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Any enquiries related to the text of this publication should be sent to Ofgem at:  

10 South Colonnade, Canary Wharf, London, E14 4PU. 

This publication is available at www.ofgem.gov.uk. Any enquiries regarding the use and 

re-use of this information resource should be sent to: psi@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk
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Executive Summary 
 

We1 are consulting on our minded-to decision to reject Connection and Use of System 

Code (CUSC)2 Modification Proposal CMP444: Introducing a cap and floor to wider 

generation TNUoS charges3 (‘the Proposal’).  The Proposal, which is comprised of an 

‘Original’ solution and seven alternative solutions proposed by the Workgroup, seeks to 

reduce investment uncertainty for generators and developers by applying upper and 

lower limits to the charges faced by generators through certain Transmission Network 

Use of System (TNUoS) tariffs.  

In September 2024 we indicated that we saw some merit in exploring whether, and the 

extent to which, the introduction of different cap and floor structures could mitigate 

some of the uncertainty arising from an unpredictable (over the longer-term) TNUoS 

charge. However, having considered stakeholder feedback, and after assessing the 

detailed proposals and the evidence presented to us by industry, we do not currently 

consider that either the Original solution or any of the alternative proposed solutions 

would better facilitate the achievement of the Applicable CUSC Charging Objectives4 

(hereafter “ACOs”) when compared to the existing provisions of the CUSC (the 

“baseline”). In particular, we consider the Proposal is negative in relation to the ACOs 

which concern cost-reflectivity, and efficiency in administration, and that it is no better 

than neutral in relation to any of the other ACOs. We are therefore minded-to reject 

CMP444. 

While we are currently minded not to approve the Proposal, we do recognise that 

unpredictability in network charging arrangements presents investment challenges. We 

will set out further thinking on enduring TNUoS reforms in an open letter that we plan to 

publish alongside the government’s decision on its Review of Electricity Market 

Arrangements (REMA). This will include our initial views on how longer term and more 

enduring changes to the TNUoS methodology could improve predictability while not 

unduly compromising locational signals, ultimately aiming to reduce system costs and 

consumer bills. 

 

1 References to the “Authority”, “Ofgem”, “we” and “our” are used interchangeably in this document. The 

Authority refers to GEMA, the Gas and Electricity Markets Authority. The Office of Gas and Electricity Markets 
(Ofgem) supports GEMA in its day-to-day work. This decision is made by or on behalf of GEMA. 
2 Unless otherwise stated, words which are capitalised carry the same definition as that provided in the CUSC 
3 CMP444: Introducing a cap and floor to wider generation TNUoS charges 
4 Applicable Charging Objectives are defined in paragraph 4 of SLC E2 of NESO’s Electricity System Operator 

Licence 

https://www.neso.energy/industry-information/codes/cusc/modifications/cmp444-introducing-cap-and-floor-wider-generation-tnuos-charges
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In our January 2025 open letter on prioritisation5, we detailed a number of modifications 

that run in parallel with CMP444. This included CMP432 on the onshore security 

locational factor6 which we agreed could proceed under an Urgent timeline. We are 

committed to progressing a decision on CMP432 as soon as possible. 

The closing date for responses to this consultation is 5pm on 11 August 2025. We 

particularly welcome responses from parties affected by these proposals, including 

TNUoS-liable generators, suppliers, consumer representatives, and the National Energy 

System Operator (NESO). We also welcome responses from other interested 

stakeholders and the public. Responses should be sent via email to 

tnuosreform@ofgem.gov.uk  

 

5 Open letter: Our approach to prioritisation of electricity transmission network charging modifications 
 

 

mailto:tnuosreform@ofgem.gov.uk
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications/open-letter-our-approach-prioritisation-electricity-transmission-network-charging-modifications
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1. Introduction  

 

Background 

1.1 Generators connected to the electricity transmission network, or those with a 

capacity of over 100MW connected to the distribution network, pay TNUoS 

charges. 

1.2 There are two sets of TNUoS charges paid by generators: ‘Wider’ charges, 

and ‘Local’ charges. Wider TNUoS charges reflect the relative long-run 

marginal costs or benefits conferred to the transmission system by a 

generator’s choice of location and relate to the Main Integrated Transmission 

System (“the MITS”), which constitutes the ‘meshed’ network shared by all 

electricity consumers and producers. Local TNUoS charges relate to any 

assets taking a generator from their locale to that meshed system: not all 

generators face Local charges.  

1.3 In September 2024 we published an Open Letter7 (hereafter, “the September 

Letter”), where we encouraged the NESO to develop a CUSC modification 

proposal to introduce a temporary cap and floor on some parts of the Wider 

TNUoS charges for generation. This was in response to growing uncertainty 

around long-term TNUoS charges, specifically concerns driven by NESO's 10-

year projections8 (published in 2023) showing a possible tripling of charges 

for generators in Northern Great Britain (GB).9  

1.4 These projections are currently the only official source of information 

available to the industry, and could materially affect generator investment 

decisions. We were cognisant of His Majesty's Government’s (HMG) Clean 

Power 203010 ambitions, but principally we were concerned that the 

significant degree of uncertainty around, and the wide range of, potential 

TNUoS charges projected to be applicable to generators might unnecessarily 

raise consumer costs, in particular within upcoming Contracts for Difference 

(“CfD”)11 auctions. 

 

7 Open Letter: Seeking industry action to develop a temporary intervention to protect the interests of 

consumers by reducing the uncertainty associated with projected future TNUoS charges 
8 NESO: TNUoS 10 Year Projection 2024-25 to 2033-24 Report v1.2 
9 The NESO 10-year projection showed an example tariff for an intermittent generator of £70/kW in Zone 1 

(North Scotland) in 2033 vs. £27/kW in 2025. 
10 Chris Stark to lead Mission Control to deliver clean power by 2030 - GOV.UK 
11 The Contracts for Difference (CfD) scheme is the government’s main mechanism for supporting low-carbon 

electricity generation 

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2024-09/Open_letter_TNUoS_intervention_vF_Publications.pdf
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2024-09/Open_letter_TNUoS_intervention_vF_Publications.pdf
https://www.neso.energy/document/288956/download
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/chris-stark-to-lead-mission-control-to-deliver-clean-power-by-2030
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1.5 Our September Letter indicated that in order for the Authority to be able to 

explore this policy option fully, the NESO should bring forward a CUSC 

Modification Proposal, with a potential cap and floor solution targeted on the 

locational components of Wider generator TNUoS. 

Scope of consultation 

1.6 This consultation relates to our minded-to decision to reject CUSC 

modification proposal CMP444 – introduction of a TNUoS cap and floor.  

1.7 The Final Modification Report (“FMR”) submitted to us for decision includes 

the ‘Original’ proposal and seven Workgroup Alternative CUSC Modification 

(“WACM”) proposals arising from the Workgroup’s discussions. This 

consultation focuses on an assessment of the CMP444 options against the 

ACOs, and seeks views as to the extent to which stakeholders agree with our 

assessment of the evidence currently before us.  

