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Question Given the load profile you have provided, and revenues the generator could
expect, please describe the possible responses for the wind farm developer
in seeking connection. For instance 6MW firm connection, 3MW flexible
connection, the proposed electrolyser, other alternatives. What are the costs
of those different possible investments?

Notes on

question

Answer Please note, the answer provided below differs from that provided during

the panel session given the underlying model has been updated to address
panel challenges and revisions to the modelling approach.

The table below demonstrates how the various Methods compare with:

e A 1MW wind farm with a 1MW unconstrained connnection
e A 6MW wind farm with a reinforced 6MW unconstrained connection

It can be seen that the key Methods outperform the above in most
scenarios. Where there is a large diversity of generation the constraint
scheme (Method 1) prevails. However when there is low generation diversity
and/or a low firm connection, the other Methods outperform Method 1.

The second scenario below demonstrates a flexible 3MW connection, i.e.
2MW based on the available PV capacity and 1MW firm.

Depending on the specific context of the conection request, the connection
options can therefore be determined based above the above.




. . GE |Thrash Connectio
Methods Wind PV ELY Firm aw)| ELY | ELY util n+ l.‘lon- Tonnes 20 Year | Pay Back
(Mw) [ (MW) | (MW) [ (Mw) /N Wind | GWh/ | CO2PA | 20Year | NPV Year
Costs (Em)| Anum saved IRR (£m)
1MW/1IMW 1 0 0 1 0 N/A 0% 0.60 2.76 1,261 | 10.5% 161 12
Method 0 6 0 0 6 0 N/A 0% 7.40 18.43 8,422 8.4% 8.33 14
Method 1 6 6 0 3 0 N/A N/A 0.76 18.39 8,403 16.5% 14.68 9
Method 2 6 6 1 3 14 N 0.4% 2.44 30.59 8,412 14.0% 13.31 10
Method 3 6 6 1 3 0 N 0.4% 2.20 1841 | 8412 | 13.6% | 1239 10
Method 4 6 6 1 3 14 N 0.4% 3.04 30.59 8,412 12.8% 12.09 10
Method 5 6 6 0 3 0 N/A N/A 3.01 2.28 811 24.9% | 478 6
Method 6 6 6 1 3 0 N 0.4% 5.21 20.70 8,412 15.1% 16.47 9
Method 7 6 6 1 3 14 N 0.4% 6.05 32.87 8,412 15.3% 19.26 9
Method 1+5 6 6 0 3 0 N/A 0.4% 3.77 2067 | 8403 | 17.6% | 18.76 8
Method 2+5 6 6 1 3 1.4 N 0.4% 5.45 32.87 8,412 15.2% 16.99 9
Method 1 6 2 0 1 0 N/A 0% 0.76 1346 | 6152 | 102% | 658 12
Method 2 6 2 3 1 2.8 4 19% 3.94 3369 | 7444 | 11.2% | 1030 12
Method 3 6 2 3 1 0 Y 19% 2.86 17.10 | 7,444 | 101% | 7.80 12
Method 4 6 2 3 1 2.8 Y 19% 454 3369 | 7444 | 101% | 896 12
Method 5 6 2 0 1 0 N/A 0% 3.01 2.28 811 24.9% 4.78 6
Method 6 6 2 3 1 0 Y 19% 5.87 19.38 7,444 12.0% 11.94 10
Method 7 6 2 3 1 28 Y 19% 7.55 3597 | 7444 | 129% | 1613 10
Method 1+5 6 2 0 1 0 N/A 0% 3.77 15.75 6,152 12.6% 10.83 10
Method 2+5 6 2 3 1 2.8 N 19% 6.95 35.97 7,444 12.6% 13.80 10
Method 1 6 1 0 1 0 N/A 0% 0.76 10.57 | 4,830 5.9% 1.83 17
Method 2 6 1 4 1 42 Y 22% 531 3873 | 6915 | 104% | 9.89 12
Method 3 6 1 4 i 0 Y 22% 3.39 16.44 6,915 8.0% Sl 15
Method 4 6 1 4 1 4.2 Y 22% 5.91 38.73 6,915 9.3% 8.43 13
Method 5 6 1 0 i 0 N/A 0% 3.01 2.28 811 24.9% 4.78 6
Method 6 6 1 4 1 0 Y 22% 6.40 18.73 6,915 10.2% 9.28 12
Method 7 6 1 4 1 4.2 Y 22% 8.92 41.01 6,915 12.1% 15.60 11
Method 1+5 6 1 0 1 0 N/A 0% 3.77 12.85 4,830 9.2% 6.18 13
Method 2+5 6 1 4 1 42 Y 22% 8.32 4101 | 6915 12% 13 10

* Figures based on pre-tax cashflows
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