. 

CC.A.13.4 Generally, in test procedures, it is desirable to add a 
column to the test table defining the expected compliance 
performance or criteria. 

As the wording prior to the table 
states, the test procedure forms are 
given as a “typical” example to 
assist generators drawing up their 
own test procedures and can be 
enhanced. 

CC.A.13.5 In test 1, depending on the AVR/PSS type, 10 seconds 
may not be sufficient enough for the steady state to be 
reached. It may be more relevant to mention “hold until 
conditions stabilize”. 

As the wording prior to the table 
states, the test procedure forms are 
given as a “typical” example and 
the generator is expected to modify 
the procedure to suit the plant 
under test. However, the wording 
“until stabilised” has been added. 



 

 

CC.A.13.8  The numbering of the tests has to be changed (14, 13, 8 
� 1, 2, 3) 
 “Hold until conditions stabilize” is better than a definite 
duration for steady state conditions 
It is unclear whether the generator has to comply with the 
time limits indicated on figure 1 and 2 or if it has to wait 
sufficient time until the control system reaches steady 
state 

The numbering has been changed. 
On figures 1 and 2 the times quoted 
correspond define the transient 
change in the injected frequency. 
The steady state is held as long as 
necessary.  

CC.A.13.9 Is the generator operated in FSM or LFSM? 
Can NG suggest a practical procedure to demonstrate 
compliance to this requirement 
What does NG expect as survey duration for the additional 
criterion? 

CC.6.3.3 applies to both modes but 
in usually tested in LFSM at 
maximum output. The method of 
test is very dependent on the 
design of plant but usually involves 
the injection of a fall in system 
frequency held for a period and the 
monitoring of control parameters to 
demonstrate that appropriate 
actions (such as over firing of a GT) 
have occurred. The survey 
durations should comply with the 
durations included within CC.6.3.3. 

CC.A.6.2.6.3 Should the complete characteristics of the noise signal to 
be injected be detailed by NG to ensure there is no 
ambiguity? 

NGET believes that sufficient 
definition is given but will be happy 
to consider any more detailed 
generic definition that you wish to 
provide. 

CC.A.8.1.1. In this clause it is stated that “The studies specified in this 
Appendix will normally be sufficient to demonstrate 
compliance”. What does “normally” exactly mean here? 
The term “normally” seems inappropriate with regards to 
the need for generator to enter a contractual process with 
manufacturer.  

This allows flexibility where a 
manufacturer devises a novel 
solution which cannot be 
demonstrated using the simulations 
described in the Grid Code. 

CC.A.8.2 Can NG comment on the operating set-point proposed in 
the PSS tuning test (Pmax, Qmin, Grid at min Pcc) as it 
appears to put the generating units in very adverse and 
unlikely conditions with regards to stability margin. 

The generating unit must be stable 
at all points on the operating chart 
and at all fault infeeds that may be 
seen at the connection point. 

CC.A.8.7.2 a. The “20s of steady states with measured 
frequency depressed” is unclear: the generator will take 
time to stabilize after +/-0.5Hz variation and 20 seconds 
may not be sufficient enough. 
As it was stated in the Guidance Notes “Hold until 
condition stabilizes” would be more appropriate. 

This is a profile shape representing 
real frequency deviation events. A 
diagram has been added to 
illustrate. 

CC.A.8.7.7 The number of tests used to compare the speed-governor 
model and the behaviour of the plant has significantly 
increased in this drafting, thus increasing the risks of 
having discrepancies in the results and uncertainty of how 
these would be resolved. 

There is one single comparison of 
the speed governor model supplied 
to NGET and the test results. 

CC.A.8.7.7 Unfortunately, the criterion with which NG will assess the 
validity of the model is still vague: the model has to be “a 
reasonable representation” of the dynamic behaviour of 
the plant according to the drafting. How can this be 
managed in terms of testing procedures and related risks? 

NGET believes that the term 
“reasonable representation” gives 
the generator owner comfort that an 
exact match is not required. If EdF 
would like to propose a more 
definitive definition, NGET will be 
happy to consider. 
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Dear Awais, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for your response on 18th June 2010 to our consultation on proposals to modify 
the Grid Code requirements relating to Compliance (Consultation A/10). 
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 



 

 

concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 
Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
Addressing the specific comments from your response; Firstly, you had a concern that EDF 
Energy Networks were not directly consulted on the initial proposed changes and were only 
made aware of the deadline to the consultation at the last minute.  You suggested EDF 
Energy Networks should have greater involvement in future GCRP meetings and Working 
Group meetings relating to LEEMPS & Compliance. I believe it is regretful that EDF Energy 
Networks were not aware of this Consultation. National Grid relies on dissemination of such 
consultations via a number of routes: 
 

• There are currently two members of the GCRP who represent Distribution Network 
Operators of England and Wales. Both the current members attend the Distribution 
Code Review Panel meeting at which they regularly reiterate the key items of GCRP 
business to representatives from all DNOs. I am surprised this was not effective as, 
being present at these meetings; I know the topic of compliance was discussed 
many times.  

• National Grid also emails all formal Grid Code documents to a distribution list of 
around 150 Authorised Electricity Operators and industry stakeholders as well as to 
all GCRP Members and Alternates.  

• All Consultation documents are posted on the relevant page of National Grid’s Grid 
Code web site.  

 
To ensure future robustness, I would be very grateful if you could provide me with the email 
contact details for your colleagues who would like to be included on the Consultation 
distribution list and may I also suggest that you discuss the matter with your representatives 
on the GCRP and DCRP meetings and perhaps industry bodies such as the ENA.  

 
Your response also noted that under the original proposals (unless agreed by all parties), the 
DNO will undertake compliance assessment of LEEMPS that have a connection agreement 
in place at the time the proposed Grid Code changes are implemented. You also raised a 
second related comment, asking how the DNO will be notified if a LEEMPS generator 
informs National Grid it is non compliant.  
 
National Grid believes the necessary arrangements for LEEMPS have been simplified by 
leaving the responsibility with the DNO to discharge in the manner the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
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Dear Mike, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for your response on 16th June 2010 to our consultation on proposals to modify 
the Grid Code requirements relating to Compliance (Consultation A/10). 
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 



 

 

concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 
Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
I note your reference to the consequential Distribution Code changes, which I believe 
requires broad reassessment following National Grid’s revised proposals, to not alter the 
LEEMPS compliance assessment process at this time. National Grid would be interested to 
understand the DNO’s views on the LEEMPS process and how its licence obligations can be 
best met in this area.  
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 
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Dear Guy, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
On 5th April 2010 National Grid received a response to our consultation on proposals to 
modify the Grid Code requirements relating to Compliance (Consultation A/10), from your 
previous colleague Claire Maxim. Claire asked us not to publish that draft version as she 
believed that a final version was expected although I did not receive another version. For the 
meantime I shall treat this version as confidential, although perhaps we can confirm how you 
would like us to treat this response for the Report to the Authority stage?  
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 



 

 

industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 
concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 
Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
Addressing the specific comments raised in your response, please find attached, as an 
appendix to this letter, a summary of your comments and National Grid’s response and 
consequential action for each one.  
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 
 



 

 

Appendix 
 

Clause Comment NG response 
 Headings – new headings in this drafting are often in bold text, but 

are not defined terms.  Individual incidences are not identified in 
this response, but the drafting needs to be checked to ensure it 
complies with normal Grid Code practice.   

NGET has tried to redraft 
the proposals taking into 
account this comment 

 Given we now require two things of the Connection Conditions 
(process, and technical requirements), some restructuring of the 
CC into those areas would seem appropriate.  Provisions for 
testing compliance with the CC via specific tests should be placed 
in OC5, which is designed both to test compliance with CC and 
monitor continuing compliance.  The process itself could be 
placed into a separate Code – Compliance Processes (CP) 
perhaps. 

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code and by 
moving test details into OC5

CC.1.1(a)(ii) CC.1.1(a)(ii) – to a User’s System which is located in Great Britain 
or offshore – deletion of “or” means that the CCs would be 
inapplicable to all onshore embedded generation.  I do not believe 
this was the intent of the Working Group.    

The wording is unchanged 
from current drafting of the 
Grid Code so as not related 
to compliance no change 
made. 

CC.1.3 CC.1.3 – the final sentence refers to “when changes or 
Modifications are made...” – the word “changes” is vague – it is 
unclear under what circumstances NGET would decide that 
something is not a Modification but is a change.  I suggest 
deletion of “changes or”.   

Disagree – the concept of 
“changes” was previously 
accepted in OC5 to cover 
alterations to control 
systems that would not 
legally constitute a Grid 
Code “Modification” but can 
impact on performance of 
the plant. 

CC.3 CC.3 is meant to define Scope.  Some deviation from this strict 
heading when the LEEMPS provisions were first introduced was 
believed to be appropriate.  However, the balance of the Clause is 
now so altered that it would be appropriate to put the LEEMPS 
details into a separate Clause, merely leaving a reference in CC.3 
to draw attention to it.   

Simplified by the removal of 
LEEMPS.  

CC.3.3.1 CC.3.3.1 – The inserted text requiring DNOs to ensure 
compliance of embedded generators with the Distribution Code is 
extraneous.  DIN3 of the Distribution Code already requires that 
DNOs, Generators, Suppliers and Customers connected to the 
Distribution System will comply with the Distribution Code.  There 
is no point in repeating this obligation in the Grid Code, and I 
believe that the whole final sentence of the proposed CC3.3.1 
should be deleted.   

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 

CC.3.3.2 CC.3.3.2 – Two clause references have been removed from the 
list of requirements – CC5.3 (which details some items which may 
be omitted); and CC6.5.6 (which pertains to SCADA for the 
collection of metered data – although operational metering 
(CC.6.4.4) is still included in the list).  It is unclear whether this is 
oversight due to Clause renumbering, or deliberate change, in 
which case some explanation is required.  I do not recall 
discussions about changing operational metering requirements in 
the Working Group.   

The requirements for an 
embedded development is 
now a separate list rather 
than a subset of direct 
connection. 



 

 

CC.3.3.4(a) CC.3.3.4(a) – “the Generator  or the DC Converter Station Owner 
providing a User Self Certification of Compliance to the Network 
Operator …” contradicts the definition of “User Self Certification of 
Compliance” definition which in case 3 only applies the 
documentation produced by the Network Operator for NGET.  
Obviously the Network Operator will want to acquire the 
information from the Generator or DC Converter Station Owner, 
and it would be efficient from a DNO perspective to use the same 
format, but that process is not governed by the Grid Code.  This 
text should be removed from the Grid Code proposal, but could 
usefully be offered to the Chair of the DCRP for use in Distribution 
Code drafting.   

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5 CC.3.3.5 is referenced by the definition of LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS 
CC Compliance Assessment but neither the definition nor the 
Clause itself defines what the term means.   

This is no longer shown as a 
defined term 

CC.3.3.5 CC.3.3.5 appears to be trying to define who is responsible for 
ensuring the compliance of LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS.  Sub clause 
(a) defines NGETs role, but the drafting of (b) and (c) is unclear in 
that each sub clause has a sub heading referring to role, and then 
says that the “role will not apply”.  It is not possible to tell who is 
responsible in each case, because it is not possible to tell which 
role is referred to in the drafting – the one in the sub clause 
heading, or NGET’s role.  Please make this whole clause clearer 
– possibly by first explaining the role, then circumstances in which 
NEGT will assume the role, then circumstances in which the 
Network Operator will assume the role.  

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 

CC.3.3.5(b) CC.3.3.5(b) What is “prior notified plant”?  The drafting of this 
clause is unclear.  “Statement of Works” is not a defined term in 
the Grid Code or CUSC (this has been raised as a suggested 
housekeeping CUSC Change with the Chair of the CUSC Panel). 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5(d) CC.3.3.5(d) unnecessarily repeats most of the definition of  
Network Operator CC Compliance Notice.   

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5(e)(ii) CC.3.3.5(e)(ii) I know this clause is trying to carve out affected 
generating units by date, but it isn’t clear.  Please redraft so that 
the carve out is obvious to the reader. 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.6 CC.3.3.6 – final paragraph – How does NGET know when the 
Network Operator became aware of an ongoing issue?  Does this 
include known issues dealt with by derogation that existed since 
commissioning?   

This has been simplified 

CC.3.3.6 CC3.3.6 – it would be sensible to number the sub paragraphs. This has been simplified in 
redrafting 

CC.3.3.7 CC.3.3.7 - it would be sensible to number the sub paragraphs. This has been simplified in 
redrafting 

CC.3.3.7 CC.3.3.7 – First paragraph – this is confusing drafting , which 
manages to include the phrase “where the following conditions 
are met” twice in the same sentence.  Presumably the Network 
Operator will approach NGET under CUSC processes for a 
Statement of Works (however defined, see above comment)?  
Otherwise how does NGET find out about the proposed change, 
and who decides its impact? 

This has been simplified in 
redrafting 

CC.3.3.7 CC.3.3.7 - second paragraph – this is just trying to say that NGET 
will assume responsibility for LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS CC 
Compliance – specifying one component of the process is not 
necessary.  If the User Self Certification of Compliance would 
never be supplied by the LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS Owner directly to 
NGET under any other circumstances, it would be helpful to 
understand why it has to happen in this particular case.   

This has been simplified by 
leaving 
LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS 
compliance out of the scope 
of NGET 

CC.3.3.7 CC.3.3.7 – Final Paragraph (a) suggest slight reordering of words 
to read “No …. Notice has been issued or is issued at any time by 
the Network Operator whilst NGET is undertaking …”, deleting the 
words “by the Network Operator” from the end of  the sentence.   

This has been simplified 



 

 

CC.4 CC.4 should give a brief overview of the process, in the plainest 
possible language.  This is the place for an introduction, not the 
place for signposting specific clauses.  Details of type testing 
certainly do not sit comfortably with general process descriptions.  

Agreed, this has been 
simplified in the revised 
drafting 

CC.4.1 CC.4.1 – suggest redrafting to read “… and include provisions 
relating to certain conditions to be complied with by Users prior to 
NGET issuing the Final Operational Notification to the User.” 

For simplicity the CCs have 
largely reverted to their 
existing state with the 
process set out in the CPs 

CC.4.2 CC4.2 – The clauses don’t read consistently – (a) specifies who is 
affected and points to the process diagram (which seems a 
sensible approach); (b) seems to revisit the responsibility for 
assessment, which has already been dealt with above, and 
doesn’t stress to whom it applies.  Although it refers to the 
particular process diagram, again, it doesn’t stress this. 

The introductory/overview 
parts of the CP have been 
simplified. 