Section 5A of the Utilities Act 2000 

1.8 Our proposed decision is to reject CMP444. We do not consider that section 

5A of the Utilities Act 2000 (which imposes certain obligations in relation to 

impact assessments) would apply to our proposed decision, since it does not 

appear to us that the proposed decision would be “important” within the 

meaning of section 5A(2). In particular, we do not consider that 

implementation of our proposed decision to reject CMP444 would have a 

significant impact on persons engaged in the generation, transmission, 

distribution or supply of electricity, since such a decision would simply 

maintain the status quo (and industry participants could not have had any 

legitimate expectation that our consideration of CMP444 would result in 

approval of a change to the status quo). 

 

What are we consulting on 

 

1.9 We are consulting on our minded-to decision to reject CMP444. This 

consultation focuses on our assessment of the CMP444 options submitted to 

us for decision against the ACOs and seeks views as to the extent to which 

stakeholders agree with our assessment of the evidence currently before us. 

1.10 In order to more fully inform our assessment in advance of our final decision, 

we would welcome consultation responses which provide clear reasoning and 

evidence to support views as to the impacts which the proposals would have 

on the various ACOs.  
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1.11 Questions are presented throughout this document alongside the relevant 

sections and are also presented below: 

1. To what extent do you agree with our assessment of the impacts of 

CMP444 options on ACO (e)? Please provide your detailed rationale.    

2. Do you agree with our assessment of the impacts of CMP444 options 

against ACO (d)? Please provide your rationale. If you have data to 

support your assessment of the interactions between CMP444 options and 

competition in generation we would encourage you to share it with us 

alongside this consultation response, clearly marking any confidential 

data.    

3. To what extent do you agree with our views on the interactions between 

cost-reflectivity and competition? Please provide evidence (qualitative or 

quantitative) supporting your answer.   

4. To what extent do you agree with our assessment of CMP444 options 

against ACOs (f)? Please provide your detailed reasoning.   

5. To what extent do you agree with our assessment of CMP444 options 

against ACOs (g)? Please provide your detailed reasoning. 

6. To what extent do you agree with our assessment of CMP444 options 

against ACOs (h)? Please provide your detailed reasoning. 

7. To what extent do you agree with our assessment of CMP444 options 

against the ACOs, taken collectively? Please provide your detailed 

reasoning and any evidence in support.  

8. Do you consider that implementation of any of the proposals (if we 

assessed them to better facilitate achievement of the ACOs) would have 

particular impacts relevant to our principal objective and/or wider 

statutory duties? Please provide your detailed reasoning and any evidence 

in support. 

 

Next steps 

1.12 This consultation opens on 10 July 2025 and will close (deadline for 

responses) at 5pm on 11 August 2025. Following this consultation closing, we 

will review responses and publish a final decision on CMP444. We aim to take 

our final decision before 30 September 2025 however this is subject in part to 

the volume of and level of detail contained in consultation responses: we will 



Consultation - Consultation on our minded-to decision in respect of CMP444 

7 

provide a further update to industry on timing once we have assessed 

responses. 

 

2. TNUoS charges paid by generators 

 

Charges as investment signals 

2.1 TNUoS charges recover the cost of providing, maintaining, and expanding the 

electricity transmission network. These costs are incurred by Transmission 

Owners (“TOs”), the companies that own and are responsible for managing 

the transmission network in England, Wales, Scotland and offshore. TNUoS 

charges are levied by NESO, calculated on an annual basis and are applicable 

to transmission connected generators, distribution connected generation 

larger than 100 MW and demand.  

2.2 CMP444 solely concerns generator TNUoS charges, and so this consultation 

describes the charges faced by TNUoS liable generators only.  

2.3 Charges are intended to support the efficient use and design of the electricity 

network by minimising the amount of network investment required to 

facilitate new generation and demand connections. This is achieved through 

charges which aim to send locational investment and siting ‘signals’ to users 

that reflect the incremental costs and impact that their choice of location will 

likely confer on the transmission network.  

2.4 The actual charges paid by individual generators will depend on their specific 

location and their technology type.  

2.5 For charging purposes, three different classifications of generator exist: 

Intermittent (e.g. Wind, Tidal, Solar), Conventional Low Carbon (e.g. 

Nuclear, Hydro) and Conventional Carbon (e.g. Coal, Combined Cycle Gas 

Turbine, Biomass, Pumped Storage, Batteries). Wider charges are comprised 

of up to four individual component tariffs: 

• Peak tariffs relate to the long-run transmission costs driven by conventional 

generation in a scenario where they are the only generators meeting peak 

demand; 

• There are two tariffs falling under the description of Year-Round (herein, 

“collective Year-Round tariffs”): these tariffs relate to the costs driven by a 

mix of conventional and intermittent generation meeting peak demand: 
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○ Year-Round Not Shared, a tariff reflecting that intermittent 

generation (such as wind) is likely less able to share transmission 

assets, and applies in zones where more than 50% of total generation is 

intermittent; and  

○ Year-Round Shared, which applies in zones where 50% or less of total 

generation is intermittent, and reflects that diverse generation 

technologies are more likely to be able to share transmission assets; 

and 

• Adjustment Tariff, which is a flat-rate, £/kW tariff applied to the total of 

Peak and Year-Round tariffs (irrespective of the generator’s technology type 

and location) to ensure compliance with the Limiting Regulation as 

described below. At present the Adjustment Tariff is negative, i.e. it is a 

credit payable to generators. 

   

2.6 The Peak and collective Year-Round tariffs reflect that different types of 

generators impose different costs on the network. This means that only 

conventional generators are charged the Peak tariff, because they are the 

only generators modelled to be utilising the system in the relevant scenario, 

but all generators are subject to Year-Round tariffs. Further information can 

be found in CUSC Section 14.  

2.7 Tariffs change annually, and are calculated by NESO. Tariffs are published on 

31 January each year and apply from the following 1 April until 31 March.  

 

The Limiting Regulation 

2.8 Part B of the Annex to European Commission Regulation 838/2010 as 

assimilated (“the Limiting Regulation”) sets out a requirement for the annual 

average transmission charges paid by generators in GB to fall within the 

range of €0-2.50/MWh (the “Permitted Range”). 

2.9 Section 14 of the CUSC contains the methodology by which TNUoS Charges 

are calculated, including provisions relating to the implementation of the 

Limiting Regulation. The NESO sets annual TNUoS tariffs on an ex-ante basis 

and does so in a manner intended to ensure compliance with the Limiting 

Regulation. If the anticipated revenues from the relevant charges would 

exceed the upper value of the range (in aggregate terms), a non-locational 

flat-rate negative generation Adjustment tariff is applied to all Wider charges 

to bring charges back within the Permitted Range.  
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2.10 In the event that anticipated revenues fall below the lower range, a positive 

flat-rate Adjustment tariff would then be applied instead to bring charges up 

to the bottom of the Permitted Range. The CUSC at paragraph 14.17.36 sets 

out that each year NESO shall perform an ex post review of whether relevant 

charges in the preceding charging year have fallen within the Permitted 

Range and shall reconcile them where they have not.  

2.11 In practice, since 2017, the NESO has each year applied a negative 

adjustment i.e. a credit, payable to all TNUoS-liable generators, reflecting 

that average relevant transmission charges would otherwise be likely to 

exceed the upper bounds of the Permitted Range. As the total values to be 

recovered through TNUoS are set per the Price Control process, sums paid to 

one set of network users are necessarily charged to others to ensure that 

Transmission Owner revenues are recovered. This means that, in practice, 

the credits paid to generators via the Adjustment tariff, to bring charges 

within the Permitted Range, are paid for by an equal and opposite charge to 

consumers. 

