OTEG Meeting 1

4th May 10.30-15.00, Ofgem offices

Meeting minutes
Attendees

John Overton (DTI) - Chair

Neil Birch (npower renewables)
Giles Stevens (Ofgem) – Chair
Lewis Dale (National Grid)

Richard Daniels (DTI)

Richard Ford (BWEA)

Katherine Watson (DTI)

Peter Jones (BEAMA)

Anthony Mungall (Ofgem)

Aileen McLeod (SSE)

Karron Baker (Ofgem)

Dragana Popovic (ENA)






Colin Taylor (Scottish Power)
Apologies – Paul Neilsen (NGT)
Discussion

Welcome and introductions

1. The Chairs welcomed the group and thanked all for attending. The agenda was agreed. 

Responses to the scoping document

2. The responses received so far along with the feedback at the workshop suggested that the document broadly captured the main issues and provided a solid base for moving forward.

3. There was widespread agreement that models need to be developed on allocation and geographic areas to add substance to the options outlined in the scoping document.

4. A number of the responses suggested that adoption of existing assets was one issue that needed to be considered in a work stream. 

5. Feedback from the 20th April workshop would inform the process and a note of this would be circulated shortly.

6. Those who had yet to respond to the scooping document should do so by 8 May.

ACTION: BEAMA to respond by Friday 11th May 2006.  Peter Jones (ABB)
Membership of OTEG

7. It was noted that approaches had been received to join OTEG from other developers, representative bodies and consultants.  The group was asked whether the current size and composition of OTEG was appropriate or if membership should be expanded to include parties that expressed a specific interest in attending. A range of views were presented.  There was however broad consensus on the view that if OTEG’s role was a high-level advisory one with the majority of the work stream activity being done in sub-groups then it there is little requirement to expand participation.  It was also suggested that members of OTEG would have a ‘portfolio’ view rather than a narrowly focused view from one part of their organisation and that progressing with a very large group may lack the focus to provide the strategic view required by DTI/Ofgem and industry.     
8. A view was also presented that there was no reason for membership to be restrictive.  It was argued that the more access to those with experience of the technical circumstances and conditions in real world projects the better. Those involved in sub-groups may also value the broader view of the project that attendance at OTEG would offer. 
9. A general view was expressed that it was important that OTEG was seen to be an open and transparent process with papers, minutes and action points made available on the web. 
10. It was also suggested that the requests to join OTEG may be as a result of the confusion over the role and participation in the proposed sub-groups.  The group agreed that clarity on the options for involvement through potential sub-groups may help to allay fears. 
11. In conclusion OTEG proposed that subgroups would look in detail at individual work streams and that sub-group chairs (or designated delegates) would be invited to attend OTEG to report progress on work streams. It was also proposed that every third OTEG meeting be open to wider participation.  The intention is to use these meetings to increase transparency and to provide the opportunity for wider discussion on a predetermined agenda in order to maximise participation in the OTEG process. Such a meeting would only be convened if there was something to present or that required wider discussion. A ‘regular’ OTEG meeting would then follow this. OTEG also proposed widening membership. 

12. It was also made clear that the two representatives from National Grid were representing different roles as prospective GBSO and TO.

ACTION:  Members roles as representatives of different bodies will be clarified on the website along with attendance for next month.  A timetable of meetings will need to be clarified by the project board.  OFGEM/DTI
ACTION: Project Board to consider OTEG proposal to increase membership. 

Terms of Reference

13. It was agreed that minutes from the meetings made publicly available within 10 days. Agendas for OTEG meetings should be available at least a week before the meeting.  Chatham House rules were proposed.

14. The following revisions were discussed and agreed:

· Reference to licence and code changes in the timetable should be clarified to read ‘Final changes…’

· The GBSO consultation should be added to the timetable to give further comfort. 

· Under the heading ‘Terms of Reference’ clarification was needed on whose overall objectives the work of OTEG would deliver against i.e. DTI and Ofgem’s objectives. 

· A project management structure diagram should be included. 

· Clarify that OTEG is the main point of contact for industry and for sub groups. 

· Under the heading ‘Scope of Work’, add ‘…or Ministers discretion…’ to the penultimate line. 

· A section outlining the role of OTEG members should be added. 

· Clarification was needed in the wording on OTEG’s role as a development or advisory body. 

· The Secretary of state’s duties would be added in respect of the decision-making role. 

· Clarification on the role of OTEG and subgroups is required so it is clear where and when different parties can get involved.  

ACTION:  Produce new version of the terms of reference taking on board comments at OTEG including management structure diagram and role of members.  Re-circulate to OTEG members for comment. OFGEM/DTI

Project Management

15. The project management structure was outlined. It was suggested that it was important to ensure that any overlap with other groups i.e. TWG was appropriate and managed accordingly.
ACTION: DTI/Ofgem to finalise project structure and publish on web site. 

ACTION:  Agenda would be circulated at least a week before each meeting to increase responses and encourage dialogue.  Secretariat
ACTION:  Agreed minutes of OTEG will be published on the website aiming at 10 days after each meeting. It was noted earlier publication would increase dialogue with industry. Secretariat

Work streams

16. A draft ‘framework for the assessment of options’ to be used in the development of each work stream was circulated. 
17. The DTI’s objectives i.e. 2010 target should be added.