CC.4.2.4 CC.4.2.4 – suggest replacing “directly connected or licensed 
embedded Generator or DC Converter Station owner’s Plant  
and/or Apparatus” with “Transmission connected or Licensed 
Embedded Generator or DC Converter Station owner’s Plant  
and/or Apparatus”, and delete the extraneous “m” before 
Modification. 

Simplification of LEEMPS 
removes need for proposed 
clarification. 
 
Extraneous “m” before 
Modification removed 

CC.4.2.4 CC.4.2.4 refers to two slightly different processes, both under the 
auspices of the LON process, one following a Modification, and 
one after identification of non compliance.  Given the two 
circumstances lead to slightly different processes (and certainly to 
different process diagrams), it would be helpful to split the clause 
into two sentences – it is currently not clear.   

The wording has been 
simplified and now points 
the User in the direction of 
the right part of the CP 
process. 

CC.4.2.4 CC4.2.4 – Why does the LON require explanation under 
“Procedure and Connection Process” whereas the other 
Operational Notifications do not?  Or should that clause be 
entitled “LON Process” rather than “LON”? 

This has been changed in 
the redrafting. 

CC.4.3.7 CC4.3.7 – Presumably by “terms” the clause is trying to say that 
there may be operational restrictions imposed by NGET as part of 
the ION.  Are these restrictions all to be within the ION or are they 
likely to be imposed through (for example) Transmission Related 
Agreements?  It is worth noting that there may already be 
operational restrictions in the connection agreements or in a 
Transmission Related Agreement, and so a generator may end up 
with several documents detailing various operational requirements 
of either a temporary or permanent nature.  

It is possible in the period 
between signing an Offer 
and commissioning the 
generator that  issues may 
have been identified which 
require constriction of 
operation (an example might 
be a temporary load 
restriction until PSS has 
been commissioned)   

CC.4.3.8(a)   CC.4.3.8(a)  refers to testing “in accordance to CC.A.14.2 to 
NGET’s reasonable satisfaction…”.  CC.A.14.2 adds nothing to 
the definition of circumstance contained in CC.4.3.8 (a)(i) and (ii), 
and points to the voltage test profiles in CC.A.14.5.3, without 
referring to the rest of CC.A.14.5, which gives the criteria for 
satisfactory completion of the test.  The same criteria should 
apply; there is no need for the reference to NGET’s satisfaction in 
Clause 4.3.8.  Please redraft these Clauses so that the sequence 
reference is both logical and reflective of the requirements.  The 
drafting in CC.4.3.8(b) is far clearer. 
 
 

CC.4.3.8(a) and (b) have 
become CP.6.6.3(a) and (b) 
and follow very similar 
formats. The structures of 
the test requirements are 
now OC5.A.3.2 and 
OC5.A.3.3 and again adopt 
similar formats. The success 
criteria in OC5.A.3.5.5 are 
more onerous than those 
required for OC5.A.3.2 and 
are therefore not referenced.

CC.4.3.10   CC.4.3.8(a)  - given that CC.5.5 pertains to tests which must be 
completed prior to the issue of the FON, it is unclear how they 
relate to Unresolved Issues.  If this Clause is trying to ensure that 
Unresolved Issues are addressed before NGET want the 
generator to start pre-FON tests, then the Clause could be broken 
down to refer firstly to Unresolved Issues and then the 
requirement for |tests prior to the issue of the FON can be dealt 
with separately.  As it is, the drafting is muddled.   

The clause is to ensure that 
items such as data issues 
are dealt with prior to 
testing. 

CC.4.4.5 CC.4.4.5 – it is worth noting that an unlicensed generator may not 
have a Bilateral Agreement for NGET to change.   

Simplified by the removal of 
LEEMPS.  



 

 

CC.4.5 CC4.5 – the structuring of this first clause before arriving at 
section (a) is very clumsy.  It tries to define circumstances in 
which LON process will be followed, briefly addresses the 
possibility of the generator and NGET disagreeing about 
compliance status, flows on with an opportunity for NGET to 
define a “change” which is unhelpful, and then apportions roles 
and responsibilities for LEEMPS. Please restructure into 
something much clearer, and put the LEEMPS section with the 
rest of the LEEMPS information.  It would be worth numbering 
each paragraph.   

This has been simplified in 
redrafting. 

CC.4.5(a) CC.4.5(a) provision is already clear in the CUSC – why is the 
reference necessary here? 

It has been put in to ensure 
that Users are aware of the 
CUSC provisions.  

CC.4.5(b) CC.4.5(b) specifically states that CC.4.5.(a) does not apply, and 
they says that all provisions of the CC.4.5 should be complied 
with – sloppy drafting.  It may be legally correct but it is not clear 
to the user.    

This has been redrafted to 
remove the negative. 

CC.4.5(ii) CC4.5(ii) is widely drafted in terms of looking at “potential”, 
“change” and allowing NGET’s “reasonable opinion”.  This should 
be tightened up to refer to Modifications only. 

The redrafting has 
transferred the currently 
accepted OC.5 “change” 
into the CP process in 
addition to the more major 
“Modification” 

CC.4.5.1 CC.4.5.1 – it is probably not possible for a Generator to give 
NGET an assessment of when full compliance will be possible at 
the point of notifying “immediately…upon becoming aware” of a 
non-compliance.  Investigation of causes and possible resolutions 
takes time.  It may be that NGET would prefer to receive 
immediate notification of the issue, followed by the rest of the 
information as soon as reasonably practicable, or in timescales 
agreed following discussion.  If that is the case, please redraft this 
clause to reflect reality. (I am assuming that NGET would rather 
be notified immediately, rather than not being notified until a route 
to resolution has been established?)  

CP.8.2 changed… 
”shall notify NGET in writing. 
Additional details of any 
operating restrictions or 
changes in applicable data 
arising from the potential 
non-compliance and an 
indication of the date from 
when the restrictions will be 
removed and full compliance 
demonstrated shall be 
provided as soon as 
reasonably practical.” 

CC.4.5.3 CC.4.5.3 does not make the role of the Network operator clear.  
What is the intention? 

Clarified DNO role in revised 
drafting 

CC.4.5.4 CC.4.5.4 second paragraph again suggests the possibility of 
change – same comment as on CC.5.4(ii) above. 

In clarifying the relationship 
between OC5 and the CP 
the previously accepted 
concept of change has been 
moved from OC5 to the CP. 

CC.4.5.4 The effect of CC.4.5.4 is to require a LON to be issued in the case 
of every Modification where compliance may be affected.  Is this 
the intent?  Or is the intent to allow Modifications as now, test as 
usual on commissioning, and only go through the LON process if 
it becomes clear either at the design stage or at testing that a 
LON is necessary because there are known compliance issues? 

There will be scope to 
consider the materiality of 
changes but formal 
Modifications will require a 
LON if there are compliance 
issues  

CC.4.5.4(a) CC.4.5.4(a) second paragraph references CC.3.3.7 if it applies.  
However, CC.3.3.7 merely lays out options for roles, and thus 
always applies to embedded generators (see comments above) 
so may not be the most appropriate reference.   

Reference removed 

CC.4.5.4(c) CC4.5.4(c) does not explain how the restrictions are likely to be 
recorded or notified – will this be in the LON, the Connection 
Agreement or a Transmission Related Agreement? 

This has been reworded to 
clearly relate to the LON 



 

 

CC.4.5.4(d) CC4.5.4(d) and (e) explain that data must be submitted, and when 
it is to be submitted but the drafting is such that it is very difficult 
to follow exactly what must happen, when.  (d) refers ahead of 
itself to (e) and the explanation of what is to happen about 
Unresolved Issues in (e) is unclear.  Please redraft to make what 
must be submitted, by when, for which circumstances, much 
clearer. 

The drafting of the CP has 
been adjusted to present the 
content of the LON and 
Unresolved issues in a more 
logical order. 

CC.4.5.4(f) CC.4.5.4(f) doesn’t seem to add anything, and as above, the 
reference to CC.3.3.7 is unhelpful. 

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code 

CC.4.5.5 CC.4.5.5 – Presumably NGET or the Network Operator may have 
to apply for derogations too if appropriate – is there a similar 
obligation on them to make such an application? 

In the redrafting CP.7.5 and 
CP.8.8 are drafted to cover 
Licensed and Un-licensed 
generators. If Un-licensed 
(e.g. BELLA) then NGET 
applies to the authority 
under the Grid Code. The 
responsibility for derogations 
in respect to LEEMPS lies 
with the DNO. 

CC.4.5.6(b) CC.4.5.6(b) – in the event that the Authority decides not to grant a 
derogation, it may not be accurate for the Grid Code to say that 
there is no Operational Notification in force.  For example, the 
LON may not yet have expired.  This does not necessarily affect 
NGET’s rights under the CUSC although a reference to the 
appropriate CUSC clause would be helpful to the reader. 

The LON is place to cover 
the period whilst a 
derogation is applied for. If 
the Authority refuses the 
request then NGET should 
not be allowing the User to 
operate hence the LON 
should be withdrawn so as 
not to be contravening the 
Authority.  

CC.4.5.7 CC.4.5.7 – Is it necessary to reiterate the necessity for complying 
with the requirements of the LON?  And is is necessary for the 
Grid Code to place an obligation to comply with the terms of a 
derogation?  The derogation is from the Licence requirement to 
comply with a particular part of the Grid Code, not from the Grid 
Code per se, so it seems wrong to have this obligation here. 

Legal opinion is that CP.9.3 
provides clarification of 
process and obligations 

CC.4.6 CC.4.6 Suggest reordering the paragraphs – and numbering them 
to give (a) manufacturers may submit data to NGET; (b) the 
process for submission will be defined by NGET; (c) NGET will 
maintain and publish a register; (d) Generators wishing to 
reference data in the register should talk to NGET. 

Numbering changed in 
redraft to CP.10.1.1-
CP.10.1.4 

CC.4.6   CC4.6  last paragraph – although I understand that NGET do not 
wish to prejudge the compliance of a particular scheme, there 
seems little point in maintaining a register of data under the Grid 
Code where the data submitted indicates a likely non-compliance 
with the Grid Code.   

The paragraph is trying to 
make it clear that while the 
Manufacturers Data and 
Compliance Report may 
show that a Power Park Unit 
is only compliant within 
certain Power Park Module 
configurations and is not 
globally compliant in all 
circumstances.   

CC.4.6.3 CC4.6.3 – Move the phrase “NGET will consider the suitability of 
a Manufacturer’s Data and Performance Report in place of the 
following” into subsection (a), otherwise subsections (b) and (c) 
make no sense.   

Drafting of CP.10.4 
amended to add clarity 

CC.4.6.3 (c) CC.4.6.3 (c) Reduced scope of tests - There does not appear to 
be any mention of eliminating the requirement for a fault ride 
through test when this is covered by a type test included in the 
Manufacturer’s Data and Performance Report.  This appears to 
be contrary to the statement in CC.5.5.1.1 (d) “The process 
defined in CC.4.6 can be applied to this requirement.” 

Fault Ride Through added to 
list of test reductions 



 

 

CC.4.6.4 CC.4.6.4 – it would seem strange for NGET to include in a 
register data which it believes is incorrect.  

The data may be correct but 
the context in which its use 
is proposed in a particular 
project may not. 

CC.5 CC.5 is headed “Connection”.   Given the requirement to cover 
the three areas of process, technical requirement and testing, this 
now seems anomalous.  The clause actually seems to identify 
items of data to be submitted – so changing the heading would 
seem sensible.   

CC.5 has largely been 
returned to the existing Grid 
Code wording so the 
appropriateness of title has 
been restored. 

CC.5.1 CC.5.1 paragraph three - “therefore” should be corrected back to 
“therefor”, or, better, the sentence should be recast to avoid such 
legalistic language.  The Grid Code is a technical document and 
should be written in clear English appropriate to the expertise of 
the people reading it! 

CC.5.1 has largely been 
returned to the existing Grid 
Code wording. This includes 
“therefor” 

CC.5.2.1(n) CC5.2.1(n) - It is not at all clear what is being asked for, is this 
paragraph is worded correctly?  This should be required prior to 
the ION (i.e. moved to CC.5.3) rather than prior to the E.ON as it 
is more to do with generator performance and operation after 
synchronisation, rather than safety after site energisation. 

A wind farm network is 
required to keep MVAr 
transfers at within 5% of 
rating once energised. If this 
uses dynamic plant rather 
than switched shunt devices 
it is reasonable for NGET to 
understand that this plant 
will work correctly prior to 
energisation. 

CC.5.3.3 CC.5.3.3 – it is already clear from CC5.3.1 that only updates are 
required – this clause is extraneous. 

This has been removed as a 
specific paragraph in the 
redrafting of CP.8 

CC.5.5.1.1 (d) CC.5.5.1.1 (d) - It is not clear how the fault ride through test will 
be practically undertaken if it is not included in or satisfactorily 
covered by the Manufacturer’s Data and Performance Report. 

The details of an individual 
test should be covered by a 
procedure. 

CC.5.5.2 CC.5.5.2 – because the drafting of CC.3.3.4 and CC.3.3.5 is 
muddled it is difficult to work out who will have responsibility for 
the information referred to in this clause.   

This has been simplified by 
removing LEEMPS. 

CC.A.15 CC.A.15 – get title on to same page as diagram, and in the title 
refer to Limited Operational Notification. 

Drafting has been amended.

CC.A.8.2 (iv) CC.A.8.2 (iv) - We have not previously been required to provide 
eigenvalue plots.  We have normally provided time domain 
simulations and bode diagrams which have been accepted as 
demonstrating the performance and stability of the PSS.  Hence, 
we believe this requirement should not be mandatory, but could 
be used where required if the performance is in doubt.  

NGET believes that the 
provision of eigen value 
plots will assist in 
demonstrating small signal 
stability. 

CC.A.8.7.5, 
CC.A.8.7.6 
CC.A.8.7.7 

CC.A.8.7.5, CC.A.8.7.6 and CC.A.8.7.7 - Re the text: “The 
simulation study results shall be displayed overlaid on the actual 
test results.”  This is unreasonably prescriptive and may cause 
undue work particularly if simulations and testing are undertaken 
by different contractors.  It is possible to compare and assess the 
simulation and test results without this mandatory requirement. 

Given that test results are 
recorded electronically as 
time series files it is very 
easy to pass to a different 
contractor to plot the test 
results over simulation 
results. In NGETs opinion it 
is very difficult to get test 
results printed by one 
contractor to exactly the 
same size as the printed 
simulation of a second 
contractor to allow visual 
overlay. 

CC.A.9 CC.A.9 – correct spelling of NGET “Activities” heading. Redrawn 
CC.A.9 Final Box (“Issue of Operational Notification – Final”) is 

unnecessary – delete. 
Redrawn 

CC.A.9 Correct reference at the bottom of the page to read “Energisation 
Operational Notification” and “Interim Operational Notification”.  