2.12 CMP444 proposes to place upper and lower limits on the absolute £/kW Peak; 

Year-Round Shared and Year-Round Not Shared tariffs. The Adjustment tariff 

would, for the purposes of supporting ex ante compliance with the Limiting 

Regulation, continue to vary each year as necessary after the application of 

any cap and floor to the other elements of TNUoS charges.  
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3. The CUSC Modification Procedure, and CMP444 
 

 
The CUSC Modification Procedure 

3.1 In accordance with the transmission licence, Section 8 of the CUSC provides a 

mechanism for parties to propose changes to better facilitate the 

achievement of the ACOs. 

3.2 The proposals and any alternatives are reviewed by industry participants 

through a consultation process, including workgroups, and the process is 

overseen by the CUSC Modification Panel (the “CUSC Panel”). CUSC 

modification proposals, other than modifications following the self-governance 

or fast track processes, can only be implemented upon approval by the 

Authority. 

3.3 In accordance with paragraph 7(a) of condition E2.23 of NESO’s licence, the 

Authority may approve a CUSC Modification Proposal contained in an FMR, if 

the Authority is of the opinion that the proposal would, as compared with the 

then existing provisions of the CUSC and any alternative modifications set out 

in such report, better facilitate achieving the ACOs. If the Authority believes 

that neither the CUSC Modification Proposal nor any WACMs would better 

facilitate achievement of the ACOs, then neither the proposal nor any of the 

WACMs will be approved. See paragraph 8.23.7 of the CUSC.  

  

The modification proposal 

3.4 On 21 October 2024, NESO raised CMP444: Introducing a cap and floor to 

wider generation TNUoS charges.  

3.5 Initially, CMP444 resulted in 15 different solutions that were proposed and 

discussed by industry as Alternative Requests. Following the open governance 

process via a Workgroup Vote, seven of these 15 became WACMs, which are 

formal proposals, which alongside the NESO’s initial proposal (“the Original”), 

require to be assessed. The other eight options discussed in the Workgroup 

but not brought forward as WACMs are not relevant to this assessment.  

3.6 Each of the proposals before us would place upper and lower limits on the 

absolute levels of the tariffs comprising Wider charges. However, the Original 

and each WACM differ in the way they derive the absolute levels of the cap 

and floor:  
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- Geographic application: Some options would result in a single, GB-wide cap 

and a single GB-wide floor for each individual tariff, whereas others would 

create semi-locational upper and lower limits;  

- Data used: The specific NESO tariff publications proposed to be utilised differ 

between the options. The different options would rely on one or more of: the 

NESO forecast of tariffs from 2025/26 – 2029/30 published in April 2024; a 

mixture of final tariff data between 2023/24 - 2024/25 and forecast tariffs for 

2025/26 – 2028/29; and the actual tariffs charged during the 2025/26 year;  

- Methodology to derive the cap/floor: Taking the data from the relevant tariff 

publications, the proposed methodologies applied to the refinement or 

averaging of the data include the use of percentiles; use of different statistical 

approaches (for example, standard deviation); and the selection of a single 

charging year’s data to be used to set the limits; and  

- Indexation: Some options would adjust the upper and lower limits for 

inflation, while others would not.  

Table 1 below sets out the different approaches proposed.  

 

Table 1: Overview of the differences between each Proposal 

 

12 Transmission Owner Price Index (TOPI), the price index adjustment method as described in Part F of Special 
Condition 2.1 of the Relevant Transmission Licensee’s Transmission License. 

Proposal  Geographic 

Application  

Data used to 

derive Cap 

and Floor  

Methodology to derive the 

Cap and Floor values  

Indexation 

Original   Single GB 

wide  

5-year NESO 

forecast 

(published 

April 2024)  

97.5th and 2.5th percentiles  TOPI12 

WACM1   Single GB 

wide  

Same as 

original  

90th and 10th percentiles  TOPI 

WACM2   Single GB 

wide  

4-year NESO 

forecast 

(2024/25 

2028/29) 

(published 

April 2024)  

Same as original  TOPI 

WACM3  Single GB 

wide  

2025/26 final 

tariff  

Cap and floor set at 

maximum/minimum value of 

all years and zones from 

2025/26 final tariff. 

No 

indexation 
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Workgroup and Code Administrator Consultations 

Workgroup Consultation 

3.7 The Workgroup Consultation was held between 23 January 2025 and 29 

January 2025 and received 25 non-confidential responses and 5 confidential 

responses.  

3.8 Eighteen of the non-confidential responses were supportive of a cap and floor 

as an interim measure, provided the cap was set at a level that supported 

investment certainty, and a floor did not limit investment incentives in the 

south of GB. Six respondents did not support a cap and floor, with some 

citing lack of information at point of consultation, and one respondent 

provided no view. 

Code Administrator Consultation (“CAC”) 

3.9 The CAC was held between 24 March 2025 and 28 March 2025 and received 

27 non-confidential responses and 2 confidential responses.  

3.10 Table 2 below sets out the ACOs against which stakeholders assessed the 

proposals, and Table 3 indicates the number of respondents who believed 

each of the proposed solutions better facilitated the ACOs: 

 

Proposal  Geographic 

Application  

Data used to 

derive Cap 

and Floor  

Methodology to derive the 

Cap and Floor values  

Indexation 

WACM4 Two-step Same as 

original 

1 standard deviation  No 

indexation 

WACM5 Single GB 

wide 

Same as 

WACM2 

Sets a maximum range 

between highest and lowest 

zonal tariffs and explicit 

maximum cap for each of the 

tariff components.  

TOPI 

WACM6 Single GB 

wide 

NESO 

charging years 

2023/24 – 

2027/28 

Applies same methodology as 

Original proposal, but uses 

two years of final tariffs from 

2023/24 to 2024/25, 

combined with 3 years of 

NESO forecast 2025/26 to 

2027/28  

TOPI 

WACM7 Single GB 

wide 

Same as 

original 

Sets the cap and floor using 

the highest and lowest value 

from the 2029/30 charging 

year for each tariff 

component  

No 

indexation 
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Table 2: Applicable CUSC Objectives13: 

ACO Stated objective 

(d) That compliance with the use of system charging methodology facilitates 

effective competition in the generation and supply of electricity and (so far as 

is consistent therewith) facilitates competition in the sale, distribution and  

purchase of electricity; 

(e) That compliance with the use of system charging methodology results in 

charges which reflect, as far as is reasonably practicable, the costs (excluding 

any payments between transmission licensees which are made under and in 

accordance with the STC) incurred by transmission licensees in their 

transmission businesses and which are compatible with standard licence 

condition C11 requirements of a connect and manage connection); 

(f) That, so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), the use of 

system charging methodology, as far as is reasonably practicable, properly 

takes account of the developments in transmission licensees’ transmission 

businesses and the ISOP business;14 

(g) Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding 

decision of the European Commission and/or the Agency;15 and 

(h) Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the system 

charging methodology. 

Table 3: Non-confidential CAC respondent votes on which solutions better facilitate the 

ACOs. 

 

 

 

 

 

3.11 Table 3 sets out how many CAC respondents (out of the 27 non-confidential 

responses) believed that each ACO was better facilitated by each solution. 

