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2 General questions

ACER gave an update on the process for the FG on Interoperability & Data Exchange Rules. The workshop of 23 April 2012 is considered to be part of the process and aims to collect inputs and comments from the stakeholders. 
A presentation explaining the objective of the workshop, as well as the current draft framework guidelines were used to generate discussions. The Mandate of the consultant and the differentiation between system users and end-users were discussed, concluding that the major concerns of end users are focused on  the gas quality section.
ENTSOG expressed some general views on the draft FG. ENTSOG is in favour of a cost efficient approach: FG has to focus on real EU-wide operational barriers and also realistic implementation timelines and adequate cost allocation mechanisms are necessary. A single solution (full harmonization) isn’t always the most cost effective approach. IOP has to focus on cooperation among TSOs as well as between TSOs and Network Users.
ACER confirmed the importance of a cost efficient approach.
3 Scope

ENTSOG was given opportunity to react to the whole FG, whereas other participants reacted on the dedicated section only. Participants other than ENTSOG and GSE voicing an opinion were in favour of the current scope. ENTSOG expressed their opinion that in line with 3rd Energy Package and knowing that IOP is a supporting process for the market related Network Codes (CAM, BAL), FG should apply to interconnection points and be restricted to IOP and Data exchange and not deal with investment for network development related issues. National provisions should be established relating to other operators (producers, LNG and storage operators …). The NC can give inspiration for these national provisions.
4 Timeline - Interim steps

Participants voicing an opinion stated that they can’t react to the proposed timeline as long as the content of network codes interacting with IOP isn’t fully defined. Several participants, including ENTSOG, were in favour of interim steps. ENTSOG expressed opinion that a 18 month implementation time appears very challenging (e.g. changing IT systems, interactions with other Network Codes…).
In the view of GTS representative, the implementation time cannot be assessed before the content of the NC is known. 
National Grid representatives argued that IOP interacts with other Framework Guidelines, so there is a need to know the final content of CAM, CMP, and Balancing in order to be able to define a timeline.
In the opinion of Open Grid Europe representative, 18 months should be enough for TSOs to adapt if the rules were clear at the beginning of the process. TSOs need to share with the shippers how they would adapt the system. The real challenge would be the time other parties need to adapt afterwards.
5 Interconnection Agreements

Participants’ views were generally supportive. Stakeholders expressed the need for a balance between a template and a fully detailed fall-back option. They questioned the possibility of defining a viable default rule for every topic of an interconnection agreement. 
In the view of the National Grid representative, the dispute settlement depends on the nature of the dispute. 
The GSE representative asked about the provision stating that existing contracts would be affected, including long term contracts.  Chair replied that this section, and more generally IOP, concern operational issues. 
The GTS representative made the remark that in any case, a default rule is not a good idea.

In the view of EASEE-gas representative a balance to be found between a default rule: too much or not enough prescriptive. In the first case, it could be in the interest of one TSO to wait for it to apply instead of negotiating. Maybe one solution could be to insist on NRAs’ involvement in case of failure to agree within one year.

6 Units Harmonisation

The debate focused on ACER application of the section to TSOs communicating to any counterparty. ENTSOG expressed opinion that a common set of units can be defined. The extent of harmonization has to be focused on communications towards network users. For some processes (e.g. metering …) the use of conversion factors can be more cost efficient.
7 Data Exchange

The participants expressing an opinion were in favour of harmonisation of the format and protocol of data exchanged. However, they ask for more flexibility, even to the extent of a voluntary handbook approach.

The EFET representative intervened by saying that under the harmonisation work conducted by EFET, they never had to impose standards to obtain results. He believed that basic rules of thumb would in any case eventually prevail. The importance is not to define a code, but ensure that different solutions can talk to each other, plus eventually define default rules. 
The representative of IFIEC added that EFET work should extends to content & frequency of data to be exchanged, which is not tackled by the FG. 
The OGE representative recognized that EFET solution goes beyond the scope of EASEEgas and the FG. Finally the ENTSOG representative recommended the handbook solution which would ensure that a flexible solution is proposed. This could be adapted to technological changes or changes in business requirements. 
The GRTgaz Deutschland representative made the remark that there is already a high level of harmonization (EASEEgas CBP).
The representative of National Grid suggested that a solution would be to focus on structure, processes and roadmap instead of proposing one standard in the network code.  
Finally the representative of the GTS agreed that the nominations provisions would now be addressed in balancing, also with regard to the data to be exchanged at this purpose and asked to copy them in the IOP NC as well.