Redrawn 



 

 

CC.5.2.2(c) – (g) CC5.2.2(c) – (g) it is unclear why this extra information is required 
for an Embedded Development.  If it is required for a 
LEEMPS/LEMMDCCS then it should be detailed separately, 
specifically for the relevant class of generator.   

CC.5.2 has been returned to 
the existing wording. 

G&D LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS  - definition should refer to Licence 
Exempt? 

The definition uses the 
same terminology currently 
used in the Grid Code to 
describe a LEEMPS. 

G&D Unresolved issues – insert “… to NGET’s reasonable 
satisfaction…” 

Redrafted 

DRC 18 DRC18 states that this is a specimen structure, and so the 
requirement to strictly enforce every section does not exist, and 
references to it earlier should be ion the form of a 
recommendation rather than an obligation. 

DRC 18 has been amended 
to remove “specimen” to 
address this comment. 

DRC 18 DRC18 2.5 Tariff Metering is governed by the BSC via BSCP 20, 
and so additional information should not be required by NGET.  If 
NGET requires this information, and do not already receive it, they 
should seek a change to the BSC or BSCP as appropriate, not 
require duplicate information under the Grid Code.  

NGET should not allow a 
User to connect unless tarrif 
metering is in place hence a 
slot for user to confirm that 
metering is in place. 

DRC5.2.5 DRC5.2.5 – Whilst it makes sense for there to be an agreed 
format for data submission, and everyone should be encouraged 
to use it, I trust that failure to submit data within the format will not 
of itself be deemed as a failure to comply with the Grid Code.  If 
all data is submitted via a means and with a structure which have 
been mutually agreed, then that should suffice.  

The wording of DRC5.2.5 
allows NGET to agree to an 
alternative format if it is 
suitable. 

OC5 OC5.8.2 – two final paragraphs fail to make sense – redraft. The existing requirements in 
OC5 in relation to LEEMPS 
have been reinstated in the 
redrafting. 

OC5.1 The introduction of a limitation to the applicability of OC in OC5.1 
fourth paragraph (please number the paragraphs) would be 
unnecessary if the test provisions were all contained within it.   

Redraft contains tests in 
OC5 

OC5.1(a) OC5.1(a) referring to monitoring as the purpose of OC5 is directly 
(and in my view unnecessarily) contradicted at OC5.1 paragraph 
3 (referring to CC4.5 and demonstration of ongoing compliance).  

Paragraph 3 removed in 
redrafting 

OC5.1(b)(i) OC5.1(b)(i) states that OC5 is concerned with testing the 
capability to comply with the CC, which only underlines the odd 
structure of placing tests in the Appendices to the CC.  It would 
make far more sense to have the testing requirements in the 
section of the Grid Code devoted to testing – namely here in OC5.  
This point was discussed at the Working Group, and no 
justification was offered by NGET for placing testing in the CC 
other than an explanation that this was where they believed it 
fitted.  The splitting of testing requirements adds an additional 
layer of complexity even for those already familiar with the Grid 
Code – it will be even worse for new parties.  

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code and by 
moving test details into OC5

OC5.4.2.2 OC5.4.2.2 – I support the referencing of the LON process at this 
point of the code – it is only the actual test specifications I believe 
should be moved to be under OC5. 

Tests moved into OC5 

OC5.5 OC5.5 – all testing is investigative.  It might take place in order to 
prove different things (for example that plant does or does not 
perform in a certain way) but “investigative” adds nothing – delete 
it.  

“investigative” removed in 
redrafting 

OC5.5.2.2 OC5.5.2.2 – given that OC5 is used for general monitoring as well 
as specific testing, the proposed insert is inappropriate and should 
be deleted. 

Redrafted 
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Dear David, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for your response on 11th June 2010 to our consultation on proposals to modify 
the Grid Code requirements relating to Compliance (Consultation A/10).  
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 

 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 
concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 



 

 

Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
Addressing the specific comments from your response; Firstly, National Grid notes your 
support for the codification within the Grid Code of the compliance assessment process. 
Your proposal to simplify the Grid Code drafting by moving the compliance procedures from 
the Connection Conditions to a new section in the Grid Code has been duly noted and the 
revised proposals involves the creation of a new Grid Code section, the Compliance 
Processes.  
 
Your final two comments were regarding specific clauses which were an incorrect cross 
reference within CC.A.6.1, which has now been corrected, and a potential inconsistency 
between CC.A.8.6.4 and CC.6.3.7 c(i) relating to system frequency can transiently exceed 
52.0Hz. National Grid notes that the majority of post privatisation plant will have protection 
settings so that disconnection will occur very shortly after a frequency of 52.0Hz is reached 
were as pre privatisation plant is likely to have historic settings which may be higher than 
that.  
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 



  
 National Grid House 

Warwick Technology Park 
Gallows Hill, Warwick 
CV34 6DA 
 
 
 

 

National Grid is a trading name for: National Grid is a trading name for: 
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc National Grid Gas plc 
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH 
Registered in England and Wales, No 2366977 Registered in England and Wales, No 2006000 

 

Mr John Norbury 
RWE Supply & Trading GmbH 
Swindon Branch 
Windmill Hill Business Park 
Whitehill Way 
Swindon  
SN5 6PB 
 

Tom Ireland 
Commercial Analyst 
 
Thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
Direct tel +44 (0)1926 656152 
Direct fax +44 (0)1926 656521 
 
 

 www.nationalgrid.com 
8th February 2011   
  
  
 
 
Dear John, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for both your preliminary response, dated 13th May 2010, and your second 
response, dated 18th June 2010, to our consultation on proposals to modify the Grid Code 
requirements relating to Generator Compliance (Consultation A/10).   
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 



 

 

Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 
concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 
Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
In order to clearly address the specific comments from your response, I have included a 
summary table in the appendix to this letter of National Grid’s responses to your points and 
resultant actions.  
 
I hope that the above satisfies the comments you have submitted in response to our 
consultation. 
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 
 



 

 

General Comments 
 

 Comments Proposed change 
1 We are concerned that incorporating the majority of the proposed 

changes within the Connection Conditions will detract from the 
clarity of the technical requirements as currently detailed in the 
CCs and also the proposed compliance requirements.  We would 
suggest that, given the proposed compliance requirements are 
largely procedural, they are set out as a separate code, for 
example utilising OC3 or OC4. 

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code 

2 The way in which the clauses have been set out, particularly the 
sequence of activities and slightly misleading headings does not 
assist the reader.  For example, CC.4.1 to CC.4.2 appears to be 
intended to provide an overview of CC4.3 to CC.5.5, but the order 
in which CC.4.1 – CC.4.2 refers to these clauses seems to be 
random and without consistency, e.g. CC.4.2.4 introduces the 
reader to the LON requirements in CC.4.5 but no such 
introduction is provided in respect of the ION in CC.4.3 or the 
FON in CC.4.4. 

NGET has tried to simplify 
the ordering and reduced 
the “summary” element in 
the redrafting. 

3 The text refers to a confusing number processes in the context of 
an overall “compliance process”.  Whilst a significant number of 
processes seem to be described in the specific clauses, several 
processes are also referred to throughout the text that appear to 
be undefined, e.g. “process for managing the return to full 
compliance” (CC.3.3.6), “Operational Process” (OC4.2.1), 
“process of becoming operational“(CC4.2.3), “compliance 
assessment process” (CC.4.6.4), “process to be followed” 
(CC.4.5), “ongoing compliance process”  (CC.4.5) , “connection 
process” (CC.A.9), “commissioning process” (CC.A.13.4), 
“process to investigate” (OC5.8.1) etc.  It is suggested that the 
text be revised to clarify and define each of these processes / 
procedures and the corresponding obligations where appropriate. 

In redrafting, NGET has 
created a separate section 
of the Grid Code covering 
the processes relating to 
connection and compliance 
demonstration. As a 
consequence various parts 
within the section form 
distinct processes. NGET 
has tried not to give defined 
definitions to these sub 
sections however it is hoped 
that the separate processes 
speak for themselves. 

4 The changes proposed to OC5 appear somewhat muddled and 
inconsistent.  Rather than clarifying the purpose of OC5 and its 
alignment with the CCs, the changes to OC5 appear to be aimed 
at circumventing the existing provisions, effectively rendering 
them largely redundant.  It would be helpful to consider the role of 
OC5 in relation to the proposed changes and whether if continues 
to be fit for purpose as defined. 

Role of OC5 as Monitoring 
and Testing is reinforced by 
redrafting to now include all 
details of testing in one 
place 

5 Certain terms within the Definitions are abbreviated, such as 
Limited Operational Notification (LON), Limited Operational 
Notification (LON) but these terms are still applied in full within the 
text of the CCs without use of the abbreviations. 

The G&D terms have been 
reformatted to make the full 
term or abbreviation 
acceptable 

6 Undefined terms - references to such terms as “testing 
requirements”, “compliance process”, “Investigative Testing” 
would benefit from being defined. 

Would agree with have 
Compliance Process as a 
defined term. The term 
Investigative Testing has 
been removed in the 
restructuring of CP and 
OC5. Testing requirements 
would not appear to benefit 
from being defined just used 
in OC5 appendices. 

7 The language used within the text appears somewhat overly 
verbose, such that the proposed changes are is probably more 
lengthy and complex than necessary, thereby confusing to the 
reader.  

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code in a 
simpler layout 

8 RWE continues to support the proposed change, subject to the 
following comments, and believes that the electricity industry will 
benefit from these requirements being subject to the governance 
of the Grid Code.  Our main overriding comment is that the 
proposed legal text still appears to be disjointed, overly verbose, 
and fails to present the requirements in a clear and concise 
manner to the reader. 

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code with a 
more simple order and less 
cross referencing. 

 



 

 

Detailed Comments 
 

Definitions Comments Proposed change 
Compliance 
Statement  

Delete “to be” (1st line).  
Insert “or” after Generating Units(s)” (4th line) and also after CCGT 
Modules(s)” (5th line).  
Clarify why NGET needs to provide a form of Compliance 
Statement and why it its Use would be necessary for the User to 
fulfil its obligations.   

Drafting altered. This is a 
formal declaration from the 
user that the user complies 
with the Code. 

Energisation 
Operational 
Notification 
(EON) 

Substitute “by” with “from” (2nd line) Redrafted 

Final 
Operational 
Notification 
(FON) 

Substitute “by” with “from” (1st line) Redrafted 

Interim 
Operational 
Notification 
(ION) 

Substitute “by” with “from” (1st line) Redrafted 

Limited 
Operational 
Notification 
(LON) 

Substitute “by” with “from” (1st line) Redrafted 

Manufacturer’s 
Data & 
Performance 
Report 
 

The definition seems unnecessarily long.  We would suggest 
“Manufacturer’s Report” would be just as effective.  
Specify who the report is to be submitted to (NGET?) 
 
 
In addition to our comments made on the 13th May 2010, we 
request that National Grid publish an example of what the report is 
expected to contain, as reference to such an unknown document is 
currently causing some consternation amongst developers. 
 

The title is long but it does 
distinguish the documents 
from a general 
“manufacturers report” 
 
The Manufacturer’s Data & 
Performance Report is 
supplied from the 
manufacturer to NGET and is 
confidential so can not be 
published. NGET will publicly 
state if a report exists for a 
particular turbine and which 
areas of compliance are 
supported by the document. 

Network 
Operator CC 
Compliance 
Notice 

Substitute “Grid Code CC Compliance Assessment” with 
“LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS CC Compliance Assessment”.  Clarify that 
this notice is only applicable in respect of the compliance 
assessment prior to and during commissioning. 

Definition Removed 

Notification of 
a User’s 
Intention to 
Synchronise 

Substitute “by” with “from” (1st line) Redrafted 

Operational 
Notifications 

Substitute “by” with “from” (1st line) and also specify who the 
Notification will be issued to. 

Redrafted 

User Data File 
Structure 
 

Substitute “must” with “should” or explain why this is an absolute 
requirement.  As drafted, if NGET does not specify such file 
structure the User would be unable to submit the data.  In 
particular, the file structure may not be applicable in all instances of 
data submission, e.g. prior to a LON. 

DRC5.2.5 allows alternative 
formats to be agreed. 

User Self 
Certification of 
Compliance 
 

Clarify why this certificate is required as a separate submission in 
addition to the Compliance Statement and explain why the two 
submissions could not be combined. 
 
 

The compliance statement is 
a detailed list updated during 
the compliance process as 
information becomes clear. 
The certificate is a signed 
statement by the User that 
Plant meets the Grid Code  

User Self 
Certification of 
Compliance 
 

Item 3 indicates that, where the DNO elects to carry out the 
compliance assessment, both the DNO and the 
LEEMPS/LEEDCCS are expected to produce separate User Self 
Certification of Compliance.  However, there does not appear to be 
an explicit requirement for the LEMPS/LEEDCCS to produce such 
certification.  It is suggested that the drafting of this item be 
clarified. 

In redraft NGET does not 
require a User Self 
Certification of Compliance 
from a LEEMPS/LEEDCCS 



 

 

LEEMPS/ 
LEEMDCCS 

Define an “Embedded Medium DC Converter Station” used in this 
definition. 

Redrafted 

 
Connection 
Conditions 

Comments Proposed change 

CC.1.1(a)(i) Substitute “with” with “to” Changed in redraft 
CC.1.1(a)(ii) Undelete “and” (1st line) Addressed in redraft 
CC.1.2 The clause implies that the ION and FON are processes although 

the definitions do not define these notifications as such.  
NGET has redrafted CP.1.1 
by adding “leading to an” in 
front of EON/ION/FON/LON. 

CC.1.2 Clarify the meaning of “Interim Operational Notification and Final 
Operational Notification” as stated in brackets, within the context of 
this clause.   

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code 

CC.1.3 As for CC.1.2 above, clarify the meaning of “Limited Operational 
Notification”. 

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code 

CC.3.3 LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS Provisions – clarify how these provisions 
relate to the various requirements specified in CC.4 

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 

CC.3.3.4 (a) Clarify what is expected in respect of the User Self Certification of 
Compliance provided by the Generator or DC Converter Station 
Owner and also the one to be provided by the DNO. 

The LEEMPS process has 
been removed. 