 

13 The ACOs against which the Original Proposal and the WACMs are to be assessed are set  

out in paragraph 4 of Standard Licence Condition (‘SLC’) E2 of NESO’s licence 
14 Electricity System Operator Licence 
15 The Electricity Regulation referred to in objective (g) is Regulation (EU) 2019/943 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 5 June 2019 on the internal market for electricity (recast) as it has effect 
immediately before IP completion day as read with the modifications set out in the SI 2020/1006 

Proposed Solution ACO 

(d) 

ACO 

(e) 

ACO 

(f) 

ACO 

(g) 

ACO 

(h) 

Original 15 5 2 1 5 

WACM1 18 7 5 1 8 

WACM2 18 7 3 1 6 

WACM3 18 7 2 1 6 

WACM4 12 4 2 1 2 

WACM5 5 3 2 1 1 

WACM6 17 7 3 2 6 

WACM7 9 3 2 1 3 

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2024-09/Complete_ESO_Licensing_Direction_and_Licence_Terms_and_Conditions_decision_e-signed_and_dated_FINAL.pdf
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When respondents were asked for their preferred solution, 15 of the 

respondents stated that WACM1 was their preferred solution, four 

respondents chose WACM7 and the baseline was preferred by two 

respondents. WACM3, WACM4 and WACM5 were each the preferred options 

respectively of 3 respondents. 

3.12 The Original Proposal, WACM2 and WACM6 received no support as preferred 

options. Two respondents had no preference, and one respondent did not 

indicate a preference. 

3.13 A majority of the 27 non-confidential respondents to the CAC were generally 

supportive of the proposals. There were 3 respondents not in favour, and 1 

respondent who provided no view. 

3.14 We have considered the CAC responses, Workgroup consultation responses, 

and additional evidence in further detail in Section 4 below. 

 

 

CUSC Panel recommendation 

3.15 At the CUSC Panel meeting on the 28 March 2025, a majority of the CUSC 

Panel voted that WACM1 and WACM2 better facilitated the ACOs than the 

baseline (i.e. the existing provisions in the CUSC). However, the Panel did not 

reach an overall majority view as to the ‘best’ single option.  

3.16 Out of 9 votes, 4 voted for the baseline, 2 voted for WACM2 and 1 voted for 

each of WACM1, WACM5 and WACM7. Further details on the views of the 

Panel members are set out in the FMR, and Table 4 below sets out Panel’s 

assessment against the ACOs.  
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Table 4: CUSC Panel assessment against the ACOs. CUSC Panel were asked “Which 

objectives does this option better facilitate?” (If baseline, N/A) 

Option Best Option? (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) Overall 

Baseline 4 votes N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Original 0 votes 4 0 0 0 1 4 

WACM1 1 vote 5 1 0 0 1 5 

WACM2 2 votes 5 1 0 0 1 5 

WACM3 0 votes 5 0 0 0 1 4 

WACM4 0 votes 5 2 0 0 1 3 

WACM5 1 vote 3 1 0 0 0 3 

WACM6 0 votes 4 0 0 0 1 4 

WACM7 1 vote 3 0 0 0 1 4 
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4. Our minded-to decision 

Summary 

4.1 We have considered the issues raised by the modification proposals and the 

FMR dated 28 March 2025, taking into account the responses to the 

Workgroup Consultation and Code Administrator Consultation. We have also 

taken into account the votes of the Workgroup and CUSC Panel on CMP444.  

4.2 We are minded to conclude that none of the modification proposals would 

better facilitate the achievement of the ACOs, and that all of the proposals 

should therefore be rejected. The reasons for that minded-to decision are set 

out below. 

Our assessment against the Applicable Code Objectives 

4.3 We consider all modification proposals presented to us to be negative against 

ACO (e); slightly negative against ACO (h); and to have a neutral impact on 

the other ACOs. We therefore consider each of the modification proposals to 

be negative against the ACOs as a whole.  

4.4 We set out our assessment against each of the individual ACOs below. 

However, given our assessment of cost reflectivity under ACO (e) has 

interactions with elements of competition under ACO (d), we set out our 

assessment of ACO (e) first.  

4.5 In order to more fully inform our assessment in advance of our final decision, 

we would welcome consultation responses which provide clear reasoning and 

evidence to support views as to the impacts which the proposals would have 

on the various ACOs.  

 

Assessment of ACO (e) 

‘That compliance with the use of system charging methodology results in charges which 

reflect, as far as is reasonably practicable, the costs (excluding any payments between 

transmission licensees which are made under and in accordance with the STC) incurred 

by transmission licensees in their transmission businesses and which are compatible with 

standard licence condition C11 requirements of a connect and manage connection).’  

 

Summary of consultation responses 

4.6 Some respondents expressed the view that the proposals are neutral with 

regards to cost reflectivity, but a large proportion of these provided no 
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explanation as to why. Some suggested that a loss of cost reflectivity (i.e. 

‘blunting’ of locational signals) would be acceptable in the context of 

improved certainty of TNUoS charges, but that is not a reason for concluding 

that the proposals are neutral with regard to cost reflectivity.  

4.7 Where respondents gave a reason for believing the proposals would improve 

cost reflectivity, it was generally on the basis that they considered that the 

credits currently received by a proportion of southern generators are not cost 

reflective, and that the proposals would reduce such credits.  

4.8 Other respondents considered that applying limits to TNUoS tariffs may 

reduce the effectiveness of cost reflective locational signals which are used to 

inform investment decisions, and that this would lead to inefficient siting of 

generation and sub-optimal network development and an increase to 

consumer bills. It was also said that all solutions dilute cost reflective signals 

as they offer discounts to, and transfer of costs from, generators in capped 

zones, leading to a significant and unanticipated cost (i.e. a reduction in 

credits) on existing generators in other zones. 

4.9 Some respondents also stated that by definition a cap and floor would be 

inconsistent with a cost-reflective methodology.  

Summary of Panel views 

4.10 Some Panel members expressed the view that all solutions compromise on 

cost reflectivity to an unnecessary degree, drawing attention to the NESO 

tariff impact modelling which showed most solutions completely erode 

locational signals and cost reflectivity, particularly for projects in the north. It 

was also said that setting the tariffs at or below those forecast for 2029/30 

would be too low to be reflective of anticipated future network investment 

and charges post this period.  

4.11 One Panel member considered some of the proposals to be better against 

ACO (e), although no explanation was provided.  

 
Our minded-to decision 

4.12 A core principle of the methodology underpinning TNUoS charges is cost-

reflectivity. The charging methodology aims to achieve cost reflectivity via 

the use of relative locational TNUoS charges. Wider charges are intended to 

reflect the incremental costs that a particular type of generator in a particular 

part of the country would likely confer to the system as compared to a 
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generator connecting in a part of the country where the TO would incur no 

additional cost.  

4.13 Wider charges are therefore cost-reflective in a relative but not absolute 

sense (i.e., a charge of £20/kW levied on a generator does not mean that 

that generator confers exactly £20/kW of cost to the transmission system). 

We consider that long-run investment signals should support the efficient 

siting of generation, as well as use and design of the electricity network, and 

that users today face charges which are broadly representative of the costs 

they likely confer to the TOs.  

