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2th Ad Hoc Expert Group Meeting on Gas Interoperability Rules
16-February-2012 from 10:30 to 15:30 hours
 [E-Control premises – Rudolfsplatz 13a – 1010 Vienna]
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1 Opening of the meeting: approval of the agenda & minutes
Comments have been received on the first draft of the minutes of the previous meeting in November and have been taken into account. The approved version has been uploaded on the website of ACER.

The agenda is very straightforward, setting out the issues to be discussed. The only special arrangement to mention is that for the issue of nominations, which is planned between 10:30 and 11:30, colleagues and experts on balancing are listening and taking part by telephone. This is because ACER agreed, on request of stakeholders, to hand over the nomination issue and to deal with it within the NC Balancing that is already under development. The discussion on the nomination issue will be held for the last time today, as we know, within the framework of interoperability.     
2 Feedback on latest developments
The main developments to mention are:

· The development of a new draft of the Framework Guideline has been set on hold, because of the necessity to define the problems first and gather concrete evidence before proceeding and determining what rules on harmonisation are needed. This problem identification process is now coming to an end and today is the last interaction, with experts, for an extra search for problems;

· On 31 January 2012, the European Commission sent an invitation letter to ACER asking officially to start the six months period of development of the Framework Guideline (FG) on Interoperability. In the timeline of this six months, an official consultation period on the problem identification outcome and a draft FG is foreseen and planned in March;
· A decision has been taken not only to move the nomination issue to the Balancing process, as previously said, but also to handle the issue of data exchange in the Framework Guideline on Interoperability and not in a separate dedicated Framework Guideline on Data Exchange and settlement rules.  

3 Problem identification discussion
The Problem Identification Questionnaire for experts, that has been circulated in the beginning of this week, will serve as a basis of today’s discussion. The following comments are being noted:
3.1 On Nomination Procedures:

·  A representative from GLE argues to keep LNG Terminal connection points out of scope, not to come into conflict with practices on LNG-terminals, which are not to be compared with practices on transmission networks;

· An expert highlights that LNG-terminals, just as storage, are important tools for transmission system network users to source flexible gas. As such the way of nominating should be not different but aligned with the practice on the rest of the transmission system, to eliminate any disturbance in the use at these kind of connections. In fact, the key of the nomination process is not the nomination or re-nomination as such. Network users should nominate or re-nominate when they want. But it is the confirmation times and the common lead time for nomination and re-nomination that operators should respect in communicating agreed and equal values to the network users to disturb the market the less as possible;       
· The representative from GSE is taking the same position compared to the intervention of the expert as previously noted;

· ENTSOG states that from a TSO perspective, it is necessary to take a consistent approach that counts for every relevant point of the transmission system. However, TSOs have to define the points where there is a need for a nomination and for a Matching process. The Framework Guideline has to focus on Interconnection Points;

· Asked if a problem derives from the difference in application between hourly or daily nominations, the general response is that this is not an issue, at least between systems. Within a system, one single approach is to be imposed. Satisfactory solutions have been found to handle the difference in daily and hourly nomination between transmission systems, formalised in interconnection agreements. The choice to use in a system daily or hourly nominations, is probably linked to the Within Day Obligations discussion in the Balancing framework. 
From a shippers’ perspective, it is favoured to simplify as much as possible complexity and go for daily nominations. But then again, reducing complexity for one party implies extra cost for someone else. As such, further work is still needed to ensure that market parties are not incentivised to use flexibility across borders in a way that this transfers costs from one balancing system to the other for ensuring system integrity. A balance is to be found.
· As timings and deadlines for the nomination and renomination process are shifted to the Network Code on Balancing, it is tabled that TSO-TSO cooperation (matching process) and data exchange (“how” to communicate) linked to the nomination and re-nomination process need still to be part of the Network Code Interoperability (interconnection agreement and data exchange).
3.2 On Interconnection Agreements: 

· ENTSOG defends its proposal to have a basic list of topics to be treated in an Interconnection Agreement on a mandatory basis, but not to go further into detail on the content as this very much dependent on the particular situation at each IP individually;
· On the question why an agreement is necessary (or having no agreement is a problem), experts highlight that, e.g. for the level of pressure, an agreement is needed on this issue if a TSO wants to calculate the capacity in its system. Also a problem of the same importance is identified on the topic of allocation rules and the lack of OBAs at some points;
· One can say that, with a formal list of topics, TSOs concerned can discuss and agree to disagree. On this issue, dispute settlement rules have to be foreseen ;
· From a network user perspective, the only importance is the fact that allocation equals the confirmation that follows nomination (standard allocation rule) and that information is given in time (short lead-times).   

