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Recap from ITE Subgroup Meetings
1.1 CA presented a recap of previous ITE Subgroups, no comments were received.

Definition of an ITE – Consideration of Requirement Matrix
1.2 Prior to the meeting, CA had shared the ITE Requirement Matrix for capturing members’ comments on each area of ITE requirements. This enabled all members’ experiences to be captured and reviewed to inform recommendations. 
1.3 Subgroup Members had made some comments, where they felt they could add value. CA went through each comment and line of the matrix, asking for members’ additional thoughts or agreement.
1.4 Overall, the Subgroup agreed that a breakdown by Generating Technology Class (GTC) or Primary Fuel Type (PFT) was too detailed. For example, it was considered too difficult to determine suitable experience by number of projects, length of time working in that field or pertinent qualification. The Subgroup also did not want to put up unreasonable barriers to new ITE entrants. 
1.5 The Subgroup discussed introducing a requirement for ITEs to demonstrate a documented approach to undertaking ITE reports, e.g. setting out the quality assurance standards they follow, and the work undertaken to meet the requirements of each type of ITE report. In Capacity Providers contractual arrangements with their ITE they would typically include a Statement of Works (SoW) for each ITE report to be produced. It was noted that this could be on a Group basis.
1.6 It was suggested that such a SoW should be attached to each ITE report submitted, with a declaration by the ITE that the work had been undertaken, providing DB with evidence supporting the ITE report.
1.7 SW wanted it to be made clear what could happen to any new methodology statement or SoW, when meeting future data requests by the Authority. For example, if Ofgem wanted to understand the nature of the work undertaken by ITEs.
1.8 EH noted that there wasn’t a standardised currency exchange rate methodology for a prospective new build interconnector. PP raised that there may be a legal principle that should be applied and the CMAG Secretariat will review and present findings at the next Subgroup meeting. SW also agreed to check if EMR DB have a method of currency exchange standardised in any of their rules or guidance. 
3.	ITE Reporting Areas Updates

1.9 CA presented the three areas of ITE Reporting to be considered at this meeting. Construction Progress Remedial Plans, Operational Definition and DSR Partial Credit Cover Release.  
1.10 CA presented current requirements, consequences and timescales for each.
1.11 EMR DB took an action to determine the volume of Construction Progress Remedial Plans received.  
1.12 Subgroup Members indicated that the Construction Progress Remedial Plan report does not work in practice as: 
a)  There are no consequences for failing to provide this report in the rules, other than a notification to SoS (DESNZ), the Authority (Ofgem) and EMR DB; and
b) The report is only produced at the point at which the dates for the material milestones have moved such that SCM may not be met by the start of the first Delivery Year. If there was a way to rectify this delay the relevant CP would likely have already put this in place, to make their Agreement effective and start Capacity Payments as soon as possible.

1.13 It was agreed to raise whether to keep the remedial plan and ITE report requirements as currently in the Rules at the next CMAG meeting, as that decision is outside the scope of this Subgroup.
1.14 EH noted that the current remedial plan ITE report template is different from that for FCM. As the wording in the FCM case is such that the ITE confirms that the Directors’ Certificate is supported by the Final Investment Decision and Financial Close, whereas the wording in Rule 12.2.4 is such that the Directors’ Certificate is separate to the ITE report. CMAG Secretariat agreed to update wording to mirror that of the FCM.
1.15 Members agreed to the CA suggested housekeeping changes to 12.2.1. 
1.16 [bookmark: _Int_jIGrr8Gv]Members indicated that including specific Operational Physical Capacity milestones in any requirements developed for an alternative remedial plan, would also improve transparency and be helpful for capacity planning.
1.17 SW noted that EMR DB receives hundreds of Operational Definition reports a year. 
1.18 EH noted that tests per Distribution Network can vary, so would advise against getting too detailed and prescriptive in the Operational Definition report. 
1.19 [bookmark: _Int_7IwnYYz4]EMR-DB confirmed that the relevant checks referenced in the Operational Definition are such that they do not have a list they check the submissions against and this level of prescription/detail would not be helpful.
1.20 [bookmark: _Int_gd3Yeklr]SW noted that due to DSR CMUs not having multiple year capacity agreements, there has never been a DSR Partial Credit Cover Release form submitted.
1.21 It was agreed to still review this form for completeness and for future requirements. CMAG Secretariat will develop draft form and circulate.

[bookmark: _Int_mjgvXR9x]4	Next Steps and AOB

1.22 CA will take away points raised in the discussions on the ITE forms and share draft forms for review by the Subgroup members.
1.23 CMAG Secretariat to get a legal determination on Exchange Rate methodology to be used in ITE reports
1.24 EMR DB to determine number of Construction Progress Remedial Plans submitted to CA.
1.25 [bookmark: _Int_TdI6QxpT]OM noted that in most areas no disagreements were raised, but emphasised that Subgroup members can reach out to the CMAG Secretariat at any time if there were anything they would like to raise.
1.26 Next subgroup in early to mid-July 
1.27 No AOB was raised.
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