4.14 Ultimately, when well designed, cost reflective charges, combined with other 

market signals, should lead to efficient siting of assets, and reduce system 

cost and network reinforcement by doing so. This should ultimately lead to 

lower bills for consumers than would have otherwise been the case.   

4.15 The analysis provided by the NESO16 showed that the tariffs currently 

forecast to be paid by generators would breach either the cap or floor or both 

under each option. The likely effect of all of the proposals would therefore be 

to prevent the charging of the tariffs which would apply under the status quo, 

which is intended to be cost-reflective. We are therefore minded to conclude 

that all options would reduce cost-reflectivity, and therefore be negative in 

respect of ACO (e). 

4.16 Notwithstanding that overall conclusion, we explore the differences between 

the characteristics of each option below. As set out in Section 3.6 above, the 

options differ by using different sets of tariffs as the basis of the cap and 

floor, and by then using different methodologies to derive the specific cap and 

floor values from those sets of tariffs, and different approaches to indexation. 

The tariff data on which the caps and floors are based on: 

4.17 To create the cap and floor values, each option starts with a set of pre-

published tariffs. These tariffs range, depending on the option, from the 

actual tariffs charged to generators in previous charging years, through to the 

tariffs forecast by NESO to be payable in future.  

4.18 The choice of data is important in establishing the cap and floor values, and 

in particular in considering the effects of the CMP444 options on cost-

reflectivity.  

 

16 The FMR (Annex 6) assessed this using both the 5-year forecast period 2025/26 to 2029/30 as well as the 

period 2030/31 to 2033/34 within the 10-year projection. 



Consultation - Consultation on our minded-to decision in respect of CMP444 

19 

4.19 The published April 2024 Five-Year Forecast (“the Five-Year Forecast”) is 

created with a robust set of assumptions and a transparent methodology 

based on the latest best view available to the NESO of anticipated network 

investments and generation and demand profiles. Other sources of 

information about future tariffs, such as the ’10-year projection’ referenced in 

Annex 6 to the FMR, are not necessarily created to the same standard and 

are therefore likely less reliable as indicators of charges that might apply.  

4.20 We therefore consider that a cap and floor that doesn't utilise the full set of 

the Five-Year forecast data i.e. that is not forward looking and does not 

reflect the expected evolution of charges over time is less cost-reflective than 

those options that do.  

4.21 In particular: 

o WACMs 2 and 5 exclude the tariff values forecast for 2029/30 from the 

derivation of the cap and floor values; and  

o WACM 6 excludes years from 2028/29 and uses some historical data 

from 2023/24. 

4.22 Whilst we acknowledge the rationale for these exclusions as set out in the 

FMR and Annexes, we think that in particular in relation to later years, 

excluding certain tariffs from consideration would hamper cost-reflectivity to 

a greater extent than is necessary to facilitate a cap and floor. Equally, 

relying on historical charges from 2023/24 cannot be reflective of future 

costs, given that those charges related to the transmission network and 

generation/demand profiles as they were in that particular year.     

4.23 WACM 7 likely retains some cost-reflective charging of generation by setting 

a cap and floor at the levels predicted to be payable by generators in future. 

However, should delivery of the transmission assets underpinning those 

charges either be expedited or delayed, it is likely that there will be a similar 

divergence between the cap and floor and the charges paid by generators as 

is seen in other options. We consider therefore that WACM7 could (at least in 

this respect) be less bad for cost-reflectivity than WACMs 2, 5 and 6 but that 

it is still less cost-reflective than the baseline.   

The methodology used to derive the cap and floor values: 

4.24 Each option, having selected its set of tariffs, then applies different 

methodologies to the averaging or refinement of those tariffs to create a cap 

and floor.  
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4.25 The Original Proposal applies a broad range of percentiles to the data such 

that almost all of the tariffs from the Five-Year Forecast are included in the 

derived cap and floor values, barring only the very highest positive and very 

lowest negative tariffs.  

4.26 WACMs 1, 2 and 6 apply percentiles to the data but do so in a way that 

excludes from consideration more tariffs than the Original Proposal, i.e., it is 

not just the upper and lower extremes that are excluded. In practice this 

means that the range of charges that go into the calculation of the cap and 

floor is much smaller, and therefore the ability to send locationally-specific 

cost-reflective signals is more limited.  

4.27 We consider that options which exclude more data from consideration are (at 

least in that respect) likely less cost-reflective than options which are more 

inclusive.  

Indexation:  

4.28 Wider TNUoS charges are based on the annuitized costs of the assets 

deployed on the transmission system. That means that they are index-linked, 

per the Price Control settlements of each Transmission Owner. Some of the 

options under CMP444 would create caps and floors that are also index-

linked, but others would not.  

4.29 Those options that set a cap and floor value but are not index-linked lead to 

static limits on charges. This applies to WACMs 3, 4 and 7. Our current view 

is that these options are worse for cost reflectivity than other options (at 

least in respect of their approach to inflation). Any option which would not 

result in an index-linked cap or floor would seem to create a greater 

disconnect between the costs incurred by the TO (whose costs are subject to 

inflation), the baseline cost-reflective tariffs and the charges paid by Users. 

Geographical application (locational granularity) 

4.30 Whilst in Table 1 we have listed this as the first ‘characteristic’ of each option, 

in practice, the other matters listed above would come before the degree of 

geographical differentiation in the process of setting the cap and floor values.  

4.31 Some options apply a single cap value across all zones, while other options 

create different caps and floors for different regions. This is by design. Some 

options, however, result in the same charge being paid by generators in 

different zones because in practice the cap or floor has been set at such a 

level under those options that the cost-reflective tariff exceeds the cap or 
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floor value. The more zones that face a single Wider charge, the less cost-

reflective that charge is likely to be.  

4.32 WACM4 attempts to ensure that locational variations are retained to an 

extent via the use of a separate (2-step) cap approach applied to zones 1-7 

and 8-27 respectively. WACM5 adopts a scaling approach (by reference to the 

absolute difference in charges as between zones), aiming to maintain 

locational differentials across all zones. However, in doing so, it compromises 

the sharpness of signal between all regional zones.  

4.33 In later years, all options except WACMs 4 and 5 would result in an erosion of 

locational signals via Wider charges, as generators in various locations would 

face the same £/kW tariffs. We consider therefore that to the extent that 

WACM4 and WACM5 attempt to retain locational differentiation, these two 

options are likely less bad for cost-reflectivity than options which do not. 

 

ACO (e) Conclusion  

4.34 Overall, we consider that all options are likely negative against ACO (e) as 

they would all constrain otherwise cost-reflective Wider tariffs.  

 

Question: 

1. To what extent do you agree with our assessment of the impacts of CMP444 

options on cost reflectivity? Please provide your detailed rationale and any 

supporting evidence.   

 

Assessment of ACO (d)  

‘That compliance with the use of system charging methodology facilitates effective 

competition in the generation and supply of electricity and (so far as is consistent 

therewith) facilitates competition in the sale, distribution and purchase of electricity.’  

