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Ref: EYY-RN-MN-##-02

Minutes

Gas Regional Initiative North West  - IG meeting
20th of March from 13:00 to 16:00 hours

The Hague
MINUTES
Outline:

1. Agenda of the meeting

2. Reaction RCC on the operator letter

3. Feedback operators on project plans

4. Feedback operators on Enabler Groups

5. Feedback operators on workshop in Dublin 23/24 of April

6. Feedback operators on progress report
7. Summary of decisions made during the meeting

Agenda of the meeting

· Welcome and short reaction RCC to the operators meeting

· Project plans

· Enabler Groups

· Workshops Dublin

· Progress report

· AOB

Reaction RCC on the operator letter

Peter Plug stated that the RCC has taken notice of the letter the operators have sent as a reaction on the Bonn workshops, the 8th and 9th of February 2007.  Peter Plug indicated that the RCC acknowledges that more (informal) interaction between IG and RCC is of value to the process . 

· Therefore there will be contact between a representative of the RCC and of the operators (Nigel Sisman) after the RCC meetings in order to catch up on the decisions made by the RCC and recent developments. 

· Furthermore a member of the RCC will visit the operatorsmeeting if requested by the operators. Maya van der Steenhoven will discuss the representee with Nigel Sisman to see who is most appropriate. 

· Peter Plug announces he has decided to chair all workshops in Dublin. 

Feedback operators on project plans

Feedback project plan workstream ‘Primary Markets Interconnection Points’

· Operators felt that the final paper of this workstream was a good one in general

· Operators felt that starting with three IPs is a good idea, however they feel that in the first phase of the project plan (2007) Obergeilbach should be replaced by Ellund. This because work on a number of projects has already started on Ellund (for example the EFET proposal pilot). Obergeilbach could be dealt with in the following phases of the project plan (2008).

The lead regulator (CRE) of the “primary capacity” explained that Obergailbach was chosen because new investments are planned by GRTgaz for 2008 at this interconnection point. The RCC responded that it is open to the adaptation of the IPs that need to be ‘dealt with’ in the first phase of the project plan (2007). However if the operators want to change a certain IP they will need to be sure that this change will increase the overall progress in the workstream and should commit themselves to achieving this progress. 

The operators agreed to this condition and it was decided that Obergeilbach will be replaced by Ellund, under the reservation that if stakeholders come with valid argumentation why Obergeilbach should be ‘dealt with’ first the instead of Ellund, this decision will be reversed. 

· The operators stated that they feel the EG are a good initiative, however they feel that more stakeholders will need to be involved, specially those that are active on the specific IPs that will be ‘dealt with’.  Furthermore the operators suggested that potential newcomers on an IP will need to be involved in the process. 

· The RCC responded that it generally welcomes this proposal. However, it will be important to pay close attention to the role of incumbents in this process, since their interests may sometimes differ from the interests of newcomers.

· Another comment the operators had concerning the EGs is their task to ‘coordinate and harmonize’ the actions that will be taken on the individual IPs. The operators feel that this should be the task of the IG, since they already meet on a regular basis, are involved in all IPs and have a good collaboration. 

The RCC responded by stating that they feel the ongoing involvement of shippers in the coordination process of the workstream ‘primary markets’ is important. However they agree that one should prevent from creating too many groups for coordination, and thereby taking away the overall coordination. It was agreed that this discussion should be taken forward in the meeting to the agenda point on the Enabler Groups.

· The operators indicated they support regulatory efforts to address the confidentiality issue that arises in the process of collecting data for ‘dealing with’ the individual IPs. The operators felt that this issue, especially the ‘rule of three’ should be addresses in the Transparency workstream. The RCC felt that the “rule of three shippers” could be addressed in the Transparency workstream, but CRE stressed the fact that data was needed to assess any congestion situation at IP in primary capacity workstream and pointed out the necessary harmonization of data published by adjacent TSOs at a given interconnection point.
· The operators agree with having an open objective at the beginning and that it is important to continue working towards more concrete actions for the specific individual IPs. 
The investment issue

Investment is a subject of discussion in the work stream on ‘primary market’ as well as in the workstream on ‘regulatory coordination’. However, the focus in these workstreams in on specific rather than general aspects related to investment. Therefore it was suggested to create a separate ‘investment’ workstream, where an assessment of ongoing, planned, and needed investment projects in the region will be undertaken. This suggestion was discussed after the discussion on the workstream ‘primary markets’

The lead regulators of the ‘primary market’ (CRE/BNetzA) and the ‘regulatory coordination’ (CER) indicated they feel that the this project is the leading project on investment, investment related aspects can also arise and where appropriate will be dealt with in the regulatory coordination and primary capacity workstream.

The operators felt that it might be wise to place all investment issues in an existing workstream, (considering saving of time), but agreed to the proposal by the lead regulators to create a separate workstream for investment within the GRI. It was agreed that this workstream should by an operator initiative, and thus has to be facilitate by the IG or a representative of the IG. 
Feedback project plan workstream ‘Secondary Markets Interconnection Points’

· The operators expressed a need to know the precise nature of the ‘releasable capacity’ concept as is currently applied on the GRTgaz network.

· Operators think it is important that the EG will monitor all aspects of the ‘day ahead capacity auction’ pilot, instead of just focusing on the firm secondary product. 

The RCC responded by assuring that they will take these comments into consideration.

