iGT 053 Introduction of annual updates to the AQ values within the CSEP NExA Table

Development Workgroup Meeting Minutes – Tuesday 10th December 2013

Npower, 6 Threadneedle Street, London
Attendees:

Amie Charalambous (AC) – Npower

Trevor Clark (TC) – E.ON

Jonathan Kiddle (EDF)

Jon Dixon (Ofgem)

Adam Pearce (AP) – ES Pipelines

Jenny Rawlinson (JR) – GTC

Mark Jones (MJ) – SSE

Maria Hesketh (MH) – SP

AC opened the meeting and introduced attendees.  The group agreed to go through the current business rules based on the RFI’s received.

Step 1 was discussed.  Some members of the group agreed that they would prefer a December review meeting rather than adding to the January iGT shipper workgroup meeting.  It was preferred that a December review meeting would be held via teleconference and would be arranged by the pipeline operators.
AC acknowledged that this mod would not be implemented in time for 2013 figures to be used. MJ would look to raise a separate mod to amend the table to include the 2013 AQ values in his mod as he believes the current figures are 4 years out of date.  

Amie’s intention for IGT053 is to continue developing as the enduring solution to updating the AQ automatically.  A member of the WG pointed out that 2 modifications needed to be raised IGT UNC and UNC.  Both Amie and Mark agreed to raise 2 mods each to ensure consistency.

AP agreed this would allow for an enduring solution to be put in place.

IGTs confirmed that most of the figures have been received and that the expectation is for all figures to be distributed by next week.  
The group was advised that there were 1 or 2 iGT figures still waiting to go to the AiGT.  MJ would use the latest figures when they became available for his mod.
Following on from step 1, step 2 would be amended to state December review meeting rather than January review meeting

The group then moved on to step 3 which was amended to take in parties views on voting. The old step 3 then became step 4 which the group reviewed and agreed.
This lead to some discussions about the table being updated within the UNC.  AC confirmed that the table would also need amending within the UNC and would be raising a subsequent modification to update the table within the UNC. 

AP suggested that the AQ values could be subject to tolerances however, the WG ruled in favour of no tolerances to allow the AQ values to be exact. 

Also noted was a view from a members suggestion to review the AQ methodology as a Long term system planning exercise proposing building in safety issues in terms of demand.  The WG agreed that the current method may not be the perfect solution and where happy for a member 

to take an action to look at comparisons in the figures over a 10 year period to highlight any trends in new build values

The member also suggested using DNO methodology to potentially calculate values.  The group felt this was over complicating the purpose of the mod and agreed that it may hold potential value at a later date but not relevant at the WG.  It was agreed that parties should not be using the NExA table for capacity planning in the long term.  It was suggested to use a different methodology for capacity planning
The group then discussed Step 5 which was amended along with step 6. 

It was decided that the WG would vote on the automatic update of the AQ and then send the outcome of the vote to the panel.  The panel would take the ultimate vote. 

Ofgem was questioned on whether the panel could send their outcome to Ofgem to take the final decision.  Ofgem stated that their stance would be to encourage either the WG or the panel to make the decision as we are the industry experts.

Ofgem also discussed the potential impact could be that we ring fence the NExA AQ table to say that another mod can challenge this although, the expectation is that the tables will be updated every year through this process (update happens automatically unless there is 4 votes against it) However, parties have a right to raise a mod if they feel process is flawed.  Ofgem reiterated that parties should not have a commercial investment to de rail the process and encourage the group to continue with the development of the mod.
At this point there was a question around the same values being used should the table be updated in time for a November release. The group agrees that the same values should be used. JD questioned if the iGT’s did their own AQ review and whether it was linked to the Mod 81 report. AP agreed to pull AQ values out
There was some discussion and a concern around the figures being accurate and could the group guarantee the figures i.e. significant errors?  Which raised the question if the figures are crystallised at this stage?
The group agreed that there was a very slight chance that if there was a significant problem that needed to be addressed at the January review and that the chances of iGTs or shipper not being able to correct it in a few months is also slim as the error occurring in the 1st place
The group moved on to step 7 which was discussed and agreed.  Again there was some discussion about aligning the table between codes.  AP to speak to UNC mod 440 group about pointing the table back to the iGT UNC. 

MH raised the issue of the incorrect version of the CSEP NExA AQ table stored on the UNC website.  She also asked for the groups view on the mod she had drafted that will allow for names and dates to be added to the AQ tables providing more certainty as to the current version.  The group advised that they would be happy for her to present the proposal as a self governance mod.