CC.3.3.4 (a) & 
(b) 

Titles – it may be more meaningful to substitute “Option” with 
“compliance assessment”  

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5 (f) Substitute “Grid Code CC Compliance Assessment” with 
“LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS CC Compliance Assessment”   

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5(a) We find this clause to be confusing.  It would be helpful to clearly 
state the roles as follows: (i) Prior to and during commissioning, 
NGET would carry out the compliance assessment role in the 
absence of a Network Operator CC Compliance Notice, (ii) For 
ongoing compliance assessment, the Network Operator would 
carry out the compliance assessment role unless it requests NGET 
to do so 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5 (a) 
and CC.3.3.5 
(f) 

Delete “in place of the Network Operator”.  The Grid Code identifies 
NGET as being the default party responsible for carrying out the 
compliance assessment in respect of generating plant being 
commissioned.  It is therefore incorrect to state that NGET would 
be carrying out this role in place of the Network Operator.   

The arrangements for 
LEEMPS have been 
simplified by leaving the 
responsibility with the DNO 
to discharge in the manner 
the DNO regards as 
appropriate. 

CC.3.3.5(b)  Clarify the term “Prior Notified Plant” (title).  In addition, we 
do not understand the purpose of the clause, what is being agreed 
between the parties and the date that is being referred to.  

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.5.(f)  The first sentence is incorrect and is potentially confusing 
to the reader:  “The CUSC Contract(s), the DCUSA any relevant 
Distribution System Agreement and the Embedded Development 
Agreement for the connection and the Distribution Code also 
contain relevant provisions dealing with NGET undertaking the Grid 
Code CC Compliance Assessment in place of the Network 
Operator. The relevant provisions are unlikely to be specified in all 
of the above agreements and only the Distribution Code need be 
specified. 

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.3.3.7 (a) Clarify the relevance of a Network Operator CC Compliance Notice 
in relation to ongoing compliance.  As drafted, the notice only 
appears to apply to the initial commissioning of 
LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS when the default position would be NGET 
carrying out the role.   

Simplification of the process 
has removed this. 

CC.4 “Procedure and Connection Process” seems a strange title.  
Specify the activity to which the “procedure” applies to.  

Hopefully addressed by 
redrafting 

CC.4.2 “Connection Process” again seems a strange title.  CC.4.2 appears 
to be more of a part-overview of the requirements of CC.4.3 to 
CC5.5.  

The introductory/overview 
parts of the CP have been 
simplified. 

CC.4.2(a)(ii) Substitute “Generator’s” with “Generators” Agreed 
CC.4.2.1 Clarify the meaning of “become operational”. The new drafting expands 

this clause. 



 

 

CC.4.2.1 It would appear consistent to substitute “CC.4.2” with CC.4.3” since 
CC.4.2 does not contain the details referred to. 

The wording has been 
altered in redrafting 

CC.4.2.2 Substitute “CC.5” with “CC.5.1 to CC5.4” since CC5.5 refers to 
tests and not data. 

The wording has been 
altered in redrafting 

CC.4.2.4 It would seem more consistent to place this clause before CC.2.2 
Typo – spurious ‘m’ next to “Modification” 

This has been changed in 
the redrafting. Typographical 
error corrected 

CC.4.3 This clause is titled “Interim Operational Notification” but the subject 
of CC.4.3 includes test requirements. 

Testing is usually carried out 
during the period that an ION 
is in force prior to an FON 
being given. Hopefully the 
simplified drafting in the CP 
makes this clearer. 

CC.4.3.11 Clarify if this notification is required in addition to the IET 
notification also required in respect of tests. 

In some cases many months 
may pass after an ION is 
issued before the generator  
ready to do tests. This clause 
is simply to ensure that all 
parties are aware of general 
testing intentions.  

CC.4.3.3 If a DNO has issued a CC Compliance Notice, is it not the DNO 
who should be satisfied in respect of a synchronous generator’s 
open circuit response etc? 

NGET will not take part in the 
compliance activities in 
relation to LEEMPS 

CC.4.3.5 Delete “successfully”.  The requirements will be either met or not 
met; success is irrelevant.  

Deleted 

CC.4.3.5 Substitute “If” with “When”. Changed in drafting 
CC.4.5 appears to be a mixed combination of conditions and requirements 

rather than clearly describing a single process.  For clarity, it is 
suggested that this introductory line be redrafted and possibly the 
structure of CC.4.5 be changed.   

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code 

CC.4.5 The statement in the 1st line that CC.4.5 details “the process” is 
inappropriate.    

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code 

CC.4.5 (ii) Substitute “by” with “of” Corrected 
CC.4.5(a) Delete “then” (line 4) Removed 
CC.4.5(b) Clarify what “operation” is being referred to. “operation” is operation of 

the plant. If RWE wish to 
suggest additional wording to 
clarify this concept NGET will 
consider. 

CC.4.5(b) Delete “whilst it is in force” or explain when a LON as defined would 
not be in force. 

There is a period prior to the 
issue of a LON while parties 
are assessing the extent of 
the problem. The wording 
gives assurance that all 
Users and NGET are not in 
breach of their licences in 
this period and once a LON 
has been issued. 

CC.4.5.1 Confirm that any change in “applicable data” would be notified in 
accordance with PC.A.1.2 (b). 

“applicable data” is more 
wide ranging than PC.A.1.2 
and could include data 
submitted under OC2 or the 
BC. 

CC.4.5.3 Delete “and NGET” since NGET would not be expected to be 
directly involved in investigating causes and solutions of non-
compliance. 

Disagree . NGET may be 
involved in identification 
of the circumstances which 
cause the issue. 
 

CC.4.5.4 (a) 1st paragraph – CC.4.5.3 requires a solution for non-compliance to 
be determined whilst CC.4.5.4(a) envisages resolution of the non-
compliance being achieved.  Clarify whether identifying a solution 
would comprise such resolution.    

It is generally accepted than 
when a problem has been 
identified the process for 
resolution is to first identify 
the solution and then 
implement the solution. 
Identifying a solution but not 
implementing it would not 
constitute resolution. 

CC.4.5.4 (a) 3rd paragraph – delete “then” and insert a line space Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code 



 

 

CC.4.5.4 (a) Delete the final sentence “The Limited Operational Notification will 
be time limited” since this is the subject of CC.4.3.4 (b) 

Addressed by redrafting a 
separate “CP” Code 

CC.4.5.4 (b) It is proposed that the LON shall not be in force for a period longer 
than 12 months.  Whilst we can accept this for issues of non-
compliance identified under CC.4.5 (i), we do not agree that this 
limit should necessarily apply for the demonstration of compliance 
following changes or a Modification identified under CC.4.5 (ii).  
Whilst the generating unit is expected to be compliant with the Grid 
Code, for various reasons, including market conditions, it may not 
be feasible to demonstrate compliance within this timescale.  

Redrafted CP.8.6.2 as..”The 
Limited Operational 
Notification will be time 
limited to expire no later than 
12 months from the start of 
the non-compliance or 
restriction or from 
reconnection following a 
change. The duration of the 
Limited Operational 
Notification following a 
Modification will be agreed 
with the User.” 
 
In the case of a change, 
which is not significant 
enough to be a formal 
Modification, 12 months from 
reconnection to the system 
following the outage seems 
reasonable.  

CC.4.5.4 (c) Substitute “restrictions” with “terms” or describe the sort of 
restrictions envisaged.  

NGET believes “restrictions” 
is more appropriate than 
“terms”. 

CC.4.5.4 (c) Substitute “unresolved issues” with “Unresolved Issues”  Addressed 
CC.4.5.6 Substitute “cleared” with “resolved” Changed 
CC.4.5.6 We are not sure what is meant by “…and NGET shall consider its 

rights pursuant to the CUSC” or whether it is appropriate to include 
it within the Grid Code.  If this statement is to be retained 
substitute: “….and NGET and the User shall consider their rights 
pursuant to the CUSC” 

This draws the Users 
attention to the fact that the 
CUSC gives NGET and the 
User rights which are not 
seen on the face of the Grid 
Code. The redrafting has 
added “User” as suggested. 

CC.4.5.7 Clarify that the resolution of Unresolved Issues refers to those not 
the subject of a derogation. 

NGET does not agree that 
this is what is meant – the 
Unresolved Issues are those 
where a time limited 
derogation gives the 
timescales for resolution and 
therefore they are relevant. 

CC.4.5.7 Delete “where reasonably practicable” (line 8) – costs should be 
considered under almost all circumstances. 

Disagree. The reasonably 
practical allows NGET to 
balance operational 
considerations, the need to 
demonstrate compliance and 
the Generators costs. Taking 
out the phrase would place 
the Generators own cost 
consideration over all else.  

CC.4.6 3rd paragraph – We do not understand what this paragraph means, This is to indicate to wind 
turbine manufacturers that 
they must agree how 
information is supplied to 
NGET and refers to the 
areas which may be covered 
by the report. 

CC.4.6 2nd paragraph line 6 – Substitute “is advised to” with “may”.  It is 
not the role of the Grid Code to advise a Generator. 

Suggested change accepted 

CC.4.6 2nd paragraph, final sentence – The sentence confirms that NGET 
will inform the Generator if the reference to the Manufacturer’s Data 
& Performance Report is not appropriate but does not specify what 
actions would be taken should the Report be appropriate.   

The penultimate sentence 
says that NGET will explain 
to the User the extent to 
which to which the Data & 
Performance Report is 
appropriate and hence the 
reduction in actions required 
by the User from the full 
compliance process. 



 

 

CC.4.6 The Manufacturer’s Data and Performance Report requires further 
detailed definition.  It is not clear from the proposals what form it 
will take or what it will contain, even in general terms. This is likely 
to be a very important document when considering compliance and 
associated technology risks.  As such, we would have expected its 
structure, content and how it would be considered towards overall 
content to have been included within this Report. 

The report is between the 
manufacturer and NGET 
specifically to allow NGET to 
fulfil its obligations while 
meeting manufacturers 
confidentiality concerns. 
Provided NGET clearly 
indicates which Grid Code 
areas have been complied 
with the Generator does not 
need to know the content of 
the report. 

CC.4.6.3 (b) Substitute “no longer” with “not” – the Grid Code has no memory of 
NGET’s previous requirements. 

Text changed 

CC.4.6.4 The sentence “…..permission to use the Manufacturer’s Data and 
Performance Report may be refused by NGET” seems a strange 
statement.  The Grid Code does not enable NGET to refuse 
permission, rather it is a matter of whether such reference to the 
report would be deemed valid. 

The Manufacturer’s Data and 
Performance Report is 
supplied to NGET by a 
manufacturer as a 
confidential document. If 
NGET believe that the report 
is not valid then NGET has 
the right to say the Generator 
does not have permission to 
use it to demonstrate 
compliance. 

CC.4.6.4 This clause is concerned with the submission of the Generator’s 
data, which is confidential between the Generator and NGET.  As 
such, the 2nd sentence, which states that “NGET may contact the 
Power Park Unit manufacturer directly to verify the relevance of the 
use of such Manufacturer’s Data & Performance Report” should be 
deleted or inserted into CC.4.6.      

Drafting of CP10.5 
unchanged. The referencing 
of the Manufacturer’s Data & 
Performance Report does 
not relate only to data but to 
wider compliance issues.  

CC.5 It is suggested that the title “Connection” be changed to “Data 
Submission”, which would seem to more appropriately describe the 
function of CC.5 

CC.5 has largely been 
returned to the existing Grid 
Code wording so the 
appropriateness of title has 
been restored. 

CC.5.2.1 Clarify whether this clause is intended to apply to generating plant 
connecting prior to the Completion Date or whether it identifies the 
activities to be carried out before the Completion Date.  If the 
former, also clarify the treatment of generating plant connecting 
post-Completion Date. 

This has been addressed by 
simplified redrafting in 
CP.5.2. 

CC.5.3.1 Clarify the meaning of “start of a period of operation”, e.g. initial 
synchronisation.  

Removed in the redrafting 

CC.5.3.1 Given that the definition of User Data File Structure relates to CC.5, 
confirm that such file structure would not apply in respect of data 
submitted under this CC.5.3.1 where a LON applies.    

There is scope for NGET to 
agree alternative structures 
for submission of data if 
more appropriate. 

CC.5.5.1 Clarify the meaning of the final sentence: “The process defined in 
CC.4.6 can be applied to this requirement” and also which process 
is being referred to.  CC4.6 refers to two processes; a process to 
be followed by Power Park Unit manufacturers and also a 
“compliance assessment process” 

Sentence redrafted 

CC.5.5.1 Confirm that the tests required under this clause would only apply 
where an ION has been issued and not a LON. 

Clarified in the redrafting 
CP.7 list the tests required 
for a User to demonstrate 
compliance for a new station. 
CP.8 states that the 
Unresolved Issues attached 
to the LON will specify those 
tests that the User should 
complete to demonstrate 
compliance. 



 

 

CC.A.8.2 (ii) Power System Stabiliser Tuning//It is requested that the 
requirement for a 10% on load step be either deleted or possibly 
replace the specified 2% and 10% with 1% and 2% respectively.  A 
10% step has no validity, it will never be physically carried out 
(majority of generators only have a +/- 5% range) and therefore we 
fail to understand its purpose.//In addition, there are a number of 
the studies specified within CC.A.8 which require the generating 
unit to be at an initial operating condition of maximum leading 
power factor.  It  has been noted recently that the SQSS 
fundamental review appears to be moving towards a 
'reasonableness test', particularly in respect of generating units 
located in Scotland, which would identify a realistic operating 
condition for the assessment of stability as opposed to an extreme 
initial operating condition.  It would therefore be consistent for the 
Grid Code to adopt study conditions consistent with those applied 
by the SQSS as opposed to requiring more onerous conditions.     

The simulation of a 2% step 
shows normal performance 
of the generating unit. The 
10% simulation is specified 
to force the model into the 
limits. 
 
Should the Grid Code 
change the operating range 
required of generating units 
then the initial operating 
points specified for 
simulations will be changed. 

CC.A.8.6 Load Rejection. During the compliance working group discussions 
much debate was had about the efficacy of including such a load 
rejection study.  It is noted that National Grid has since made 
changes to the proposed text contained in consultation version 1.2 
in order to address some of the concerns raised.  However, it is still 
difficult to see the overall value of requiring this study and we 
believe the requirement should be deleted in its entirety. 
 
As proposed, it would be necessary to simplify the required study 
due to real plant complexity.  Furthermore, it would not be possible 
to execute any real life test to check the validity of either the study 
or the simplifications necessary.  As a result, the value of carrying 
out such a superfluous study, over and above the current provision 
to declare the de-loading capability, would not be realised. 
 