 

Summary of consultation responses 

4.35 Where respondents expressed the view that any of the solutions better 

facilitate ACO (d) than the baseline, it was generally on the basis that 

decreasing projected TNUoS charges would help reduce uncertainty and 

volatility for projects (particularly those in northern generation zones). It was 

said that this would allow such projects to proceed at competitive cost on 

both a merchant and CfD supported basis, thereby enhancing competition.  
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4.36 Those respondents that expressed the view that solutions were negative 

against ACO (d) were mainly concerned that the proposals applied a discount 

(in some regions) to the NESO 2029/30 forecast tariffs, thereby distorting 

siting signals and harming effective competition. Some considered the 

proposals to be discriminatory, favouring Scottish generators while increasing 

costs for others which would effectively risk distorting competition, and lead 

to higher CfD bids and increased CM prices, ultimately harming consumers. 

Summary of Panel Views 

4.37 Some Panel members expressed the view that the projected level of charges 

in northern GB from the NESO 10-year projection risks harming competition if 

not addressed and that the solutions were favourable against ACO (d) as they 

would provide greater certainty on the level of wider TNUoS incurred by 

users. It was said that this would result in a lower cost of capital allowing 

developers to provide lower bids into CfD auctions, thus increasing 

competition in the supply of electricity due to greater deployment of 

renewables. 

4.38 Where Panel members expressed the view that the solutions were negative in 

regard to ACO (d), it was generally on that basis that setting a cap at a level 

lower, and a floor at a level higher, than the expected out-turn of credibly 

forecasted generation tariffs ran the risk that the proposals could be 

discriminatory and would therefore not better facilitate competition. 

 
Our minded-to decision 

4.39 We are minded to conclude that the impact of the proposals on ACO (d) is 

neutral. We see both positive and negative impacts on competition and 

consider that overall these are likely to balance each other out.  

4.40 In principle, narrowing the range of potential outturn Wider charges could 

help reduce the level of uncertainty in the market (specifically as regards 

future levels of TNUoS charges), supporting competition by either or both: i) 

removing or reducing a perceived barrier to entry, to the extent that new 

entrants are discouraged from investing in GB owing to the perceived 

unpredictability of TNUoS; and ii) improving the level of information available 

to market participants, reducing the need to compete on the ability to predict 

charges that are perceived as unpredictable.  

4.41 However, arguments that suggest that competition could be undermined by 

CMP444 include: i) unanticipated losses or gains by parties whose charges 
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would differ substantially from predicted levels (unlevelling the playing field 

by benefiting some projects, and being of detriment to others, but not based 

on the relative merits of those projects); and ii) a reduction in cost reflectivity 

may distort the outcomes of competitive auctions. 

4.42 The following assessment examines the extent to which the options before us 

can be said to be better than the baseline in the facilitation of competition, 

considering both potential positive and negative impacts, and differentiating 

between sites that are pre- and post- a Final Investment Decision (“FID”). 

 

Potential positive impacts 

4.43 Where a generator has not yet made a FID in respect of a particular project, 

they would, on approval of CMP444, need to factor into that FID a revised 

cost estimate for some years’ worth of TNUoS. We anticipate that for some 

plant the revision could alter the viability of the project or its prospects of 

successfully competing, and for others it might erode or add to otherwise 

comfortable margins.  

4.44 We assume that, all other things being equal, improving the certainty around 

the levels of Wider charges that might apply could reduce costs of capital 

(and/or risk premia where sites are bidding into auctions). In general, and as 

set out above, we consider that reducing the potential range of charges could 

enable parties to compete on matters other than their ability to predict 

charges that are very hard to predict, and that that would likely be better for 

competition than baseline arrangements.  

4.45 However, whilst there would be some increase in certainty about the level of 

charges under any of the CMP444 options, we anticipate that such an 

increase in certainty would be modest, in view of the expectation we set out 

in our September letter that any solution would be temporary (for example, 

depending on the pace of implementing REMA reform). We also note the 

feedback that linking the expiry of the cap and floor proposal, were it 

implemented, to the implementation date of REMA, which is as yet unknown, 

would not support greater certainty in predicting Wider charges as it is 

unclear for how long any solution might be in place.  

4.46 For sites currently in the pre-FID stage, we doubt that there would be 

significant reductions in costs of capital or risk premia owing to the 

uncertainty as to how long any cap and floor arrangements would endure, 

however we invite evidence on this point. We consider that, while there could 
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be some potential positive impact to competition between sites yet to take 

FID stemming from an increase in certainty, such positive impact may well be 

relatively marginal. 

4.47 Whilst we have heard in general terms from stakeholders that high TNUoS 

charges may prevent parties from connecting, we have received no specific 

evidence that changes to the absolute level of current Wider charges would 

alter the degree of liquidity, or limit the number of participants in the market. 

On that basis, it is not clear to us that cost-reflective Wider charges are a 

barrier to entry, and we note that there is currently a large pipeline of 

proposed connections in areas where Wider charges are projected to be high. 

It therefore appears that many generators still see a route to market in such 

areas. This reinforces our provisional conclusion that any positive impact that 

CMP444 would have on competition may well be relatively marginal. 

Potential negative impacts 

4.48 We expect that the effects of CMP444 on post-FID sites would depend on 

location (i.e., whether a generator is in receipt of TNUoS credits or faces 

positive charges) and the accuracy or otherwise of generators’ predictions of 

future charges at the time they made their FID (i.e., whether a generator 

predicted that southern credits and northern positive charges would be at the 

levels currently forecast). The latter point is likely to be affected by how long 

ago a generator made its FID. 

4.49 In the event of a disparity between the TNUoS charges a generator predicted 

at the point of FID and the charges predicted to be levied based on current 

forecasts, the implementation of CMP444 options could give rise to 

unanticipated gains or losses. In general terms, unforeseen losses or gains 

are, in our view, likely distortive to competition to the extent that they may 

create market instability or unduly advantage some market participants over 

others.  

4.50 Unanticipated losses could hasten a closure decision in respect of a live plant, 

or may lead to power stations in construction not being seen through to 

commissioning. This would seem to be distortive to competition to the extent 

that those power stations were otherwise viable: these decisions would be 

being taken not because the plants were themselves necessarily poor 

investments but because of external factors. We also recognise that 

investors’ assessment of the risk of investing in GB might increase if tariff 
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structures were altered in a manner which was perceived to be unexpected, 

and that this could lead to higher financing costs for future projects.  

The interaction between cost reflectivity and competition 

4.51 Several generators stated in response to consultations that because CMP444 

would reduce charges in northern regions of GB the proposals would be 

beneficial to competition. We do not agree with this assessment. Exogenously 

reducing the absolute level of Wider charges does not necessarily improve 

competition in the market, and we do not consider that regional differences in 

cost-reflective Wider charges are in and of themselves distortive to 

competition.  

4.52 We are of the view that cost-reflectivity is an important aspect of the current 

methodology, and that it can support competition by facilitating a level 

playing field where parties face charges that reflect the outcomes of their 

commercial decisions to site in one location over another. This enables 

generators to compete with one another on the basis of decisions about 

whether or not to locate in a place that is economically efficient. 

4.53 Since the CMP444 options would in our view be worse for cost-reflectivity 

than the baseline (as explained above in the context of ACO (e)), they could 

tend to undermine effective competition. However, we recognise that there 

are many factors influencing competition in the different markets for 

electricity and system services, and have set out previously (when we 

launched our TNUoS Task Force) that there is a trade-off to be made between 

improving cost-reflectivity and improving the stability of the charge, with the 

appropriateness of the trade-off being dependent on the circumstances.  

