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John
Sticky Note
Comments fro John baldwin on behalf of REA Biogas Group


end

energynetworks
association

Ownership
Standards of Service
Liabilities

Next Steps
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Convenient to divide DN entry facility into two parts

1) Minimum connection — Remotely Operable Value and
associated telemetry

2) Rest of DN Entry facility (hereafter called Entry facility)

* View Is that Minimum Connection should be constructed
and owned by transporter as this is essential equipment
that prevents the entry of non-compliant gas into the
transporter’'s system

« Entry facility can be procured by owner of production facility
and owned & operated by owner of production facility or
third party. Transporters could bid into this process if they
wished but would not be obligated to do &
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John
Sticky Note
A drawing would be helpful.
Also, clarify re Telemetry - does thsi include HPMIS?

John
Sticky Note
Needs to have a process for the GDN doing this - feasibility/conceptual etc. Or can we move to fixed prices based on standard parameters?

John
Sticky Note
can we move to a FIXED Price for ROV + Telemetry? Without a detailed suvbey? Can G19 be done on basis of this happening so no need for individual G17?


« Transporters therefore support a competitive market in
the ownership and operation of the Entry facility
excluding the minimum connection

* The Network Entry Agreement (NEA) would contain
clauses relating to the operation of the Entry facility and
the provision of information to the transporter to enable
them to be satisfied that its operation would not
compromise the safety of the transporter’s system

- Each transporter would be responsible for its own NEA2

4 | Energy Networks Association 315" October 2011


John
Sticky Note
Can GDNs try and adopt a broadly similar NEA? Things liuke measurement, gas quality, HPMIS should ideally be same for all to reduce costs


-dards of Service €na

« Currently all entry connections are defined as
Sufficiently Complex Jobs in 4B statements

« Transporters will develop SoS for entry connections
where the transporter is monopoly provider of services
for example information provision and construction of
Minimum Connection &

- Competitive market for construction of Entry facility
means that developer can stipulate KPIs and liquidated
damages as part of procurement process. They will
also be able to design in back up systems if required.o

« S0S will need to take into account possibility that entry
connection is made to IGT network which then needs to
speak to upstream network regarding capacity
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John
Sticky Note
As above, ideally fixed price and standard timetable

John
Sticky Note
Agreed - the Specification for Entry facilities should allow duplication but not inssit on it


ies for failure to take gas €A

associatfion

There are two potential reasons for failure to take gas
1. Equipment failure
2. Capacity constraints

a.
b.
C.
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Error by transporter

Incident on system
Change in exit demand for a single or very small number of exit
customers

Change in exit demand from a larger number of exit customers
where a single exit customer is not directly responsible ®)

315t October 2011


John
Sticky Note
Agree with all this. 2b should be force majeure. 2 c can be envisaged in NEA - not GDNs issue (though ideally compressor solution will come in 2012)
2d is tricky - REA wants GDNs to pick up the liability to provide capacity though this needs both technical solution and also support of Ofgem. 


-’ries — equipment failure €na

« The most likely point of equipment failure is part of the
Entry facility, in a competitive model this would not be
owned by the DN

« Since transporters do not earn additional revenue from
entry connections there is no current intention to pay
liabilities in the highly unlikely event of failure of the
Minimum Connection
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John
Sticky Note
Agreed - large biomethane producers wil probably want a degree of standby/duplication

John
Sticky Note
This is an unlkikely event and so REA would not want to focus on it. GDNs should have an obligation to repair in a given time. If GDNs agre to do this then that should be acceptable.


-Ii’ries — capacity constraints €A

a. Error by transporter in providing information on available capacity
Transporter would be liable to provide minimum capacity stated in NEAD]
b. Incident on system

As transporter does not earn extra revenue from entry connection it is
difficult to see justification for paying liabilities althh we recognise that
this is not satisfactory from entrant’s point of view =

c. Change in exit demand for a single or very small number of exit
customers

This could be handled in NEA, entrant would be aware of risk at time of
connection. Could transporter refuse to offer capacity? Who funds
reinforcement (if possible) and how long it would take to deliver? Cost of
reinforcement could appear in possible entry capacity charge under Mod
03915

d. Changein exit demand from a larger number of exit customers where
a single exit customer is not directly responsible

Transporter would need to reinforce system (if possible), if this is funded by
transporter would this be regarded as efficient expenditure by O%em?
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John
Sticky Note
But what liabilities? This is a realistic scenario and we ned cto think about it. As a minium each entry point should have had a 2500 pound  capacitystudy - this at least means that the GDN has spent time on the capacity, this reduces likelehood of errors (maybe this study goes in back of NEA?) GDNs have different models for thsi - can they share what they do to help best practice?

John
Sticky Note
These incidents should be very rare and force majeure - can GDNs confirm they will be rare?

John
Sticky Note
Reinforcement may not be possible/practical. NEA should identify such customers and push risk to the biomethane producer UNTIL the GDNs have compressor option. When/if that exists, GDNs should agree to consider providing firmer capacity obligation (with Ofgem consent)

John
Sticky Note
This is a difficult issue without specific Ofgem consent. Best is to have the compression option and review it in 2012.


association

Further work needed on

« Standards of Service
» Reinforcement policy for entry connections
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John
Sticky Note
Can we also start work on the 'Specification' that would be given to the biomethane producer. can we use ME/1 as template? GDNs are looking at new BtG solutions and have the necessary understanding of technical requirement. Can one GDN agree to draft va straw man specification that can be discussed?