It is our understanding that requirements for dynamic studies and 
the respective models from which they are derived have been 
devised by NGET in order to support their Network Study activities 
for planning and operational requirements.  As such any simulation 
study requested of developers should be able to be verified (i.e. it 
should show that the model produces results that would be 
expected) and validated (i.e. the simulation study results produced 
by the model should be reasonably comparable to test results).  
With all of the compliance testing undertaken by NGET, this 
principle has been upheld is upheld except when conducting 
(simulated) load rejection tests.  This exception is because 
throughout the tests the machine will always remain synchronised 
to the total system and, thus, its speed will not actually change.  
Therefore, as it is not practicable to create an actual load rejection 
test on the transmission system that replicates the simulation study, 
it is not possible to truly validate the load rejection study.  

NGET continues to disagree 
with RWE regarding partial 
load rejection simulations. 
The Grid Code requires 
partial load rejection to an 
island condition which is 
infeasible to test. Therefore 
NGET believes the request 
for a simulation is reasonable 
as stated in the consultation 
report. 

CC.A.8.6.1 We do not consider it appropriate to specify aspirational 
requirements relating to simulation studies to be met in 2012 that 
cannot be met today.  If and when such model validation is 
achievable, other more appropriate models may be available.   We 
therefore suggest that this clause be deleted in its entirety and, if 
still required, proposed as a future Grid code change once the 
technology becomes available.  Alternatively, the clause may be 
redrafted such that the requirement is acknowledged as being 
aspirational and which may not be met.   

NGET continues to disagree 
with RWE regarding partial 
load rejection simulations, 
believing that such studies 
are entirely achievable. 

CC.A.8.6.3 Delete reference to transient excursions above 52Hz (final 
sentence and in Figure CC.A.8.6.1) as the ability of a generator to 
‘control’ such excursions would be a function of the actual real life 
island condition, i.e. the ability to directly influence the frequency 
may be outside the control of the Generator.  Within the context of 
a single idealised simulation study (of which this is) such protection 
functions would not be implemented and hence such statements 
have no actual validity and would not be further verifiable. 

NGET continues to disagree 
with RWE regarding partial 
load rejection simulations, 
believing that such studies 
are entirely achievable. 



 

 

CC.A.8.6.6 This clause relates specifically to validation; as such would it may 
be better placed within section CC.A.8.7. 

This clause relates to the 
partial load rejection model 
used by the generator which 
may be more detailed than 
the governor model supplied 
to NGET. therefore the 
clause is placed with the load 
rejection simulation. 

CC.A.8.7.7 Comments to CC.A.8.6.1 similarly apply. NGET continues to disagree 
with RWE regarding 
governor response 
simulations, believing that 
such studies are entirely 
achievable. 

CC.A.11 The process diagram for the LON process provides no clarity of 
how a modification or change would be managed. 

The process diagrams have 
been redrawn and cover the 
management of the 
compliance process 
associated with a 
modification or change, not 
the submission of the 
modification or change. 

CC.A 13 & 14 Given the purpose of OC5, it would seem more consistent and less 
confusing to the reader for the compliance test requirements given 
in these appendices to be contained within OC5 as opposed to the 
CC. 

Testing is now included 
under OC5. 

CC.A.14.7 We are concerned that the proposals specify FRT testing in a 
manner that suggests a developer may be expected to perform 
such testing on a ‘live’ development; as part of the ION or, possibly, 
LON process (considering CC.5.5.1.1).  We believe that NGET 
should deliberately preclude such a requirement, to send a 
message to manufacturing industry that FRT is required to be 
demonstrated in a manner akin to ‘type testing’. 

NGET is pro-actively working 
with manufacturers to get 
Power Park Units type 
tested. However, it may be 
that a manufacturer wishes 
to do the type test at a UK 
site in which case having the 
facility within the code 
drafting to allow FRT testing 
on-site is an advantageous 
option. 

CC.A.14.7.1 The proposed requirement for an actual fault ride through test as 
opposed to the current requirement to demonstrate compliance is 
without precedent and is unacceptable.  Whilst the Power Park Unit 
may be compliant with the Grid Code, carrying out such a test 
would inevitably introduce an unnecessary risk of plant damage.  
We therefore propose that this requirement be deleted and 
compliance with fault ride through determined by other means, as 
is currently the case. 
 
Fault ride through testing In addition to our comments made on the 
13th May 2010 we would also add the following comment.  In the 
second paragraph we would suggest identifying that any 
requirement to conduct a fault ride through test on a live 
development could present serious health and safety 
consequences and developers may therefore be extremely 
resistant to this test on such grounds. 

Currently the UK is taking 
advantage of results from 
FRT tests carried out on 
turbines installed in 
Europeon countries. It seems 
less than fair to say we do 
not wish to facilitate future 
development. It is also the 
decision of the developer as 
to which turbines are 
purchased and the additional 
testing associated with non 
type tested models can be 
factored into the investment 
decisions. 

CC.A.14.7.1 
 
CC.A.14.8.1 

The first paragraph appears to suggest that the Power Park Unit is 
required to operate with a power output of at least 95% of RC.  
However, it should be recognised that, using National Grid’s own 
data, the load factor of wind farms is such that their output is 
expected to exceed 75% of RC for less than 4% of the time in 
which it is operating.  As such it may be impossible to identify 
periods with the required level of certainty when the output is likely 
to achieve 95% of RC.  It is therefore suggested that “….with 
sufficient resource available to produce at least 95% of the 
Registered Capacity of the Power Park Unit”  be substituted with 
“with sufficient power resource available to provide sufficient power 
output for test purposes”. 
 
2nd paragraph – previous comments to CC.A.14.7.1 apply in 
relation to the specified 85%. 

On site FRT testing is seen 
as being an unusual test. 
Given that one of the major 
issues with FRT is to 
dissipate the energy during 
the fault and restore power 
immediately after this is most 
severe at high loads. Hence 
the high power specification 
for the test. 

 



 

 

Testing and 
Monitoring 

Comments Proposed changes 

OC5.1 2nd paragraph commencing CC.4.5 - Delete in its entirety since 
this paragraph is irrelevant to OC5. 

Paragraph removed in 
redrafting 

OC5.1 3rd paragraph  - We do not agree with the first sentence: “The 
purpose of testing of generation plant under OC5 is limited to 
investigations to resolve the position where NGET and the 
Generator or DC Converter Station Owner cannot agree…….”    
We do not understand the meaning or significance of relating tests 
to “investigations”.  This would seem to be at odds with Black Start 
tests (OC5.7), instructions issued by NGET under BC2.10.2 to 
carry out tests, and also tests to confirm frequency sensitive mode 
of operation (BC2.A.4.3).  Furthermore, the LON appears to give no 
provision to for such disagreement described by this clause, 
thereby excluding the Generator or DC Converter Station Owner 
from the provisions of OC5.   We believe that recourse to OC5 
should apply irrespective of a LON having being issued.          

Paragraph removed in 
redrafting 

OC5.1 4th paragraph commencing “OC5 also specifies….” appears to be 
an incomplete sentence. 

Paragraph removed in 
redrafting 

OC5.1 First paragraph after OC5.1(b) (ii) – delete “including testing” and 
insert “testing and” before “demonstration”.  

Paragraph removed in 
redrafting 

OC5.4.2.3 Clarify the circumstances when the process detailed in CC.4.5 
would not be invoked. 

This has been redrafted 

OC5.4.2.2(b) We do not believe this is an appropriate place in the OC5 
procedure at which NGET is entitled to invoke the CC.4.5 process, 
thereby rendering the rest of OC redundant.  In any event, CC.4.5 
requires the procedure described in OC5.5 to be carried out first. 

Existing OC5 process for 
lifetime monitoring followed 
by testing restored and 
clarified in redrafting. 

OC5.5 Define “Investigative Testing” as we are uncertain of the meaning 
and how it differs from other tests. 

“investigative” removed in 
redrafting 

OC5.5.2.1 Delete “disputed” since tests may not be as a result of a disputed 
position (e.g. OC5.5.1). 

This has been redrafted 

OC5.5.2.2 The proposed change is unnecessary and irrelevant to the purpose 
of this Grid Code change.  Delete “as set out in CC.A.13 or 
CC.A.14 as appropriate” and reinstate the remainder of this clause.  

Redrafted to refer to signal 
list as Appendix of OC5 

OC5.5.2.5 We are not sure what this clause means and what its intended 
purpose is. 

Removed in redrafting 

OC5.5.3 It is suggested that, for clarity, this clause be reviewed with a view 
to setting out the pass criteria in one place in the Grid Code rather 
than the criteria being split between the CCs and OC5 as 
proposed.  

Redrafted with testing 
transferred to OC5 and table 
currently in OC5.5.3 altered 
for consistency 

OC5.5.3 Reactive capability – substitute “CC.14” with “CC.A.14” Redrafted 
OC5.5.4.2
  

We are unclear of the circumstances when a failure to pass the test 
would not relate to compliance with the CCs, in which case this 
clause would appear superfluous as drafted.  

This has been redrafted 

OC5.8.1 The new paragraph would appear to be related to the CCs and 
therefore it should be stated in the CCs and not OC5.  
Notwithstanding this, we do not understand the meaning or 
intention of the last sentence: “The purpose of OC5.8 is limited to a 
process to investigate and resolve differences in views about 
ongoing compliance”.  

OC5.8 has been restored to 
existing text. 
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Dear Graeme, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for your response on 25th June 2010 to our consultation on proposals to modify 
the Grid Code requirements relating to Generator Compliance (Consultation A/10). 
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 



 

 

concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 
Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
In response to the specific responses you have made:  
 
Firstly, your concern is noted in relation to the clarity and interpretation of the initial proposed 
code drafting. National Grid believes that the revised drafting has been greatly improved with 
the refinement of many of the individual clauses and in addition the movement of the 
Compliance Assessment material into the new Grid Code section has reduced the volume of 
the drafting and removed the requirement for many of the cross referencing.  
 
You also noted that you found clauses CC3.3.5 (a) and (b) and CC3.3.6 complex and 
confusing. National Grid’s proposal to not alter the LEEMPS compliance assessment 
obligations removes the previously considered requirement for these clauses.  
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 
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Dear Campbell, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for your response on 18th June 2010 to our consultation on proposals to modify 
the Grid Code requirements relating to Generator Compliance (Consultation A/10). 
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 



 

 

concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 
Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
In order to response to the specific comments you make, firstly I note and welcome your 
support of the principles underlining the original A/10 Consultation. The inclusion into the 
Grid Code of the compliance Guidance Notes does indeed appear a step towards more 
transparent and dynamic governance.  
 
I also note your serious concerns towards the consequential code changes raised which are 
associated with the compliance assessment of LEEMPS generators. As you rightly state, 
these are mainly concerned with the limits of liability for parties that are involved with this 
process. You specifically raised a concern that the processes being developed across the 
CUSC, DCUSA and Grid Code risked producing an asymmetrical risk which you believed 
demonstrably discriminated between code parties, which as you corrected stated would be in 
breech of Nation Grid’s licence obligations. You also noted that National Grid’s proposed 
approach of introducing an “equivalent waiver” bilateral contract between itself and each 
LEEMPS generator would only provide legal protection to those two parties and not other 
party to the code(s). 
 
In response, I would reiterate my previous points, namely that during the development of the 
consequential code changes, it became apparent that the proposal for National Grid to 
assume responsibility of LEEMPS compliance assessment would require complex 
amendment to several industry codes and the establishment of many bilateral contracts 
between LEEMPS and National Grid, which should be avoided. Our proposal to maintain the 
current responsibly for LEEMPS, removes these requirements and I believe will allay the 
concerns raised in your response.    
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 



  
 National Grid House 

Warwick Technology Park 
Gallows Hill, Warwick 
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Dear Tony, 

 
A/10 Generator Compliance 
 
Thank you for your response on 17th June 2010 to our consultation on proposals to modify 
the Grid Code requirements relating to Generator Compliance (Consultation A/10). 
 
National Grid received a good response from the industry with representations being 
received from 12 industry parties. Many of the responses contained a number of broad 
‘themes’ proposing revision of the proposed Amendment and as a result National Grid has 
undertaken a thorough review of the proposals, focusing in particular on specific areas. The 
review both considered the high level strategic approach for the amendment as well as a 
significant number of detailed comments on specific clauses. The high level assessment 
included aspects such as:  

 
• Location of compliance process clauses within the Grid Code and drafting ‘tone’;  
• Location of testing requirements within the Grid Code; and 
• Licence Exemptible Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS) compliance 

assessment. 
 
The review’s conclusion was that material changes should be made to the A/10 code 
amendment drafting as has been previously consulted upon, in light of responses received. 
Consequently, National Grid believes that a Further Consultation should be undertaken to 
allow the industry to review the revised proposals and to confirm where possible that 
previous concerns and suggestions have been dealt with and therefore such a document will 
be published imminently.  
 
Regarding the LEEMPS compliance process, National Grid is no longer convinced that Grid 
Code modification is required and therefore the revised drafting within Further Consultation 
A/10 does not contain any LEEMPS related changes. This view has been reached after the 
completion of the original Grid Code consultation and the progression of its associated 
consequential code amendments, namely to the Distribution Code, DCUSA and CUSC. It 
has become increasingly apparent that the changes required to limit liabilities for parties 
involved with LEEMPS compliance was far more complex than anticipated. Additionally, 
industry stakeholders required bilateral contracts to be established directly between National 
Grid and all LEEMPS generators to establish liabilities. National Grid became very 



 

 

concerned that this would be in direct contradiction of the previous Authority determination 
that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant DNO only. 
Consequently, National Grid no longer believes that, on balance, the original LEEMPS 
related proposals better meets its licence objectives but would warmly welcome views on this 
topic, especially relating to this assessment.  
 
In order to address your specific comment, namely relating to the clarification of CC.3.3.5 (b), 
this clause relates to the previously drafted proposals to amend the LEEMPS compliance 
process which National Grid is now proposals should not be taken forward as described 
above and therefore this clause will not be included in the Further Consultation document.  
 
If you have any queries please contact me at thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Tom Ireland 
 
Commercial Analyst 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 



 

 

 

 

Annex 4 – Further Consultation responses 

 

The following table provides a list of the responses received to the Grid Code 
initial Consultation, A/10.  
 

Reference Company 

A/10-FCR-01 CE Electric 
A/10-FCR-02 EDF Energy 
A/10-FCR-03 E.ON 
A/10-FCR-04 RE Power 
A/10-FCR-05 RES 
A/10-FCR-06 RWE 
A/10-FCR-07 Scottish Power 
A/10-FCR-08 SSE 
A/10-FCR-09 UK Power Networks 
A/10-FCR-10 Electricity North West 
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Friday 8 April 2011 

 

 Re: Grid Code A10 Generator Compliance Further Consultation Document 

 

Dear Tom 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to National Grid’s further consultation on the 

proposed changes to the Grid Code to incorporate the generator compliance process.  We 

are pleased that National Grid has responded to feedback to the original consultation and 

improved the clarity and transparency of the drafting.  Whilst we are generally supportive 

of the inclusion of the new Compliance Processes within the Grid Code, we have some 

observations for National Grid’s consideration.  