4.54 We invite views from respondents on the interactions between cost-

reflectivity and competition, in particular on the extent to which - in the 

context of CMP444 options – temporary increases or reductions in cost-

reflectivity would affect competition. If and insofar as respondents assert that 

their FIDs were (or were not) taken on the assumption that charges/credits 

would (or would not) be at particular levels over the course of a power 

station’s operating life, we request that they provide us with 

contemporaneous documentary evidence to that effect. 

Potential impacts on auctions 

4.55 Some post-FID sites may choose to participate in upcoming Capacity Market 

(“CM”) auctions. At present the vast majority of the awarded CM contracts 

have been to sites in southern regions (with negative TNUoS) – increasing 
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the likelihood of those sites setting the CM clearing price and affecting 

auction outcomes. We currently believe that the reduction in generator 

credits stemming from any approval of CMP444 could lead to distortions in 

the outcomes of CM auctions. In principle, a reduction in Wider credits to 

southern generators could be similar in effect to an increase in positive 

charges, (i.e., an increase in costs), and we recognise that there is a risk that 

that could bring forward the retirement dates of certain assets, removing 

them from the CM auction. Further, as different technologies competing in 

the CM auctions face different sets of TNUoS charges (demand sites are only 

charged demand TNUoS, not Wider tariffs), the implementation of CMP444 

options could affect the relative competitive positions of sites participating in 

upcoming auctions.  

4.56 We recognise that reduced positive TNUoS charges might reduce clearing 

prices in upcoming CfD auctions, and that reduced negative charges might 

reduce inframarginal rents owing to the pay-as-cleared nature of the CfD. 

However, we do not consider that, in and of themselves, reductions in 

clearing prices and/or inframarginal rents are beneficial to competition, or 

indicative of effective competition. Reductions in clearing prices and/or 

inframarginal rents could be a result of good competition in the market (for 

instance where those reductions stem from an increase in liquidity), but they 

could also be a result of the introduction of distorting factors.  

ACO (d) Conclusion 

4.57 For the reasons above, we consider that the proposals in CMP444 would, if 

implemented, be likely to have both positive and negative implications for 

competition. In the round, and taking into account both positive and negative 

factors, we are minded to conclude that the impacts on ACO (d) would be 

neutral.  

 

Questions: 

2. Do you agree with our assessment of the impacts of CMP444 options on 

competition between generators? Please provide your rationale and any 

supporting evidence. If you have contemporaneous documents and/or data 

to support your assessment of the interactions between CMP444 options 

and competition in generation we would encourage you to share it with us 

alongside this consultation response, clearly marking any confidential data.  

3. To what extent do you agree with our views on the interactions between 

cost-reflectivity and competition? Please provide evidence (qualitative or 
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quantitative) supporting your answer.  

 

 

Assessment against ACO (f) 

‘That, so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), the use of system 

charging methodology, as far as is reasonably practicable, properly takes account of the 

developments in transmission licensees’ transmission businesses and the ISOP business’ 

 

Summary of consultation responses  

4.58 A majority of respondents did not comment on the impacts of the proposals 

on this objective. Those respondents who did comment, a majority 

considered the impact to be neutral, but did not provide a rationale. One 

respondent voted WACM1 and WACM2 to better facilitate the objective, and 

stated it would lead to more cost reflective and fairer recovery of costs for 

connection of assets to the transmission system. Another respondent stated 

that whilst some solutions are neutral, others such as WACM2, WACM3 and 

WACM6 failed to facilitate the objective as they do not account for 

transmission business developments and investments necessitated by 

increasing generation capacity in Northern Great Britain, leading to 

disproportionate cost recovery from non-Scottish generators. 

 

Panel Views  

4.59 Five out of the nine Panel members voted all options to be neutral against 

ACO (f). Four Panel members voted all solutions to be negative against this 

objective, although three of these did not provide a rationale; the one who 

did provide a rationale stated that all options actively prevent development in 

the transmission network from being reflected in TNUoS charges. 

ACO (f) Conclusion 

4.60 We are minded to conclude that this modification is neutral in terms of ACO 

(f). We do not consider that the proposals reflect developments in 

transmission licensees’ transmission businesses or the ISOP business; nor do 

we consider that the proposals run counter to such developments.  

Question: 
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4. To what extent do you agree with our assessment of CMP444 options 

against ACO (f)? Please provide your detailed reasoning and any evidence in 

support.  

 

Assessment of ACO (g)  

‘Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decisions of 

the European Commission and/or the Agency’ 

 

Panel Views and key themes/points in stakeholder consultation responses  

4.61 A majority of consultation responses did not pass comment on this ACO, but 

of those who did, a majority stated that the proposals were neutral for all 

solutions. Two consultation responses stated this objective was better 

facilitated by all solutions but did not provide a rationale. 

4.62 In the FMR, some workgroup members said this was negative against ACO 

(g) but no rationale was provided.  

4.63 Eight out of nine Panel members voted all solutions neutral against this 

objective. One Panel member voted it negative against ACO (g) but did not 

provide a rationale. 

ACO (g) Conclusion 

4.64 We are minded-to conclude that neither approval nor rejection of CMP444 

would be likely to result in non-compliance with the Electricity Regulation or 

other relevant legally binding decisions.  

4.65 It is our current view that the impact on ACO (g) is therefore neutral. 

 

Questions: 

5. To what extent do you agree with our assessment of CMP444 options 

against ACO (g)? Please provide your detailed reasoning and any evidence 

in support.  

 

Assessment of ACO (h)  

‘Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the charging 

methodology’ 
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Panel Views and key themes/points in stakeholder consultation responses  

4.66 A majority of consultation respondents considered the proposals neutral 

against the objective, but did not provide a rationale. One respondent agreed 

with the Proposer that the impact of all proposals on the complexity of 

administrative tasks for the NESO relating to TNUoS charging should be 

modest.  

4.67 Another consultation respondent expressed the view that WACM4 and WACM5 

would not better facilitate the objective as they would add complexity and be 

inefficient when compared to the baseline. This respondent further expressed 

the view that all other WACMs and the Original do better facilitate this 

objective because they bring more certainty and reduce volatility when 

compared to the baseline.  

4.68 The majority of Panel members voted all options except WACM5 to be neutral 

against this objective. The majority of Panel voted WACM5 to be negative, 

with one Panel member citing additional complexity and administrative effort 

associated with its implementation. 

 

ACO (h) Conclusion 

4.69 We consider all options would lead to marginally more complexity and 

administrative effort required by the NESO to facilitate implementation. We 

are minded to conclude that such effort would be inefficient as it relates to 

proposals that do not, on our current assessment, seem to better facilitate 

the other ACOs.  

4.70 We agree that WACM4 and WACM5 would likely require greater ongoing 

administration than the other proposals. WACM4 proposes a two-tier cap 

requiring an additional calculation to derive tariffs, with WACM5 requiring 

additional steps when setting tariffs owing to a floating cap (and subsequent 

floor). 

4.71 We therefore consider that all options (and especially WACM4 and WACM5) 

would therefore be worse than the baseline in respect of ACO (h), albeit only 

by a small margin.  

Question: 

6. To what extent do you agree with our assessment of CMP444 options 

against ACO (h)? Please provide your detailed reasoning and any evidence 

in support.  
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Conclusion on ACO assessment  

4.72 Based on our assessment of the ACOs, we are minded to reject all 

modification proposals. We consider all modification proposals presented to 

us to be negative against ACO (e), marginally negative against ACO (h), and 

neutral against the other ACOs.  

