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REA Energy Storage Forum – Longer-Duration Energy Storage Work Group – Meeting Notes
12 October 2020
Attendees

Work Group Chair: Marcelo Torres (Drax)
Energy Storage Forum Chair: Vijay Shinde (Harmony Energy)
REA: Daniel Brown, Frank Gordon, Isobel Morris.

Attendees: Bioenergy Infrastructure, Carter Jonas, Clarke Energy, Erova Energy, Highview Power, ITM Power, Renepower, RWE Generation, Siemens Financial, Storelectric, Swanbarton, Syzygy Renewables, Wattstor

[bookmark: _Hlk49958364]Summary
Agreed to: 
· Consider the Imperial reports alongside FES. Write a paragraph acknowledging the flaws of FES.
· Extend the timeframe covered by category C to two weeks
· Explore Cap & Floor as a likely politically plausible option, while also examining the benefits of RAB
Actions 
· Isobel to distribute minutes
· REA and Marcelo (Drax) - to review draft paper and distribute the second draft ahead of the next meeting
· Isobel to organise the next meeting, proposed towards the end of November
Discussion
Comment – look at Technology & Innovation Needs Analysis 2017 – a government report. 27.4 GW new storage needed of an average of 5 hours. 
Comments on NG annual FES report - Every year the requirement for storage goes up. NG & all of the reports are based on dispatch models. Dispatch models involve making a number of assumptions which may not be accurate.  Also, results based on the dispatch model don’t attribute value to system services. This is an issue with FES and the Jacob’s piece– look at 2012 Strategic Value of Energy Storage, and 2016 (already referred to in draft). Also should examine gas infrastructure.
Comment (online chat) - let’s look at inertia; increasing storage per grid connection/reinforcement size, back up to distributed networks, constraint management, grid upgrade deferral. 
Comment – Category C should be two weeks.
Comment (online chat) – if you include hydrogen in this way, you risk excluding other forms of electricity storage.
Comment – REA did a report with BNEF in 2018 that would be useful.
Comment – lets put in a section highlighting areas that have been missing so far. Inertia not considered in FES. 
Comment – meeting with FES modellers would be useful. To comment on the granularity. 
Comment – dispatch models are a matrix of assumptions.
Comment – ESO is an REA member and will be keen to engage on this piece.
Comment – enabling flexibility is not the focus of the current market design. EMR instruments (CfD and CM) do not cater for flexibility.
Comment – BM – dispatch. Worth highlighting this issue. Some of the issues are with skip rates erodes confidence in skip rates.
Comment (online chat) – suggest section 3 covers debate over definition of storage as a subset of generation, short-duration contracts, salami-sliced contracts disadavantage plant with broad capabilities, Short time between contract win and delivery, prevents new plants with new transmission grid connections, CM T-4 is subverted as a second bite as the T-1 cherry instead of supporting new plant, Over 50% of energy bills being non-energy costs reduces the incentives that provide return on investment for storage, lack of consideration of emissions in letting contract, lack of consideration of intermittency in most contracts, failure to adjust OFTO definition to enable offshore wind to benefit from storage, Failure to incentivise the introduction of new technologies (especially at large scale) on the grid.

Discussion on structure and scope of work and how the C&F works for generation. Discussion on contract lengths.
Discussion on the benefits of whole systems redesign vs making continued tweaks to the existing regulatory system.

Comment – agreement that whole system reform (fundamental redesign of the market) is not in scope of the paper.
Discussion on strengths a RAB vs a CAF model from an investors perspective. Discussion on who would administer a potential C&F mechanism and the size of projects it could be open to.
Comment –Not in principle opposed to C&F, assuming there’s no more radical market design reform. 

General agreement that C&F and RAB both have strengths and weaknesses and should continue to be explored.
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