 

Compliance Processes 

 

CP8.5.2 - The duration of the Limited Operational Notification should not be subject to a 12 

month limitation, but should be agreed with each User on a case by case basis depending 

on the nature of the Unresolved Issue, as a resolution may be possible in a longer time 

period.  Further, depending on the solution to the nature of the Unresolved Issue this may 

not always give rise to the need for a Modification or derogation. 

 

CP9.5.2 – The lack of certainty is not whole satisfactory to investor certainty.  A derogation 

may not be granted because the Authority may decide that a derogation is not necessary, 

for example where the generator contests a non-compliance and the Authority agrees 

with that party.  In this instance the Final Operational Notification should be reinstated.  

 

Glossary and Definitions 

 

Definition of ‘Compliance Statement’ should not be ‘in the form provided by NGET to the 

relevant User”.  The Compliance Statement should be directly incorporated within the Grid 

Code.  We would propose that a new Schedule 19 of the DRC or Appendix to the 

Compliance Processes section is created.  As these documents already exist it should 
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NGET’s intention that we provide signals for each one? 
OC5.A.1.3.1(c) Wind speed could be provided from a meteorological mast, one Power Park Unit 

or averaged from all Power Park Units. If we know what purpose NGET intends to 
put the data to we may be able to respond more appropriately. 

OC5.A.3.5.1 Grammar “for the avoidance of doubt, Offshore Power Park Modules 
which does not provide” mixes plural and singular 
 
Grammar “These tests should be scheduled at a time where there are”, when not 
where. 

  
 



RWE Supply & Trading 

 

Mr Tom Ireland 
Electricity Codes Regulatory Frameworks 
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc 
National Grid House 
Warwick Technology Park 
Gallows Hill 
Warwick   
CV34 6DA  
 
thomas.ireland@uk.ngrid.com 
 

 
Name John Norbury 
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E-Mail john.norbury@RWE.com 

 
 

7th April 2011 
 
 
Dear Tom 
 
GRID CODE FURTHER CONSULTATION DOCUMENT - GENERATOR COMPLIANCE (A/10) 
RWE – THIRD RESPONSE 
 
Thank you for the invitation to provide comments on the latest Grid Code Generator Compliance 
consultation, dated 8th February 2011.  The following response is provided on behalf of the RWE group 
of companies, including RWE Npower plc, RWE Npower Renewables Limited and RWE Supply & 
Trading GmbH.  
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RWE has provided comments previously on this consultation on the 13th May 2010 and 18th June 2010 
and was pleased to participate in the industry information session hosted by National Grid on the 18th 
March 2011.  We consider that this latest version of the consultation represents a significant 
improvement on the previous drafts.  We continue to support the aim of the proposed change and 
believe that the electricity industry will benefit from the requirements being subject to the governance of 
the Grid Code.   
 
Our comments on this latest consultation are as follows: -     
 
 
COMPLIANCE PROCESSES 
 
Title – “Compliance Processes” 

A slightly more meaningful title might be “Connection Compliance 
Code (CCC) 

 
Scope Whilst it is recognised that the proposed scope replicates that of the 

Connection Conditions, it is not clear to what extent it applies to 
embedded power stations.  We suggest that the Scope should 
specifically exclude: 
(i) Embedded Small Power Stations, irrespective of whether the 

Generator has power stations of another category and / or  

 
 



whether the Generator has an agreement (e.g. BEGA) with NGET. 
(ii) Embedded Medium Power Stations, irrespective of whether the Power Station is 

Exemptible and/or the Generator has an agreement (e.g. BEGA) with NGET. 
 

At the industry information session, there was some discussion regarding the proposed 
different treatment of embedded medium and embedded small  power stations depending 
on whether or not they had a bilateral agreement with NGET.  It remains our view that 
such embedded power stations should be treated consistently and the compliance 
requirements should not be different (and potentially confusing) solely because a bilateral 
agreement exists between NGET and the Generator. 

 
LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS 
 
CP.4.3.2 Clarify which process(es) do not apply to a LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS. 
 
INTERIM OPERATIONAL NOTIFICATION 
 
CP.6.7 Clarify which tests (4th line) must not be commenced before Unresolved Issues are 

resolved.  
 
CP.6.9  Delete “successful” – subjective and meaningless   
 
CP.7.2.2(b) Specify the Grid Code clause under which the Excitation System model and voltage 

control system model are provided to NGET.    
 
CP.7.2.2(d) We understand from the recent industry information session that NGET agreed to review 

the text of this clause to clarify that there would be no intention to retrospectively apply a 
fault ride through test requirement on an operational wind farm.   

 
CP.7.2.2(c) Specify the Grid Code clause under which the Governor model and control system model 

are provided to NGET.    
 
LIMITED OPERATIONAL NOTIFICATION 
 
CP.8.1 (ii) Substitute “Convertor” with “Converter”  
 
CP.8.2 & CP.8.4   

Confirm that any change in “applicable data” would be Registered Data notified in 
accordance with PC.A.1.2 (b). 

 
CP.8.3 Insert “potential” before “non-compliance” (1st line) since non-compliance is not 

established in CP.8.1. 
 
CP.8.4 We would not expect NGET and the Network Operator to be party to an investigation as 

described.  We therefore request that the following be deleted: “and NGET, with input 
from the Network Operator where the Generating Unit, CCGT Module, Power Park 
Module or Power Station as applicable is embedded”.  In any event, for embedded power 
stations, this CP would not apply to LEEMPS and arguably any medium power station 
and therefore we would only expect NGET to be concerned with Large Embedded Power 
Stations.  As an alternative, it may be appropriate to insert a requirement for the 
Generator to discuss the findings of its investigations with NGET and/or Network 
Operator in the case of a Large Embedded Power Station. 
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CP.8.5.1 (a) CP.8.4 requires a solution for non-compliance to be determined within 56 days whilst 
CP.8.5.1(a) envisages resolution of the non-compliance being achieved within 56 days.  
Clarify whether identifying a solution would comprise such resolution.    

 
CP.8.5.2 Clarify that the LON will expire the later of 12 months or the time taken to carry out the 

modification works. 
 
CP.8.5.4 This clause provides for the User to be compliant with only the Connection Conditions of 

the Grid Code whilst a Limited Operational Notification is in place.  However, CP.8.1 
refers to potential non-compliance with any provisions of the Grid Code, not just the 
Connection Conditions.  It is therefore requested that CP.8.5.4 be amended to achieve 
compliance with the Grid Code and not just the Connection Conditions.    

 
CP.8.5.6 This clause indicates that the Generating Unit(s) or PPM(s) may not be permitted to 

synchronise until certain data items have been submitted.  However, depending on the 
nature of the modification, it may not be reasonable to prevent a Generating Unit / PPM 
from synchronising, especially where it is operational, and a limitation to the MW output 
may be more appropriate.  It is requested that the text be amended to reflect this. 

  
CP.8.5.5 As drafted, this clause implies that NGET would select the extent of and time for any tests 

which and such right by NGET would be both unreasonable and unnecessary.  As an 
alternative we would suggest that the scope of the tests and the date / time at which they 
are carried out should be by agreement between NGET and the Generator. 

 
CP.8.5.8(a) The proposed text gives NGET the discretion to require open and short circuit tests.  It is 

requested that the text be clarified such that these texts may only be required where a 
change has occurred to the Generating Unit / PPM that would justify the need for such 
tests. 

 
 CP.9.1 We do not understand the purpose of the last sentence.  Clarify what BCA changes may 

be proposed and whether such changes would be enduring, which would arguably be 
pre-empting the outcome of a derogation request, or to apply only whilst the derogation 
request is under consideration.  

 
MANUFACTURER’S DATA AND PERFORMANCE REPORT 
 

As a general comment, we do not agree with or support the establishment of a 
Manufacturer’s Data and Performance Report.  We understand that the provisions 
relating to this report were advanced by NGET in response to lobbying by manufacturers 
who were concerned about their design data entering the public domain.  As such, NGET 
have chosen to engage directly with manufacturers by entering into confidentiality 
arrangements whilst expecting the burden of demonstrating compliance to continue to 
reside with the User.   
 
The compliance burden placed upon the User has increased as a result of these 
provisions, which preclude the User from accessing important technical data.  The User is 
now expected to be responsible for managing a process and understanding capabilities of 
plant for which it now has no rights or ability to scrutinise.   Notwithstanding the following 
comments to this CP, it would be our preference for these provisions to be deleted in their 
entirety and for NGET to support and reinforce the requirement to manufacturers of the 
requirement for developer data submissions on a project specific basis. 
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CP.10 The Manufacturer’s Data and Performance Report requires further detailed definition.  It 
is not clear from the proposals what form it will take or what it will contain, even in general 
terms. This is likely to be a very important document when considering compliance and 
associated technology risks.  As such, we would expect its structure, overall content and 
an indication of how it would be considered to be included within the CP. 

  
CP.10.1.2 The final sentence confirms that NGET will inform the User if the reference to the 

Manufacturer’s Data & Performance Report is not appropriate but does not specify what 
actions would be taken in the event that the Report is appropriate.   

 
CP.10.1.3 It is inappropriate to specify a process in the Grid Code to be followed by Power Park 

Manufacturers who, as third parties, are not bound to comply with Grid Code.  In any 
event, we do not understand how this process would be governed under the provisions of 
NGET’s transmission licence.  

  
CP.10.3 This clause, along with the final sentence of CP.10.1.4, clarifies what the Manufacturer’s 

Data and Performance Report does not provide or confirm.  It would be more helpful to 
clarify what the Report does provide or confirm. 

 
CP.10.4(c) We understood from the recent industry information session that it was not NGET’s 

intention to write the requirements for FRT testing in a manner where it may be construed 
that site based FRT testing would be required.  It is requested that the text be amended 
to reflect this. 

 
CP.10.5 1st sentence – clarify what information the User is responsible for.  We do not believe the 

User can be responsible for data that it does not have access to and has not seen.   
 
Given that NGET has sought to establish a process between manufacturers and itself that 
enables confidential data that the User does not have sight of to pass between them, it is 
important that the User’s confidentiality is maintained and no obligations are placed on 
the User regarding this data.  

 
Delete the 2nd sentence - it is not acceptable to require the User to “..ensure that the 
manufacturer has kept NGET informed….”   

 
CP.10.6 Delete “NGET may contact the Power Park Unit manufacturer directly to verify the 

relevance of the use of such Manufacturer’s Data & Performance Report”.  The 
Generator’s data submitted to NGET is confidential between the Generator and NGET 
and not a matter to be discussed with manufacturers.   Alternatively, the clause may be 
redrafted such that it recognises this confidentiality.   

 
CP.10.6 The sentence “…..permission to use the Manufacturer’s Data and Performance Report 

may be refused by NGET” seems a strange statement.  The Grid Code does not enable 
NGET to refuse permission; rather it is a matter of whether such reference to the report 
would be deemed valid. 

 
APPENDIX 1 
 
CP.A.1.1, CPA.1.2 and CP.A.1.3 
 It is suggested that references to “Process 1”, “Process 2”, “Process 3” and “Process 4” 

be deleted as they do not appear to be used anywhere else within the Grid Code. 
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APPENDIX 3 
 
CP.A.3.6.1 Delete reference to transient excursions above 52Hz (final sentence and in Figure 

CP.A.3.6.1) as the ability of a generator to ‘control’ such excursions would be a function 
of the actual real life island condition; i.e. the ability to directly influence the frequency 
may be outside the control of the Generator.  Within the context of a single idealised 
simulation study (of which this is) such protection functions would not be implemented 
and hence such statements have no actual validity and would not be further verifiable. 

 
CP.A.3.6.1 & CP. A.3.7.7 

We do not consider it appropriate to specify inspirational requirements relating to 
simulation studies to be met in 2012 that cannot be met today.  If and when such model 
validation is achievable, other more appropriate models may be available.   We therefore 
suggest that this clause be deleted in its entirety and, if still required, proposed as a future 
Grid Code change once the technology becomes available.  Alternatively, the clause may 
be redrafted such that the requirement is acknowledged as being inspirational and which 
may not be met.   

 
CP.A.3.7.1 We do not consider it appropriate to specify retrospective requirements.  Given the 

ongoing delay to the implementation of this A/10 Consultation, we propose that the date 
of 1st January 2009 be amended to 1st January 2012. 

 
 
GLOSSARY AND DEFINITIONS 
 
Compliance Statement 

Clarify why NGET needs to provide a form of Compliance Statement and why it its Use 
would be necessary for the User to fulfil its obligations.   

 
Include within the definition references to the “Interim Compliance Statement” (CP.6.3.1) 
and “Final Compliance Statement” (CP.7.3.1). 

 
DCUSA The only reference to the DCUSA is in CP.5.1.1 and, in any event, we are unclear to what 

extent the DCUSA applies to in this context.  It may appropriate to delete the reference to 
DCUSA.   

 
LEEMPS/LEEMDCCS 
 This definition is probably superfluous (see comments to Scope above) and may be 

deleted.  In any event, the acronyms “LEEMPS” and “LEEMDCCS” (we are unsure what 
the “M” refers to) are inconsistent with the proposed definition, which makes no reference 
to licence exemption.    

 
Manufacturer’s Data & Performance Report 

The definition seems unnecessarily long.  We would suggest “Manufacturer’s Report” 
would be just as effective. 

 
User Data File Structure 

Substitute “must” with “should” (2nd line) for consistency with the provision for the User to 
agree otherwise with NGET.  

 
User Self Certification of Compliance 

Clarify why this certificate is required as a separate submission in addition to the 
Compliance Statement and explain why the two submissions could not be combined. 
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OC5 – TESTING & MONITORING  
 
OC5.5.4 – Test and Monitoring Assessment 
 Delete references to CC.6.1 as a criterion against which the test results will be assessed 

by NGET.  CC6.1 specifies the performance characteristics of the transmission system 
within which the generating unit must be compliant.  It does not specify the criteria which 
generating units must comply with, as is proposed by the text.  It is therefore requested 
that, where CC.6.1 is referenced, the criteria as currently specified in the Grid code be 
reinstated.  

   
OC5.A.3.7 We are concerned that the proposals specify FRT testing in a manner that suggests a 

developer may be expected to perform such testing on a ‘live’ development; as part of the 
ION or possibly LON process, as opposed to the current requirement to demonstrate 
compliance, is without precedent and is unacceptable.  Whilst the Power Park Unit may 
be compliant with the Grid Code, carrying out such a test would inevitably introduce an 
unnecessary risk of plant damage and present serious health and safety concerns.  We 
therefore propose that this requirement be deleted and compliance with fault ride through 
determined by other means, as is currently the case.  