Feedback project plan workstream ‘Hubs’

· Operators warn for a potential overlap with other workstreams

· The operators support the concept of user groups but propose that regulators initiate these groups with support of the operators

· Operators think it is wise to establish which hubs will be analyzed in this workstream, furthermore the operators indicated they feel it is important not only to look at hubs that are not liquid, but also at hubs that are. In this the workstream can learn from ‘best practice’ cases.

The RCC responded by proposing that operators will indicate which hubs they feel are important and the RCC will do the same. The operator agreed to this.

Wish list HUBs will be outcome of wishes RCC, IG, EG and SG
Feedback project plan workstream ‘Balancing’

· The stakeholder indicated that they feel the need for more stakeholder involvement; more stakeholders from the region. 

· The development of info templates for the UK, France and Belgium 

· Two case studies on gas balancing interactions

The RCC responded by assuring that they will take these comments into consideration.

Feedback project plan workstream ‘Transparency’

· Operators advised that, in order to save work that the workstream ‘transparency’ should “piggy back” on the outcomes of the GSE/EFET taskforce on storage transparency.

· The operators are glad to see that transmission transparency is still a part of the workstream ‘transparency’. They feel the efforts made on this subject should focus on the suggestion of creating a GTE information platform and other activities concerning transmission transparency not covered by other workstreams.

· The operators feel that the “rule of three’ issue might require Europe wide resolution.

The RCC responded by assuring that they will take these comments into consideration.

Gas quality

In an early stage of the GRI process it was decide to terminate the workstream on gas quality. The RCC explained why and proposed to write a short paper (at a maximum of 1 page) to defend this decision. The operators agreed. 

Regulatory Coordination

The regulatory coordination workstream did not up-date the  project plan, It was confirmed that the draft conclusions paper (deliverable no.3) will be completed by the end of Match 2007 and this paper and the guidelines for regulators (deliverable no.4) will be distributed  before the workshop in Dublin. The RCC provided some insight in this process.  It was clarified that the conclusions paper would address investment in the context of how regulators could cooperate better on projects but would not address issues such  returns or exemptions

Feedback operators on Enabler Groups

The discussion on this subject focused primarily on the discussion that was started earlier on during the discussion of the project plan of the primary market workstream.  The RCC reacted on the proposal of the operators earlier on to delegate the coordinating and harmonizing tasks of the EG top the IG. The RCC did not think this was a good idea, since the IG is too large a body consisting of TSOs, SSOs, hub operators, exchange operators, many of whom are not actively involved with primary interconnections. The RCC therefore proposed to put all relevant TSOs into the coordinating ‘main EG’. For each of the individual IPs a special ‘sub-EG’ or “user group” will be put together.

The operators indicated they feel that the EG should have an advisory role, while the IG should have a decision making role. The motivation behind this is the operators feel that the individual stakeholders, unless they are recognised by a representative association as a representative of the market parties, represent their companies and thus the interest of these companies. The interest of these companies do not necessarily have to be in line with those of the whole sector.  Thus the EG should be an informal group.  The operators felt that this is not a problem as long as the EG has an advisory role, but when they get coordinating (decision making) task, like in the case of the primary market workstream, the operators feel that non-transparency on stakeholders agenda’s will be a problem

The RCC proposed to look at this problem on case to case basis. The RCC proposed the following steps:
· Look if a stakeholders speaks for a representative association;

· If this is not the case, make it clear to the stakeholders in the EG that they do not represent their company but the market as a whole and should act accordingly;

· If they do not, the RCC and the IG will need to take the subjectivity of these stakeholders into account;

· The RCC and IG will look at the impact on the decision making process of such a subjectivity issue on a case-to-case basis;

· If the RCC and the IG feel that the advice or actions of the EG are too subjective, they can decide to do a public consultation on the specific subject.  

The operator agreed to this proposal by the RCC. (It has to be noted that this discussion also came from a different interpretation of the word coordinate. Maybe by making clear the role of the EG more, this discussion could be out of the way. Also it was not clear yet to the operators what the difference was between the EG and the groups working on the IP’s)

Feedback operators on workshop in Dublin 23/24 of April

Two issues were discussed concerning the agenda of the workshops in Dublin on the 23rd and 24th of April:

· The starting time of the workshops was subject of discussion. It was suggested to start later on in the day in order to enable participant to fly in on Monday morning. However, because of the closing time of the venue at 17:00 PM this was problematic. 

· There were no other remarks on the agenda for Dublin

Feedback operators on progress report

It was decided that a there will be contact before the 30th of March between key operators and the RCC on the implementation plans of the different workstreams for the Dublin workshops. 

Summary of decisions made during the meeting

The following decision were made during the meeting:

· In the first phase of the ‘primary market’ workstream Obergeilbach will be replaced by Ellund, under the reservation that if stakeholders come with valid argumentation why Obergeilbach should be ‘dealt with’ first the instead of Ellund, this decision will be reversed

· A separate workstream for investment within the GRI will be created. It was agreed that this workstream should by an operator initiative, and thus has to be facilitated by the IG or a representative of the IG.

· The RCC and the IG will both indicate which hubs they feel are important and need to be taken up in the workstream ‘hubs’.
· The RCC will write a short paper (one page maximum) to explain and defend the termination of the ‘gas quality’ workstream.

· The objectivity of stakeholders participating in an EG will be investigated and the impact of possible subjective stakeholders will be assessed on a case-to-case basis. In the event the subjective advise of the EG is considered to be harmful for the decision making process in a work stream, a public consultation can be sent out. 

· Contact will be established before the 30th of March between key operators and the lead regulators on the implementation plans of the different workstreams for the Dublin workshops. 

Next meeting
Schedule of the next meetings:
23 and 24 april Dublin workshops
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