4.73 Had we been minded to conclude that any of the proposals would better 

facilitate achievement of the ACOs, we would then have considered whether 

to approve any such proposal, taking into account our principal objective and 

wider statutory duties. If respondents to this consultation consider that 

approval of any of the proposals would have particular impacts relevant to 

our principal objective and/or wider statutory duties, please feel free to share 

these views. We will take any such views into account in the event that, 

following consideration of responses to this consultation, we conclude that 

any of the proposals would better facilitate achievement of the ACOs. 

4.74 To inform our assessment of the potential impact of the proposal(s) on 

consumers, initial analysis was conducted. The extent of the key uncertainties 

(including but not limited to upcoming auctions and market participants 

behaviour) mean that we cannot reliably use the analysis to inform our 

decision in the context of the proposal(s) at this point in time, had that been 

required as part of our assessment of the application of the Principal 

Objective. 

Questions:  

7. To what extent do you agree with our assessment of CMP444 options 

against the ACOs, taken collectively? Please provide your detailed 

reasoning and any evidence in support. 

8. Do you consider that implementation of any of the proposals (if we 

assessed them to better facilitate achievement of the ACOs) would have 

particular impacts relevant to our principal objective and/or wider 

statutory duties? Please provide your detailed reasoning and any evidence 

in support. 

5. Your response, data and confidentiality 
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Your response 

5.1 This consultation opens on 10 July 2025 and will close (deadline for 

responses) at 5pm on 11 August 2025. Following this consultation closing, we 

will review responses and publish a final decision on CMP444.  

5.2 We aim to take our final decision before 30 September 2025, however this is 

subject in part to the volume of and level of detail contained in consultation 

responses: we will provide a further update to industry on timing once we 

have assessed responses.  

How to respond 

5.3 Please send your responses to tnuosreform@ofgem.gov.uk. We have asked 

for your feedback in each of the questions throughout. Please respond to 

each one as fully as you can. We will publish non-confidential responses on 

our website at www.ofgem.gov.uk/consultations. 

 
Data and confidentiality  

5.4 You can ask us to keep your response, or parts of your response, confidential. 

We will respect this, subject to obligations to disclose information, for 

example, under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, the Environmental 

Information Regulations 2004, statutory directions, court orders, government 

regulations or where you give us explicit permission to disclose. If you do 

want us to keep your response confidential, please clearly mark this on your 

response and explain why. 

5.5 If you wish us to keep part of your response confidential, please clearly mark 

those parts of your response that you do wish to be kept confidential and 

those that you do not wish to be kept confidential. Please put your 

confidential material in a separate appendix to your response. If necessary, 

we will get in touch with you to discuss which parts of the information in your 

response should be kept confidential, and which can be published. We might 

ask for reasons why. 

5.6 If the information you give in your response contains personal data under the 

General Data Protection Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2016/679) as retained in 

domestic law following the UK’s withdrawal from the European Union (“UK 

GDPR”), the Gas and Electricity Markets Authority will be the data controller 

for the purposes of the GDPR. Ofgem uses the information in responses in 

performing its statutory functions and in accordance with section 105 of the 

Utilities Act 2000.  

mailto:tnuosreform@ofgem.gov.uk
http://www.ofgem.gov.uk/consultations


Consultation - Consultation on our minded-to decision in respect of CMP444 

32 

5.7 If you wish to respond confidentially, we will keep your response itself 

confidential (subject to the caveats mentioned above), but we will publish the 

number (but not the names) of confidential responses we receive. We won’t 

link responses to respondents if we publish a summary of responses, and we 

will evaluate each response on its own merits without undermining your right 

to confidentiality. 

General feedback 

5.8 We believe that consultation is at the heart of good policy development. We 

welcome any comments about how we’ve run this consultation. We’d also like 

to get your answers to these questions: 

1. Do you have any comments about the overall process of this consultation? 

2. Do you have any comments about its tone and content? 

3. Was it easy to read and understand? Or could it have been better written? 

4. Were its conclusions balanced? 

5. Did it make reasoned recommendations for improvement? 

6. Any further comments? 

Please send any general feedback comments to stakeholders@ofgem.gov.uk 

How to track the progress of the consultation 

You can track the progress of a consultation from upcoming to decision status using the 

‘notify me’ function on a consultation page when published on our website. Choose the 

notify me button and enter your email address into the pop-up window and submit. 

ofgem.gov.uk/consultations  

 

 

file:///C:/Users/harknessd/Documents/03%20Templates/01%20Template%20updates/New%20Templates/stakeholders@ofgem.gov.uk
http://www.ofgem.gov.uk/consultations
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Once subscribed to the notifications for a particular consultation, you will receive an 

email to notify you when it has changed status. Our consultation stages are: 

Upcoming > Open > Closed (awaiting decision) > Closed (with decision) 
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Appendix 1 – Privacy notice on consultations 

 

Personal data 

The following explains your rights and gives you the information you are entitled to 

under the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR).   

Note that this section only refers to your personal data (your name address and anything 

that could be used to identify you personally) not the content of your response to the 

consultation.  

1. The identity of the controller and contact details of our Data Protection 

Officer     

The Gas and Electricity Markets Authority is the controller (for ease of reference, 

“Ofgem”). The Data Protection Officer can be contacted at dpo@ofgem.gov.uk 

2. Why we are collecting your personal data    

Your personal data is being collected as an essential part of the consultation process, so 

that we can contact you regarding your response and for statistical purposes. We may 

also use it to contact you about related matters. 

3. Our legal basis for processing your personal data 

As a public authority, the GDPR makes provision for Ofgem to process personal data as 

necessary for the effective performance of a task carried out in the public interest. i.e. a 

consultation. 

4. With whom we will be sharing your personal data 

Personal data you share in respect of this consultation will not be shared outside of 

Ofgem.    

5. For how long we will keep your personal data, or criteria used to determine 

the retention period.  

Your personal data will be held for up to one year after the date of our final decision in 

respect of CMP444.  

6. Your rights  

The data we are collecting is your personal data, and you have considerable say over 

what happens to it. You have the right to: 

mailto:dpo@ofgem.gov.uk
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• know how we use your personal data 

• access your personal data 

• have personal data corrected if it is inaccurate or incomplete 

• ask us to delete personal data when we no longer need it 

• ask us to restrict how we process your data 

• get your data from us and re-use it across other services 

• object to certain ways we use your data  

• be safeguarded against risks where decisions based on your data are taken 

entirely automatically 

• tell us if we can share your information with 3rd parties 

• tell us your preferred frequency, content and format of our communications with 

you 

• to lodge a complaint with the independent Information Commissioner (ICO) if you 

think we are not handling your data fairly or in accordance with the law.  You can 

contact the ICO at https://ico.org.uk/, or telephone 0303 123 1113. 

7. Your personal data will not be sent overseas  

8. Your personal data will not be used for any automated decision making.   

9. Your personal data will be stored in a secure government IT system.  

10. More information  

For more information on how Ofgem processes your data, click on the link to our “Ofgem 

privacy promise”. 

 

https://ico.org.uk/
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/privacy-policy
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/privacy-policy
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