 
We request that the text be clarified that such a live fault FRT tests would not be applied 
to generating units either in the course of commissioning or retrospectively to operational 
units.  We believe that such clarification would assist the industry in understanding that 
FRT would be demonstrated in a manner similar to ‘type testing’.  

 
OC5.A.3.7.2 The first sentence appears to suggest that the Power Park Unit is required to operate with 

a power output of at least 95% of RC.  However, it should be recognised that, using 
NGET’s own data, the load factor of wind farms is such that their output is expected to 
exceed 75% of RC for less than 4% of the time in which it is operating.  As such it may be 
impossible to identify periods with the required level of certainty when the output is likely 
to achieve 95% of RC.  It is therefore suggested that “….with sufficient resource available 
to produce at least 95% of the Registered Capacity of the Power Park Unit”  be 
substituted with “with sufficient power resource available to provide sufficient power 
output for test purposes”. 

 
OC5.A.3.4.1 Last sentence - previous comment to OC5.A.3.7.2 applies in relation to the specified 85% 

RC. 
 
Appendix 2  Title - Compliance testing for Synchronous Plant - substitute “for” with “of”. 
 
Appendix 3 Title - Compliance testing for Power Park Modules - substitute “for” with “of”. 
 
 
 
I trust that you will find the above comments helpful.  If you wish to discuss any matters further please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
By e-mail 
 
John Norbury 
Network Connections Manager  
RWE Supply & Trading GmbH 
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From: Frew, Alastair [Alastair.Frew@ScottishPower.com] 
Sent: 08 April 2011 09:32 
To: Ireland, Tom 
Cc: Anderson, James 
Subject: A10 Consultation 
Dear Sirs 

  

With reference to National Grids requests for comments of the draft A10 consultation, we would like to 

make the following observation. 

  

The draft version of the Compliance Processes is written is such a way as to include Small Power Stations 

owned by Generators who have a mixed portfolio of generation including both Large and Small Power 

Stations, we do not believe that it is the intent of this amend to apply these conditions to small power 

stations. 

  

Specifically the introduction to the Connection Conditions specifically excludes all Small Power Stations as 

seen below:- 

  

CC.1 INTRODUCTION 
  
CC.1.1 The Connection Conditions ("CC") specify both the minimum technical, design 
and operational criteria which must be complied with by any User connected to or 
seeking connection with the National Electricity Transmission System or 
Generators (other than in respect of Small Power Stations) or DC Converter 

Station owners connected to or seeking connection to a User's System which is 
located in Great Britain or Offshore, and the minimum technical, design and 
operational criteria with which NGET will comply in relation to the part of the 

National Electricity Transmission System at the Connection Site with Users. In 
the case of any OTSDUW Plant and Apparatus, the CC also specify the minimum 
technical, design and operational criteria which must be complied with by the User 
when undertaking OTSDUW. 
  
The draft version of the Compliance Processes in section CP3.1 (a) below, only excludes Generators 
who ONLY have small power stations, hence small power station owned by Generators who also have 
large power stations are included.   
  
CP.3 SCOPE 

  
CP.3.1 The CP applies to NGET and to Users, which in the CP means: 
  
(a) Generators (other than those which only have Embedded 

Small Power Stations or LEEMPS) including those 

undertaking OTSDUW. 
  
(b) Network Operators; 
  
(c) Non-Embedded Customers; 
  
(d) DC Converter Station owners (other than those which only 

have LEEMDCCS). 
  
We have also noted that Connection Conditions CC3.1(a) also has similar text. 
  
It is our belief that there is no intention to apply any of these procedures to any Small Power 
Stations and believe the text in sections CP3.1(a) and CC3.1(a) should be adjusted to reflect the 
text in section CC1.1. 
  
Yours Faithfully 
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Alastair Frew 

  
ScottishPower Generation 
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Ref GC A/10 
Date 17th February 2010 

 

Electricity Codes 
Regulatory Frameworks 
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc 
National Grid House 
Warwick Technology Park 
Gallows Hill 
Warwick 
CV34 6DA 
 

Tel No. 01355 352760 
Email:   sp_electricity.spoc@accenture.com 
 
 

 
Dear Sir,, 
 
Further Consultation Document for A/10: Compliance 
  
ScottishPower welcomes the opportunity to provide comment on the above consultation. This response is 
submitted on behalf of ScottishPower’s Energy Wholesale Business, which includes ScottishPower 
Generation Ltd and ScottishPower Energy Management Ltd. 
 
ScottishPower continues to be supportive of this change, leading as it will to a clearer understanding of roles 
and responsibilities, as well as standardising the approach taken to the testing. 
 
 
Should you wish to discuss please do not hesitate to contact me. 
  
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Gary Henderson 

 
 
 
 

For and on behalf of: ScottishPower’s Energy Wholesale Business which includes ScottishPower Generation 
Ltd and ScottishPower Energy Management Ltd. 
 
 
 



From: garth.graham@sse.com [mailto:garth.graham@sse.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2011 10:46 AM 
To: Ireland, Tom 
Cc: campbell.mcdonald@scottish-southern.co.uk 
Subject: Re: SSE response A/10 Compliance 
 
Dear Sirs,  
 
This response is sent on behalf of Scottish and Southern Energy, Southern Electric, Keadby 
Generation Ltd., Medway Power Ltd., and SSE Energy Supply Ltd.  
 
In relation to the consultation concerning Grid Code A/10 "Generator Compliance" (issued 8th 
February 2011) we broadly agree, subject to the comments below, that this seems a 
pragmatic approach which would better meet the requirements of the Grid Code.  
 
We would like to record our thanks to National Grid, as the proposer of the original A/10 
produced last year, for amending the original in light of the comments received from the 
generator and distribution communities with respect to LEEMPS and the limitation of 
liabilities.  Addressing this significant issue, in a pragmatic way, has ensure that this revised 
version of A/10 (as issued on 8th February 2011) is a welcomed step forward in the area of 
generator compliance.  
 
In terms of specific comments, these are as follows.  
 
CP.10.1.3  
 
We note that this proposed change would allow generic Manufactures Data supplied to NGET 
by a Power Park Module manufacturer to be referenced by a User to demonstrate 
compliance.    
 
However, there are some practical aspects around this, from a generator perspective, such as 
those of confidentiality.  For example, in the event of the manufacturer ceasing to trade will 
the User be able to gain access (from National Grid) to the submitted data (and thus comply 
with this Grid Code obligation)?  Further clarification on this matter would be helpful.    
 
Furthermore, is there a specified time period before the data supplied by the manufacturer (to 
National Grid) is available to the User or will the User be required to get the data used on their 
behalf from the manufacturer after a given time period?  And, how will the User meet the 
responsibility to update any data through the week 24 process (when they do not have access 
to the date provided, by the manufacturer, directly to National Grid)?  
 
OC5.3.1.8  
 
Clarification would be helpful with respect to the Transfer of Generator Build assets to an 
OFTO, in terms of can this only be completed after the Compliance FON is achieved?  
 
Figure CC.A.3.1    
 
The lack of scales etc., associated with this diagram leaves the minimum frequency response 
requirement profile for a 0.5Hz frequency change from Target Frequency open to 
misinterpretation by (a) the manufacturer (b) the generator / operator and (c) National Grid. 
 The provision of scales etc., to figures / diagrams would, in all cases, be very helpful to all 
concerned.  
 
We hope you find these comments helpful.  
 
Regards  
 
Garth Graham  
Scottish and Southern Energy plc  
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Company:  
UK Power Networks 
(Operations) Limited 

Tom Ireland 
Electricity Codes  
National Grid 
Warwick Technology Park 
Gallows Hill 
Warwick 
CV34 6DA 

Dear Tom, 

A/10 Consultation 

I am writing on behalf of UK Power Networks and its licensees (South Eastern Power Networks plc, London 
Power Networks plc and Eastern Power Networks plc) to comment upon the proposed changes given in the 
Further Consultation in respect to the Connection Process and Connection Conditions in the Grid Code for 
License Exempt Embedded Medium Power Stations (LEEMPS). 

We firstly refer to Mike Kay’s letter to you dated 18th March 2011 and support the content of that letter and in 
particular the two principles of approach: 

• The technical requirements for total system stability/safety/operability should be specified in the Grid 
Code and debated by the GCRP, where generators in the 50 MW – 100 MW size range are 
specifically represented. 

• Detailed consideration of Grid Code compliance should remain NG’s concern.  There is no merit in a 
DNO undertaking the detailed technical consideration of Grid Code compliance. 

UK Power Networks has expected that NGET would take on wholesale, the LEEMPS compliance 
assessment and assurance process in line with the process for those Medium Power Stations assessed for 
connection under a Bilateral Agreement. 

It should be noted that in our licensee areas the current complexity in the connection process has, we 
believe, limited the number of LEEMPS connections to those DNO networks.  We note however, that there 
could be merit in accepting the further amendments to the Grid Code to simplify the LEEMPS connection 
process and complexity for a generator to connect to the DNO network.  It may increase the volume of 
generation connections requests in the 50 MW – 100 MW size range, which may be appropriate should this 
provide for more efficient generators. 

The issues have been raised and discussed before with regard to this proposed process change are: 

• The technical requirement and obligations are in the Grid Code and not in the Distribution Code. 
• DNO has requirement to comply with Grid Code in its license. 
• DNO should not accept new liabilities (due to costs/expertise). 
• Should the requirements be in the body of the Distribution Code or as a separate Engineering 

Recommendation as an annex to the Distribution Code? 
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• Does not involve other Codes or Governance (e.g. CUSC). 
• NGET could remain responsible for ensuring compliance, however the DNO may need to facilitate 

with access for testing etc. 
• What remedy for breach of Compliance? The Distribution Code, Connection Agreement would need 

to provide for the DNO to disconnect a generator breaching the relevant Grid Code provision; could 
this be underwritten by NGET? 

Attached to this letter is a diagram of the current and proposed flowcharts that indicate the compliance 
processes that would arise from each consultation proposal. 

With advent of Smart Grids there may be advantage for the DNO to manage the operation of Medium Power 
Stations if network access and capacity are to be managed by the DNO. 

Should the outcome of this consultation not prove conclusive then UK Power Networks would recommend 
that the Working Group is re-established to revisit it’s terms of reference to understand if they are still current 
and valid.  We would of course be prepared to support the WG again. 

If you have any further correspondence or queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
Bill d’Albertanson 
Network Strategy & Performance Manager 
 
e-mail: bill.d'albertanson@ukpowernetworks.co.uk 
Tel 08701 964012 
Mob: 07875 114454 
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Guidance Notes for Synchronous Generators    Compliance Working Group Report     A/10 Compliance Consultation 
September 2008 – Issue 11 (Currently Implemented)   Proposed in January 2009       Proposed in February 2010 
nb: NGT current compliance consultation proposals would  

put us back on to this process. 

 

 



 

 

Tom Ireland 
Electricity Codes 
National Grid 
Warwick Technology Park 
Gallows Hill 
Warwick 
CV34 6DA 

 Direct line 01925 864951 
 
mkay@iee.org 

 

18 March 2011 

Dear Tom 

A/10 Consultation 

This letter is in response to the A/10 consultation but only deals with the LEEMPS1 issues.  I 
expect to write again with more general comments on A/10 however the LEEMPS issue is so 
important and distinct that it merits its own specific response. 

Electricity North West, and I believe the majority of DNOs, is concerned at National Grid’s (NG) 
intention of dropping the LEEMPS aspects of the proposals.  In particular paragraph 3.2 of the 
A/10 consultation suggests that, in reaching this conclusion, NG does not understand the history 
of LEEMPS, nor appreciates how its involvement in LEEMPS has led to the current 
unsatisfactory situation. 

The current arrangements for LEEMPS came about because in the late 1990s there was a 
notion abroad that it was somehow inefficient and unnecessarily bureaucratic for generators in 
the 50MW-100MW range connecting to a DNO network to have to contract with both the DNO 
and NG.  To give effect to this, the DTI (the responsible government department at the time) 
removed the need for generators in the size range to automatically hold a generation licence.  
But in making this decision the DTI sought assurances from the industry that arrangements 
could be put in place so that the protection given to NG by dint of the licence requiring Grid Code 
compliance could be met by other means.  The basic approach now embodied in the LEEMPS 
process was agreed at high level at a meeting in 1 Victoria Street sometime in 2002.  I cannot 
now find my file note of the meeting, but NG was represented by Dr Lewis Dale, Ofgem by 
Bridget Morgan, DTI by Geoff Hatherick, the DNOs by myself and Nigel Turvey of WPD.  I 
cannot recall if there was any specific generator representation at the meeting.  

There were also problems at that time in applying or modifying MCUSA2 2.5.1, which were 
addressed when CUSC was introduced, in CAP002. 

The high level approach agreed at that meeting resulted in the joint Distribution Code Review 
Panel (DCRP) and Grid Code Review Panel (GCRP) Working Group culminating in the D/05 
consultation and subsequent implementation.  Throughout the D/05 gestation it was completely 
clear to all parties that DNOs were in effect a post box transferring necessary Grid Code 

                                            
1 Licence Exempt Embedded Medium Power Station 
2 The Master  Connexion and User of System Agreement – ie the forerunner of CUSC. 



continuation /p2 
obligations from NG to embedded generators in the 50-100MW range.  It was clear that the 
technical content of the compliance assessment was a matter, in detail, for NG and the 
generator; the DNO was merely acting as a legally binding facilitator.  There are two important 
principles embodied in this approach: 

• The technical requirements for total system stability/safety/operability should be specified 
in the Grid Code and debated by the GCRP, where generators in the 50-100MW size 
range are specifically represented. 

• Detailed consideration of Grid Code compliance should remain NG’s concern.  There is 
no merit in a DNO undertaking the detailed technical consideration of Grid Code 
compliance when: 

Á DNOs do not have a direct interest in the benefits of compliance; 

Á DNOs do not do not have the historic skills to undertake compliance assessments; 
and 

Á NG retain the need and have appropriately skilled staff to undertake these 
assessments for transmission connected generation of any size, including relatively 
small generation in Scotland 

When the Distribution Code and Grid Code changes for D/05 were implemented there was a 
sudden change of approach by NG.  Whereas the development and drafting of D/05 had 
assumed self-assessment by the generator with oversight and scrutiny by NG, post D/05 
implementation NG made it completely clear to DNOs that NG would be holding the DNO 
accountable for all compliance issues.   

