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Dear Catherine, 
 
Offshore Electricity Transmission: Consultation on Implementation of the 
Generator Commissioning Clause in the Energy Act 2013 

 
We would like to thank you for providing us with the opportunity to respond to your 
consultation. 
 
This response has been drafted as a result of consultation between Blue 
Transmission’s owners 3i, Diamond Transmission Corporation (a wholly owned 
subsidiary of Mitsubishi Corporation) and their management service provider 
Frontier Power Limited.  Blue Transmission Investments Limited is the owner of four 
Offshore Transmission (OFTO) businesses: Blue Transmission Walney 1 Limited, 
Blue Transmission Walney 2 Limited, Blue Transmission Sheringham Shoal Limited 
and Blue Transmission London Array Limited and our response set out below is 
based upon experience gained in bidding for and completing the transfer of the 
OFTO assets of these four businesses:  
 
 

Questions for response 

Chapter 2 

Question 2.1:  
Do you consider, based on the analysis presented, that Option 1: ION Part 
B is the best point at which to issue a completion notice in line with the 
requirements of the Clause?  Please provide evidence in support of any 
other option. 

We agree based on the analysis presented that Option 1: ION Part B is the best 
point at which to issue a completion notice in line with the requirements of the 
Clause. 
 

Question 2.2:  
Do you have any further comments about our minded-to completion 
notice trigger point? 

We acknowledge Ofgem’s analysis of London Array and the other TR1 and TR2 
projects and the conclusion that, on average, despite technical failures affecting 
some of these projects, asset transfer for these projects would have taken place 
within 18 months if a Completion Notice had been issued in accordance 
Ofgem’s minded-to position.  However, it is likely that some of the TR1 and TR2 
projects (e.g. Greater Gabbard and Thanet), may not have achieved asset 
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transfer within 18 months and it would be helpful if Ofgem could explain the 
options that it would consider for dealing with such projects on a “case by case” 
basis as outlined in 2.52. For example, would Ofgem consider additional 
protection within the Offshore Transmission Licence for the incoming OFTO for 
dealing with an ongoing technical issue at the date that the 18 month period 
expired? 
 

Question 2.3:  
Do you feel that any further clarification is necessary to aid your 
understanding of how the Clause will work in practice for phased and /or 
staged projects? If so, please stipulate which points require further 
clarification. 

We believe there is further clarification necessary, please refer to discussion 
below:   
 
Although the London Array major asset failure case study shows that the 
transfer would have taken place 15 months after issue of the ION Part B despite 
a technical fault, this may not always be the case.  The circuit which suffered 
the failure could have been the part of the last stage energised shortly after 
issue of the ION Part B, and thus the transfer process in reality could have 
taken the 19 months quoted in responses to the previous consultation.  In 
addition an export cable failure on the last cable to be energised could take 
many weeks or months to manifest itself after the issue of the ION Part B 
subject to occurrence of significant loading cycles. 
 
After issue of the ION Part B there is an 18 month period, which after 5 years 
could be reduced to 12 months, in which to complete the transfer of the assets 
to an OFTO.  During this period there is a material risk of a major asset failure 
with assets at the very beginning of the asset life ‘bath tub’ curve, e.g. cable 
sealing ends have the highest risk of failure within first 48 hours of energisation 
and until the export cables have been subjected to a series of significant loading 
cycles, there is still a material risk of cable failure due to undetected issues that 
may have arisen during manufacturing and/or installation and/or post 
installation. 
 
Although Ofgem consider the best way to manage any situation where a 
transmission asset failure prevented a developer from transferring within 18 
months would be to consider the appropriate treatment on a case by case 
basis.  We suggest that Ofgem gives further consideration and advice regarding 
how the incoming OFTO may be protected from such “construction risks” and 
what the appropriate treatment would typically be in order to deal with a major 
asset failure event resulting in potential asset transfer delay, if a commercial 
solution cannot be agreed between the developer and the incoming OFTO to 
deal with construction risks being transferred to the OFTO at asset transfer. 
 

Question 2.4:  
Do you consider that there are WNBI or GFAI projects that would create a 
need for us to consider further the implementation of the Clause at this 
stage? 

Where wider network benefit investment (WNBI) and generator-focused 
anticipatory investment (GFAI) are taken forward under Generator build, we 
believe the generator commissioning clause and minded to position can be 
applied subject to our response to question 2.3. 
 

Chapter 3 
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Question 3.1:  
Do you have any comments in relation to our minded-to position for 
implementation of the Clause in respect of projects in flight? 

We agree with Ofgem’s proposals on in-flight projects for the implementation of 
the Generator Commissioning Clause. 
 

Chapter 4 

Question 4.1:  
We invite comments on all aspects of the proposed drafting provided in 
Annex 1. In particular, do you agree that the proposed transmission 
licence modifications adequately implement the provisions in the Clause 
and our proposals set out in this document? Please provide reasons to 
support your answer. 

We have no comments on the proposed drafting provided in Annex 1. 
 

Question 4.2:  
Do you consider there are other transmission licence modifications that 
are needed to implement the Clause? If so, please provide details. 

There are no other transmission licence modification that are needed to our 
knowledge. 
 

Chapter 5 

Question 5.1:  
We invite comments on all aspects of the proposed drafting provided in 
Annexes 1 and 2. In particular, do you agree that the proposed code 
modifications adequately implement the provisions in the Clause and our 
proposals set out in this document? Please provide evidence to support 
your answer. 

We have no comments on the proposed drafting provided in Annex 1 and 2. 
 

Question 5.2:  
Do you consider there are other code modifications that are needed to 
implement the Clause? Please provide evidence to support your answer. 

There are no other code modifications that are needed to our knowledge. 
 

 
  
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
 
 
Iain Cameron 
General Manager 
Blue Transmission Investments Limited 

 


