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CMA’S REVIEW OF THE ROUGH UNDERTAKINGS GIVEN BY CENTRICA STORAGE 
LIMITED AND CENTRICA 

We welcome the opportunity to submit views on the CMA’s issues statement in respect of 
its review of the above undertakings.  

EDF Energy agrees that some form of undertakings must remain and that the effect of 
such undertakings in remedying or mitigating the aspects of the merger which the CC 
considered may operate against the public interest are maintained.   

The Rough storage facility is, by any metric, still in a dominant position in terms of its 
overall capacity, deliverability and duration.  We observe that there is still a significant gap 
between Rough and the two next biggest storage facilities (Hornsea and Humbly Grove) 
even with the loss in volume and deliverability described in the statement (as 
demonstrated in Table 1).  We consider that the degree of relative dominance with other 
market participants is still considerable even with lower capacity and deliverability.  On 
that basis, we question how much difference a reduction in capacity makes if Rough is 
coming from a position of over ten times more capacity than the next biggest facility and 
over double the deliverability. 

Table 1 Pre Application Storage Characteristics (2012) 

Facility Space (MCM) Deliverability 
(MCM/Day) 

Duration 

(days) 

Rough 3,700 45 82 

Hornsea 325 18 18 

Humbly Grove 315 7.5 42 

EDF Energy supports the CMA’s approach in assessing the implications on the capacity 
obligations in the existing undertakings of the potential for increasing variability in the 
performance of the facility.  As part of this investigation we would therefore want the 
CMA to be certain that the reduced storage capacity is indeed permanent and not 
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temporary.  This would include due consideration of the possibility of future investment to 
address at least some of the problems of the facility.  For example, injection rate issues 
could be solved through an overhaul of existing, or the purchase of new, compressors.  In 
this case, such an investment would have the effect of reinstating Rough back up to some 
of its original capabilities, but with weaker undertakings in place.  

Regarding the issue of reliability, it is difficult to imagine operating such a major storage 
facility that was not considered reliable.  There are numerous penalties against unreliable 
delivery (e.g. imbalance charges) and as such the existence of unfavourable volatility 
provides sufficient incentives to encourage investment 

If the CMA considers that changes in market power due to reduced capacity demand side 
characteristics are important, it may be that the 82 day duration may mark out Rough as a 
unique facility.  Some shippers may want to enjoy the benefit of storage over as much of a 
season as possible.  These characteristics are not detected and therefore limit the 
usefulness standard models of dominance in energy that use the pivotal nature of the 
facility in the market as an indicator. 1

Finally, we note that the statement acknowledges that there is no suggestion that the 
storage market has changed significantly since the last review (Para 20 page 5).  It is also 
true that the continued dominance of British Gas in the retail gas market persists and it 
continues to benefit from this facility. 

.  

Should you wish to discuss any of the issues raised in our response or have any queries, 
please contact Sebastian Eyre or myself.  I confirm that this letter may be published on 
CMA’s website. 

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Delamare 
Head of Customers Policy and Regulation 

1 For example in Ofgem’s model1 “calculations of stock availability” are not set against demand for the stock, 
though Ofgem see this as an issue (2.4 p8). This is not surprising as models are derived from electricity assume 
real time balancing of supply and demand (i.e. no substitution) which is not the case in gas. (see 
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications-and-updates/guidance-regulatory-regime-gas-storage-facilities-great-
britain and https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/docs/2011/12/guidance-on-the-regulatory-regime-for-
gas-storage-facilities-in-gb_0.pdf ) 
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