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Dear Mr Stevens

Offshore electricity transmission - second scoping document 
Balfour Beatty Power Networks Limited (BBPNL) is one of the worlds leading electrical transmission construction companies; as such we are very interested in Ofgem’s proposals for the construction of offshore transmission networks.   I have read this second scoping document and feel that it warrants further input from the electrical construction industry.  In the comments below I have focussed on how Ofgem could make their proposals more attractive to developers of offshore networks.

1. BBPNL recognise the need for Ofgem to incentivise offshore Generators by providing them with a low-risk process for obtaining a connection to the onshore Grid; however the scoping document appears to ignore the need to similarly incentivise potential network developers.  We welcome the proposal that the OFTO’s income stream will be that which is agreed in the final bid, however because this is to be a Licenced activity we would like to see some certainty from Ofgem regarding the performance of the Generator over the lifetime of the asset.  In particular what will happen if the Generator ceases trading for any reason; in such a situation the risk of stranded assets is much higher than it would be for a similar network onshore.

2. BBPNL would like to see some clarity on what happens when the generating station reaches the end of its useful life.  We expect the network assets to out-live the generation assets.  The OFTO Licensce should allow the OFTO to retain the right to service a new generating station on terms no less favourable than the terms for serving the original generating station.

3. Tendering for major engineering projects can be a costly business and Ofgem’s recognition of this fact is welcomed.  However, we at BBPNL believe that it would be wrong to pass the costs of the tendering process and the costs of the unsuccessful tenders onto the successful bidder, the sums involved could be difficult to know in advance and would perversely penalise the company that offered the most competitive bid.

4. The option of a single developer providing the connection from the offshore generating station to the onshore substation is appealing; however Ofgem should give consideration to the final ownership of the onshore assets.  It could be that the onshore substation is a considerable distance from where the connection first comes ashore, this would undoubtedly lead to extra obligations being imposed on the OFTO.  The OFTO Licence will need to clearly identify responsibility boundaries between the OFTO and the onshore operator, be it NGET or a DNO. 

5. Regarding the GB Grid Code and other standards, Ofgem will need to consider how the views of OFTOs are to be represented in the various forums responsible for maintaining and amending these standards.   In order to avoid any of the OFTOs being disadvantaged it might be necessary for each OFTO to be given a seat on the GB Grid Code Review Panel.

In summary, BBPNL remain interested in the potential opportunities associated with offshore transmission systems, however we recognise that the regime under which they will operate is still under development.  We look forward to monitoring this development and where appropriate we will comment on the consultations.

Yours Sincerely 

[signed electronically]

John Sinclair

Network Strategy