3.3 On Capacity Calculation: 

· Based on the information given in the questionnaire, the reaction from experts is that physical capacity will never be the same as commercial capacity. For physical capacity, reference is made to technical capacity that is based on long term scenarios. This is relevant for investments but is different when the shorter term is being looked at. To offer commercial capacity, TSOs are looking on the short term and it is their dispatching taking care that the maximum is being offered; 

· How to maximise the matched offered capacity, might be an issue. This is then, following the previous discussion, the exchange of parameters and information on scenarios used to calculate the short term commercial capacity;  

· Coming out of the discussion, TSO’s look mainly to their own system when calculating their capacity. International cooperation is looked at today during the development of the Ten Year Network Development Plan and the European supply adequacy outlook that shall build on national supply outlooks prepared by each individual transmission system operator. Network users do not know, even with more transparency, it is too difficult and not in their core business. 
· The example given in the South region of cross-border cooperation to maximise capacity is pretty much dependent on the incentives given to TSOs. Probably improvement is possible this way, but the question is if the maximum is reached and how this can be demonstrated;
· To sum up, experts recognise that there is potential to maximise commercially offered capacity (even though some think that this can only be done through incentives), for example through better cooperation on and exchange of information on scenarios and parameters used.
3.4 On Gas Quality: 

· The overall view among TSOs seems to support the basic philosophy that the network user, as the owner of the gas, is responsible for the gas quality of that gas. While the TSO is facilitating, case by case, to get the correct gas at the relevant points, providing information;

· Network users state that, because of the existence of the lower UK Wobbe upper limit, they take this into account in their behaviour in Belgium, the Netherlands and Germany. It is seen as a hurdle for trade;

· An EASEE-gas presentation highlights that the only physical problem related to the quality of gas, is a problem of gas quality fluctuations for the end customers. But this is to be handled with accurate provision of information; The presentation also points out that differences in gas quality can constitute an increasingly important obstacle with changes in gas flows.
3.5 On Odorisation: 

· Is clearly seen as a barrier that can be eliminated. Evidence is given at the France-Belgian and France-German border to ship gas from the South to the North West of Europe. Odorised gas might impact chemical processes and has a major impact on being injected to storages.
· ENTSOG considers the issue of odorisation in transmission systems as a safety issue (according to national laws) for some Members States. 
3.6  On Units: 

· Is an issue, especially towards users. TSOs can specify in an interconnection agreement conversion factors. Billing and metering should be out of scope;
· As important as the utilisation of the same units is the utilisation of consistent units and references (temperature) throughout the system for booking, for nomination and for allocation. This has been settled in the Network Code CAM, where bookings are now in energy unit. 
· In communication to partners and platforms, harmonised units are to be used. If national rules foresee other units, conversion factors are to be used before transmitting the data to the partners.
3.7 On Data exchange: 

· An estimate is that nowadays, around 15 different standards and bilateral solutions are being used. There should be coherence within a market, as such, if an European wide market is to be introduced, the target should be the use of one standard;

· Attention should be paid to the IT lifecycle that is needed to introduce a new communication standard (cost-benefit approach);

· A clear separation is to be made in what is to be tackled in the Network code. This can be on “how to communicate” (format and protocol, is not to be changed that often), leaving “what to communicate” in the messages more out of scope (because this is to be changed every time a new product or a change in service is to be made). Instead of “what to communicate”, one could define a common procedure how to define “what to communicate”. If in the network code too much detail is introduced, the process to modify will be difficult. 

An attempt will be made to incorporate these remarks already in a new version, that shall be sent to the task force members. The goal should be to sent around a fourth draft version to the GWG members, ready for consultation. It is however recommendable to insert some questions to the sections in the document to get direct reaction from the stakeholders. The GWG have however only a week to sent comments and approve the consultation document to be able to go further to the BoR. 
4 Any other business

-
5 Next meeting
Still to be decided.  









European Regulators Group for Electricity and Gas

Contact: Council of European Energy Regulators ASBL

28 rue le Titien, 1000 Bruxelles

Arrondissement judiciaire de Bruxelles

RPM 0861.035.445

1/6
2/6

[image: image1.png]ACLER

Agency for the Cooperation
e Energy Regulators



[image: image2.png]ACLER

Agency for the Cooperation
e Energy Regulators