18. It was suggested that practicalities such as time pressures, ensuring compatibility and precedents i.e. BETTA should be recognised as objectives within the framework. 
19. There were a number of tensions raised such as the pressure of 2010 target versus the need for an enduring regime, compatibility with onshore systems, and competition issues. However, it was agreed that a set of principles was required and OTEG members agreed to comment within 1 week of circulation.
20. Prioritisation of work streams was discussed.  It was argued that security standards influence other work streams as they provide guidance for incentive issues for efficiency drivers.  It was suggested that discussion on changes to the SQSS and grid code should form the basis of the first sub-groups. The group also agreed to combine the work streams for geographical scope and the allocation method of transmission licences due to their obvious overlap.
21. The following points were raised in relation to each work stream:

Technical standards 

· Security standards are the main driver for the regime and are a good guide to what is appropriate in terms of efficient investment, economics and customer service.

· This should involve discussion with manufacturers, developers (with grid connection offers) and TOs about the technologies available and their reliability, operation and economics.  OTEG should be asked to nominate those on the sub-group. 

· Issues that need to be considered are whether the same standards as onshore are applicable.  Also the time for repair needs to be traded off against reduced capacity. In addition the positions of the cables must also be considered.  Protocols of the current SQSS need to be investigated.

· Adoption would follow from SQSS.

· Justification for invitation to the sub group needed for membership.  Manufacturing coordination will be facilitated through Beama.

· A draft terms of reference and timings needed before the next meeting on the 1st June.  Meetings are likely to be on a fortnightly basis. 

ACTION: DTI/Ofgem will need to finalise the framework for assessment of options prior to the first meeting which should take place before the next OTEG meeting on 1st June. It was proposed that the first meeting of the sub-group should be before the next OTEG meeting.

ACTION: Lewis Dale to ask Andrew Stevenson to chair and a secretariat will need to be appointed.

Grid Codes

· It was important that the interface between onshore and offshore was considered. This includes issues such as location of meters (placing as much as possible onshore will reduce costs) and voltage protection / regulation requirements.  

· The Econnect study raised questions that need to be considered on codes.

· It was suggested that a sub-group should be set up within NG to look at the interactions between the codes (Grid Codes, CUSC, SO/TO, BSC) that was required.

· It was suggested that there were existing mechanisms in place within NG which would facilitate this. It would also ensure that existing work and other sources was considered in the work needed for offshore transmission. This would still allow for a consultative process and the work undertaken during BETTA provided a precedent for this approach.

· It was agreed to develop a terms of reference for the group.

· It was agreed to speak to Elexon about their involvement with regards to the BSC.

ACTION: National Grid and Ofgem will set up a subgroup to establish how they are implemented.  This will provide a forum for discussion under the remit of the code panel. NG and OFGEM
Geographical Areas

· An enduring regime needs to be developed so there is a need to build in flexibility.  Sharing of assets offshore is very different and this needs to be made clear.

· It was suggested that models should be based on onshore and BETTA.  Also the terms and conditions should not discriminate against different generators and discrimination would have to be proven to be ‘due’.

· Constraints of the regime need to be identified in order to formulate the different options.  Principles of the regime would need to be prioritised.

Geographic Areas/ Allocation Methods

· It was discussed that these two work streams were inextricably linked and could be treated as one.

· The scoping document responses did not indicate a preferred option.

· Point to point option is complicated.  There are advantages to establishing an offshore TO earlier but with existing areas there would only be one TO and there are benefits to having more than one.  With point to point and multiple TOs this may become too complex and difficult to manage with the onshore interface as development increases.

· Boundary issues are critical with the geographic area, overlap with the existing TOs maybe difficult to implement.

· There was a need to set out in more detail what a TO’s obligations were under any licence as this was the key issue for TOs. It was recognised that these obligations are tied to a number of issues such as the potential returns, constraints as a result of price controls and the ability of a TO to deliver.

· There were a limited number of options for geographic areas but many subtleties within these. It was suggested that setting out the responsibilities of the TO, what is involved and how these are distributed will lead to a set of models / options which can then be evaluated against a set of criteria.  

· There was a feeling this could become a very complex issue in the future with multiple TOs, connection points, boundaries and overlapping TOs. 

· DTI / Ofgem will produce a paper looking at the possible options, models and assessment criteria for discussion at the next OTEG meeting. 

ACTION: Need to summarise the paper and get a TO perspective.  Comments from OTEG members needed by the next meeting on 1st June.

ACTION: Ofgem/DTI to work up ideas internally for a model to present to OTEG.  Risks and responsibilities of TOs will need to be evaluated against different models.  Paper to be circulated in advance of next OTEG.

ACTION: OTEG members need to consider paper in light of assessment of the options to narrow issues for consultation-OTEG Members

Price controls

· Initially develop high-level principles as all work streams commence and OTEG members to consider possible sub group members.

· OTEG members to think about what TOs do at a high-level and nominations for a sub-group. The issue would be considered at in more detail at the next OTEG meeting.

Other Business

22. DTI announced that the GBSO ’minded-to’ statement would be issued shortly. There would be a four-week period for responses once the document was issued. 

23. DTI / Ofgem were conscious of the need for clarity on Round 1 issues and consideration of the options was ongoing.  

24. The suggestion of an interim TO appointment was discussed and rejected on the grounds that it was impractical and unnecessary.

25. There was also concern that the onshore infrastructure may not be developed and could cause delays in grid connections and therefore hinder Government targets.  It was agreed that issues of possible bottlenecks in capacity are outside the remit of this group but that early appointment of offshore TOs will be the key to addressing this issue.

26. The issue of a transition period between now and the start of the new regime was raised. It was the intention that work streams under development would provide developers with sufficient comfort to continue until the new regime was in place. If developers felt more was needed to be done on adoption issues they were invited to come forward with suggestions.
ACTION: BWEA

27.   The Secretariat will circulate meeting dates.
Proposed dates for future OTEG meetings

Time: 10.30

Date: 1st June

Location: DTI, 1 Victoria Street, London