The chair answered that as of today, the handbook is not an option from a legal point of view. Then, this section was developed in reaction to problem identification, showing that there was a need for harmonised formats, protocols and safety standards for data exchange. 
8 Odorisation

The GRTgaz representative agreed with the wording of the FG. ENTSOG preferred it to be reinforced (there should be no room for bi-lateral agreements, but only the default rule on non- odorisation). 
The Premier Transmission representative recognized a positive impact of the provisions of the FG on the Irish market. 
The OGE was not in favour of bilateral agreements, as the issue impacts other parties than TSOs -it should be multi-lateral agreements.

9 Gas quality

ENTSOG expressed opinion that tools for handling GQ differences have to be based on cost-benefit assessment and in cooperation between NRAs and TSOs. Participants expressing an opinion agreed that full harmonization isn’t possible. Two main concerns regarding the current drafting of the FG were expressed: 

· communication of the variations in gas quality  to be tackled at national level;
· the current FG extends the scope of the Ten Years Network Development Plan (TYNDP), which is defined elsewhere in the regulation.
The EASEEgas representative made the remark that full harmonization is not possible, thus a regional approach should be favoured. 18 months seem short to solve the issue. 
On a statement of ENTSOG that evidence of gas quality is difficult partly due to a lack of end-user information; IFIEC argued that end-users know that the announced changes of the gas quality will affect the safety, environmental and efficiency of its installations but do not have the experience or enough information of the variations and future evolutions of gas quality that would allow them to provide the requested evidence on forehand. These also complicate decisions for investments to comply with future quality changes.
Gas Quality would not necessary hamper trade, but only physical flows. He welcomed the EASEEgas ‘roadmap’ on gas quality including the announcement about real time information provision by TSO’s, but he questioned whether this information provision would only address one part of the problem. What if an end-user is informed that he would receive in very short time gas that cannot be used?

The GSE representative made the remark that EASEEgas and IFIEC referred to a problematic issue that rather concerns CEN than IOP FG. The GSE representative agreed with the content of the FG, arguing that there is a legal concern over extending the scope of TYNDP.

10 Capacity calculation

ENTSOG expressed opinion that capacity calculation is already covered by Transparency guidelines and NC CAM. ENTSOG doesn’t see operational barriers that can be tackled within this FG/NC with relation to capacity calculation.
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ACER workshop on 
Framework Guidelines on Interoperability Rules and Data Exchange

Ljubljana, Trg republike 3

 23 April 2012, 12:30-16:00

Agenda


		12:30 – 12:40

		Welcome Addresses 





Introduction





Steve Gordon, Head of ACER Gas Department 

		12:40 – 13:00

		Presentation of the process on the Framework guidelines on Interoperability & Data Exchange – Scoping, Problem Identification, Consultant study 





 





                     
 Geert Van Hauwermeiren, CREG 








                         
  Karoline Steinbacher, E-Control









		13:00– 14:25

		Issues addressed in the Framework Guideline and Stakeholder views





General views





Presentation by ENTSOG




Interconnection Agreements




Introduction by ACER










Open discussion


Unit Harmonisation & Data Exchange



Introduction by ACER

 








Presentation by EFET & Open discussion


Odorisation 





Introduction by ACER 










Presentation by GRTGaz & Open discussion







		14:25-14:45

		Coffee Break





		14:45-15:50

		Issues addressed in the Framework Guideline and Stakeholder views (II)





Gas Quality 





Introduction by ACER 










Presentation by Easee-Gas










Presentation by IFIEC 










Open discussion


Capacity Calculation




Introduction by ACER 










Open discussion


		15:50-16:00

		Conclusions and way forward
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