Whilst DNOs would acknowledge that a very strict and legalistic interpretation of the Grid Code 
could align with NG’s new view of LEEMPS compliance, you will appreciate that this was 
unexpected and unhelpful given that DNOs had invested considerable effort in coming up with 
administrative arrangements to allow NG to discharge their Grid Code obligations via DNO 
contracts and the Distribution Code.  Clearly DNOs pushed back on this, but after a number of 
meetings with relevant NG staff, no way to agree to revert to the interpretation and modus 
operandi envisaged by the D/05 working group could be found.  It was disappointing at that time 
that NG were never able to bring any of their staff who participated in the D/05 working group to 
these discussions.  

It was subsequently agreed by the GCRP that the A/10 Working Group would look to resolve the 
conflict of interpretation by new Grid Code and Distribution Code drafting.  For information I 
attach the paper to the February 2008 GCRP that laid out the background to the need for these 
changes.  This was fully accepted by the Panel, and indeed my belief is that the Panel in general 
is now perplexed as to why NG has unilaterally decided that these proposals should be dropped. 

DNOs now accept that the commercial arrangements and liabilities from D/05 were probably not 
thought through sufficiently at the time, and were therefore very supportive of the CAP 181 
proposals to change CUSC which arose from the A10 consultation document.  We accept that 
this would introduce additional complexity. 

However, taking stock, we believe it is time to review the overall approach.  We know from our 
interaction with generation developers of LEEMPS that some of them at least do not now value 
the “one stop shop” approach to the same extent a decade ago.  The compliance requirements 
for wind generation plant in particular continue to evolve, and the DNO is not necessarily as au 
fait with the details of compliance for emerging technology and turbine designs in relation to 
detailed Grid Code requirements as NG is.  Therefore the fundamental assumption that it would 
be better and easier for generator developers to have the LEEMPS process in place is probably 
flawed.  We believe we should test this out, and if it does turn out not to be the case, it would be 
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fairly simple to move back to a position where LEEMPS generators are contractually obliged to 
comply with the relevant Grid Code objectives, largely removing DNOs from the details of the 
Grid Code requirements.  In turn this could simplify both the Grid Code and Distribution Code 
drafting in terms of LEEMPS. 

I note that you state in 3.2 of the A/10 consultation that “direct contradiction of the previous 
Authority determination that LEEMPS should have a single and simple interface with its relevant 
DNO only “.  We do not believe that there is any such determination, only that Ofgem was part of 
the general discussions on this point in the late 1990s (the Embedded Generation Working 
Group) in the person of Dr Brian Wharmby, and which was taken forward via the meeting at the 
DTI in 2002 that I referred to earlier.  As I am now questioning the consensus decision that the 
wider industry, including DNOs, NG, DTI and Ofgem, took back in 2002 I am copying this letter 
to Ofgem and DECC, if only to signal a possible change of direction in this area. 

I would be very pleased to discuss with relevant colleagues in NG and also with appropriate 
representatives of the generation community, how we can move this issue on as the status quo 
is unacceptable. 

Yours sincerely, 

Mike Kay 
Network Strategy Director 
 

cc Stuart Cook, Ofgem 
Neil Feinson, DECC 
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Grid Code Review Panel 

Paper by Mike Kay on behalf of DNOs 

Thursday 7 February 2008 

Objective 

To brief members GCRP, of the difficulties faced by DNOs and Generators in 
complying with the current NGET interpretation of Grid and Distribution Code 
requirements on LEEMPS in relation to compliance and commissioning, and 
to suggest a resolution. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that  

• the Grid Code Compliance (Technical) WG should by asked to 
consider the issues raised in this paper as part of their work on the 
process of compliance. 

• the WG ToRs should include the requirement objective of reviewing 
responsibilities for compliance. 

Background 

The LEEMPS WG finished its work in 2005/6 and Grid and Distribution Code 
changes reflecting their work were introduced from 1 April 2006. 

The key changes for LEEMPS related to the formal compliance requirements 
for LEEMPS in the CC and the PC being re-pointed at DNOs, with 
harmonized D Code drafting requiring compliance with these G Code clauses 
as requirement of D Code compliance. 

As DNOs do not have the expertise or need to confirm the details of most Grid 
Code clauses in relation to LEEMPS performance, it was agreed within the 
LEEMPS WG that the LEEMPS Generator would self-certify, that the DNO 
would require that this self certification information was made available to 
National Grid, and that the DNO would facilitate any further research or tests 
should National Grid have cause to be dissatisfied with the certification from 
the Generator.  This principle was held constant throughout the WG, and 
Appendix A lists several places from the setup and the minutes of the WG 
where this principle was re-iterated. 

In early 2006 National Grid via a variety of routes informed DNOs that NG’s 
interpretation of the Grid Code was that DNOs would have to satisfy 
themselves that the Generator was compliant, rather than passing the self-
certification through for NGET to evaluate, and confirm to NGET the DNO’s 
satisfaction.  This has been the defacto approach by NGET since that time, 
and is causing a significant work load on DNOs in understanding the detail of 
Grid Code requirements and confirming compliance with LEEMPS 
Generators. 



GCRP08/08 
February 2008 

2 

Way forward 

The current WG is in a good position to recognize the significant difficulties 
the current approach is causing DNOs and to re-establish the principles that 
LEEMPS was trying to implement.  The current WG can then review the 
drafting of the Grid Code and recommend changes to ensure these principles 
are completely clear in the drafting.  It might be that to remove any possible 
misinterpretation, changes might be necessary to the D Code and the CUSC.  
The current WG can identify these issues and if necessary refer them to the 
appropriate panels. 

The GRCP should ask the current WG to reconfirm the LEEMPS principles.  It 
is suggested that those principles were: 

1. NGET needs to be able to ensure that there is a legally binding route to 
apply LEEMPS Grid Code clauses; 

2. NGET needs to be able to ensure that there is a route for exploring 
compliance issues at any future time; 

3. NGET needs to be able to ensure that there is a route to appropriate 
redress and correction should there be any infringement of 
requirements; 

4. DNOs need to provide a process to enable 1-3 above; 

5. DNOs should not need to ensure technical compliance by LEEMPS 
with G Code clauses. 

In considering the above it is pertinent to consider a statement in National 
Grid’s D/05 consultation paper, where on page 5 is the following extract: 

It was felt by the group that if the obligation sat in the D Code then it would 
suggest that the DNO would be responsible for testing, compliance. It was felt 
that this responsibility would be impracticable from both a technical and resource 
point of view for the DNO to discharge. 

This is almost the last public statement by NGET on the philosophy where it 
can be seen that it is still not thought to be appropriate for DNOs to be 
responsible for establishing compliance.  It is now important to ensure that the 
legal text of all relevant documents is modified to ensure there is no further 
misinterpretation within the industry. 
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Grid Code Review Panel Paper 03/19 22 May 2003 

9 DNOs are concerned that some of NGC’s Grid Code requirements are for the 
purpose of NGC discharging its statutory and licence conditions for the total 
system, and are not required for DNOs to meet their own obligations. 

10. DNOs have no history of applying such requirements to embedded Generators, 
and importantly they therefore have: 

a) no legal or licence obligation to do so; 

b) no current expertise in these particular technical specialisms; 

c)  no income to support either the technical work required, nor the liabilities 
and costs arising from it. 

11. DNOs believe it is therefore not appropriate to transfer the existing NGC 
requirements wholesale for DNOs to apply and enforce through either or both of 
their connection agreements and the Distribution Code. 

LEEMPS WG meeting 18th June 2004 

OC5  

We suggest a new section OC5.8 that details the procedures that apply to 
medium power stations without a Bilateral Agreement.  In essence this is that that 
Network Operator will procure from the User a Compliance Statement together 
with evidence to NGC’s satisfaction.  The Network Operator will pass this onto 
NGC.   There will then be the ability for NGC to require the Network Operator to 
require the Embedded Generator to carry out tests and to procure access for 
NGC to witness such tests. 

The above note was written by Patrick Hynes of NGET – note that there is the presumption of 
NG’s satisfaction, not the DNO’s. 

Notes of Third Meeting held on 1 December 2003 at NGT House, Warwick 

Action 21 ongoing – PH agrees with MK that NGC needs some direct contact 
with the generator regarding testing and compliance and the DNO needs to 
agree to what is decided between NGC and the generator. 

Notes of Fourth Meeting held on 12 May 2004 at Brandon Hall 

1. JN wondered who is going to reimburse DNO costs for facilitating testing.  

2. MK made a generic comment that he does not like the idea of DNOs taking 
an obligation for something they do not need, have no expertise in and no 
reimbursement.   

3. The actual tests could be done by NGC but NGC does not have a contractual 
agreement with the generator.  The DNOs could appoint an agent to do the 
testing and NGC would be that agent but there are implications and liabilities 
on NGC.  MK suggested the Connection Agreement could have a condition 
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that NGC would witness the tests but this does not deal with the commercial 
implications.   

LEEMPS WG meeting 18th June 2004 

OC5  

We suggest a new section OC5.8 that details the procedures that apply to 
medium power stations without a Bilateral Agreement.  In essence this is that that 
Network Operator will procure from the User a Compliance Statement together 
with evidence to NGC’s satisfaction.  The Network Operator will pass this onto 
NGC.   There will then be the ability for NGC to require the Network Operator to 
require the Embedded Generator to carry out tests and to procure access for 
NGC to witness such tests. 

The above note was written by Patrick Hynes of NGET – note that there is the 
presumption of NG’s satisfaction, not the DNO’s. 

Minutes of 6th Meeting held on 26 August 2004 at NGT House, Warwick 

Minute 23 With regards to who pays the DNO costs for facilitating testing, 
MK said that NGC held the income for doing this work and the DNO expected 
to be remunerated. JN pointed out that a BMU is compensated through Grid 
Code provisions and asked how a generator would be remunerated if testing 
was carried out on a LEEMPS at a time when it was expensive for them not to 
generate. JN also does not want generators to be exposed to more 
administrative costs (eg costs relating to interfacing, studies, meetings).  PH 
advised that NGC’s preference is for checking evidence rather than testing 
and only testing when sufficient evidence has not been provided.  NGC asked 
the generator and distribution representatives of the WG to consider what the 
costs would be.  MK said that DNOs do not know what the costs are and they 
would not want to pay out of order merit costs.  The DNOs are effectively 
acting as a post box for NGC. MK wants a framework whereby DNOs can 
recover their administrative costs (eg for attending meetings).  An action was 
placed on the generator representatives to provide details of engineering and 
out of merit costs for NGC to propose how such cost could be recovered. 

23 PH reiterated NGC’s preference for evidence rather than testing.  NGC 
drafting of OC5 is that for every MPS, NGC would expect to see evidence.  
MK took an action to check that the drafting of the new section of OC5.8 
which refers to LEEMPS works with his drafting.  

28 JN said OC5 and DOC5 is about testing for compliance with technical 
conditions.  JN said that commissioning tests are carried out by the generator 
and NGC is invited to witness.  This is a process which is not covered in OC5 
which needs to be addressed.  MK preferred that this was not built into the 
DNO’s Connection Agreement.  The DNO representatives thought it would be 
better in DOC5 but JN said it should not be because it is a CUSC 
requirement.  MK said it could be put in the Distribution Code.  In JN’s 
opinion, the DNO and NGC should say up front that they happy with the 
generator.  An action was placed on MK to tweek [sic] the detail of the drafting 
so that DP7 refers to the compliance report.  MK is also to add detail to the 
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DPC to require the submission of the statement of compliance with the Grid 
Code from the generator.   

Minutes of 7th Meeting held on 12 October 2004 at NGT House, Warwick 

3 PH thought that if NGC issues BOAs for directly connected sets then it 
would be reasonable to do the same for embedded generation but PH was 
not aware that NGC could BOA directly connected sets. 

JN advised that two types of testing are carried out ie commissioning tests 
and OC5 ongoing tests when there is a problem.  PH advised that normal 
tests carried out between a generator and manufacturer should be sufficient 
for Grid Code compliance.  If the generator was not Grid Code compliant then 
NGC and the generator would enter into discussions on remedies and 
hopefully would not need to do testing. 

Final Report for GCRP & DCRP July 2005 (P20) 

Option 2: Grid Code >DNO >Generator 

Grid Code places obligation on DNO to ensure that generator complies (either via D 

Code or DNO Connection Agreement) with certain Grid Code provisions. 

• Changes to D Code and Grid Code (D Code refers to Grid Code). 

• Avoids unnecessary reference to CUSC (although note possible need for 
NGC to indemnify DNO if de-energisation of a non-compliant generator is 
required). 

Issues 

• Technical requirements and obligations in Grid Code 

• DNO has requirement to comply with Grid Code in its licence 

• DNO could argue they should not accept new liabilities (due to costs / 
expertise?) 

• Could be in body of D Code or as separate Engineering Recommendation as 
annexe to D Code 

• Does not involve other Codes / Governance (e.g. CUSC) 

• NGC could remain responsible for ensuring compliance (DNO would need to 
facilitate – provide access for testing etc). 

• Remedy for breach? – D Code (or DNO Connection Agreement) would need 
to provide for the DNO to disconnect a generator breaching the relevant Grid 
Code provisions? (NGC would need to indemnify the DNO?) 

D/05 Consultation Paper 

Page 4 

DNO concern regarding lack of resources and expertise available to deal with 
compliance Process 
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NGC or its agent could do compliance testing; but would need a mechanism to allow 
this 

Page 5 

It was felt by the group that if the obligation sat in the D Code then it would 
suggest that the DNO would be responsible for testing, compliance. It was felt 
that this responsibility would be impracticable from both a technical and resource 
point of view for the DNO to discharge. 



 

 

 

 

Annex 5 - National Grid’s replies (Further Consultation) 

 

The following table provides a list of the replies that National Grid has made to the 
consultation responses to the initial Consultation, A/10.  The full replies can be 
found below. 
 

Reference Company 

A/10-FCRR-01 CE Electric 
A/10-FCRR-02 EDF Energy 
A/10-FCRR-03 E.ON 
A/10-FCRR-04 RE Power 
A/10-FCRR-05 RES 
A/10-FCRR-06 RWE 
A/10-FCRR-07 Scottish Power 
A/10-FCRR-08 SSE 
A/10-FCRR-09 UK Power Networks 
A/10-FCRR-10 Electricity North West 



 

 

 

 

Annex 6 – Final Legal Drafting 

 
 

The final proposed changes require amendment to the following Grid Code 
sections: 

 
i. Glossary and Definitions 
ii. Connections Code 
iii. Operating Code 
iv. Data Registration Code 
v. Planning Code (PC.A.2.5.5.7 & PC.A.5.4.2 only)  

 

The creation of a new Grid Code section is also required:  
 

i. Compliance Processes 
 




