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Dear Giles,

Offshore electricity transmission – second scoping document
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this scoping document. This response is submitted on behalf of ScottishPower Energy Wholesale, which includes the UK energy businesses of ScottishPower, namely ScottishPower Energy Management Ltd, ScottishPower Generation Ltd and ScottishPower Energy Retail Ltd.
The successful development of offshore wind is essential if the UK is to meet its targets for renewable energy. We therefore strongly support moves which will facilitate connection of offshore projects. The Government decision of 29 March 2007 that offshore licences should be non-exclusive was contrary to ScottishPower’s support for the “exclusive multi-zone approach”, which, we believe, would have delivered effective co-ordination of projects within each area, ensuring efficient solutions and delivering maximum MW, in the shortest possible timeframe.

Adoption of the non-exclusive approach will therefore require additional safeguards to ensure that necessary co-ordination of developments is achieved to maximise economies of scale and deliver efficient offshore connections.
Triggering the common tender approach, each time a new development applies for connection, will lead to unnecessary delay unless the proposed PFI or PPP process can be streamlined. It is important that indicative timescales for the full process from application to firm offer are discussed with the industry before the Authority commits to a process.

It would appear unlikely that a meaningful initial indicative connection offer can be produced within the current three-month onshore timescale. Developers also have concerns as to the reliance that can be placed upon the initial indicative connection offers issued by the GBSO ahead of the tender process and its usefulness in securing project finance.
Adopting the non-exclusive approach makes the use of annual “co-ordination windows” necessary in order to achieve co-ordinated development. This may lead to further delays in development should a project miss a window and have to wait until the next window. Flexibility in the duration and timing of the “window” may be required 
We agree that the efficiency of the tendering process would be enhanced by the GBSO performing common feasibility analysis work, potentially including sea-bed surveys, on behalf of the prospective OFTOs

The Authority has not made it clear who it envisages appointing to administer the independent tender process. However, as it is envisaged that the cost of this process would be recovered from the winning OFTO (and presumably passed through to the developer) developers need assurance that such costs will be tightly controlled.
We agree that the specification of the offshore connection should contain the technical performance requirements outlined in 6.9 but that the exact contents of the standard offer should be fully discussed with industry before drafting.
On charging, we agree that onshore arrangements for access and charging should be extended offshore where practicable but that cost-reflective discounts should be available to reflect the lower security standards and the resultant lack of compensation from the GBSO for constraints.
Agreeing a stream of regulated income for the lifetime of the asset would provide valuable certainty over connection charges to the developer although any development would still be subject to the uncertainty of highly volatile zonal TNUoS charges.
It would, however, be possible to limit the magnitude of change if grid costs were to be "socialised", i.e. those costs over and above standard onshore costs are spread amongst other users. 

I hope you find these comments useful.  Should you have any queries on the points raised, please feel free to contact us.

Yours sincerely,

James Anderson

Commercial & Regulation
