






Appendix A Recommended Format for Submissions 
To assist Gas Industry Co in the orderly and efficient consideration of stakeholders’ responses, a suggested format for 
submissions has been prepared. This is drawn from the questions posed in the body of this consultation paper. Submitters are 
also free to include other material on the exemption applications in their responses. 

Submission from Vector Transmission, Jo Murray  

 

Question Comment 

Q1:  Do submitters have any comments on the 
exemption DR09-01-U proposed by 
Contact regarding the new Stratford 3 
direct connect gas gate? 

Vector supports the exemption of Stratford 3 from the Gas (Downstream Reconciliation) Rules 
2008.   

 

Vector agrees with the GIC’s assertion that all direct connect gas gates should be treated the 
same in any exemption granted.  As noted in the past, Vector believes the best way to deal 
with these sites is through an amendment to the definition of “Gas Gate.” The definition 
should be reworded to ensure sites that are directly connected to the transmission system are 
not considered under the Rules.  



Question Comment 

Q2:  Do submitters have any comments on 
exemptions DR09-02-T proposed by Gas 
Industry Co and DR09-05-S from Mighty 
River Power regarding potential 
arrangements to address negative GGRP 
values?? 

Vector does not support exemption applications DR09-02-T and DR09-05-S.  
 
A “zero floor” on GGRP values results in an allocation exceeding the transmission system 
owner (“TSO”) injection metered quantity at the gate.  Applying a “deemed” value in the case 
of GGRP negative values would result in daily shipper allocations at the Delivery Point that do 
not sum to the injection metered quantity. When the gas measured by TOU metering at the 
gate is greater than the gas measured by the injection meter, then under the exemption (if 
granted) the mass market retailers will be allocated 0 GJ.  This will result in an allocation at 
the gate that is larger than the injection metered quantity, which will not pass validation 
when uploaded into OATIS because it does not equal the injection meter plus or minus the 
OATIS tolerance. 
 
The difference between the total TOU metering and the injection meter at the gas gate is 
unaccounted for gas (“UFG”) on the distribution network.  By allocating more gas than went 
through the injection meter the TSO will effectively gain gas in the form of UFG on the 
Transmission System. 
  
Finally, Vector wishes to point out that the outcome of this proposed exemption 
(if granted) is contrary to the GIC’s key policy assumption in respect of the 
Rules: 
 

“A key policy assumption in respect of the Rules is that all gas will be allocated 
– ie the consumption information balances with the injection quantities at a gas 
gate. Complete allocation is also important for upstream reconciliation 
purposes.” (Appendix G DR09-03-T, part 4) 

 

Vector does not support the related application by Mighty River Power (“MRP”) and 
accordingly agrees with the GIC’s initial assessment of MRPs exemption application.  While it 
is unlikely to be MRPs intention, Vector notes that the proposal could allow retailers to game 
the allocation system. 



Question Comment 

Q3:  Do submitters have any comments on the 
transitional exemption application DR09-
03-T proposed by Gas Industry Co 
regarding the arrangements for any 
residual unallocated gas? 

Vector does not support exemption application DR09-03-T.   

 

By not allocating the flow through an injection meter, when no retailer has reported 
consumption UFG on the distribution system, gas is effectively allocated to the TSO and 
becomes UFG on the transmission system – making the TSO financially responsible for UFG 
that is in fact on the distribution system and in respect of which it does not have the same 
level of control and information as the network owner.  This is especially so when there are 
many potentially inaccurate TOU meters downstream of the gate and only one or two 
injection meters.  The network owner is also better placed to comment on leakage or loss 
from the distribution system. 

 

In addition, Vector notes that the exemption exposes the TSO to the risk of incorrect retailer 
trading notifications.  Vector understands that a good proportion of retailer data around 
switching is inaccurate.  Accordingly it is both unfair and unreasonable to transfer the 
responsibility to the TSO for reconciling the inaccurate information to attain a reasonably 
accurate picture of usage.   

Q4: Do submitters have any comments on the 
exemption DR09-04-S proposed by 
Contact regarding the rule 39 notification 
deadlines and the submission of zero data? 

In respect of the exemption application DR09-04-S, Vector supports the first generic option 
proposed by the GIC to address the rule 39 timeframe issue: “an exemption that still requires 
retailers to make a notification under rule 39 prior to submitting consumption information for 
the relevant consumption period’s initial allocation (ie by the third business day)” (page 14 of 
the package of 5 exemption applications, 22 January 2009). 
 
As indicated above, many failures by retailers to comply with their obligations under the Rules 
result in inaccurate initial allocations and these inevitably flow through to the allocation of 
pipeline balancing costs in the Balancing and Peaking Pool (“BPP”).  This is so for breaches of 
rule 39.  Under section 8.21(a) of the Vector Transmission Code (“VTC”) these balancing 
costs allocations are not revised by subsequent interim, final or special allocation runs. 
 
Accordingly, Vector endorses any action by the GIC to support its aim that the initial 
allocation is both timely and accurate.  Compliance with that requirement will eliminate 
perceived unfairness in the allocation of pipeline balancing costs.  It will also reinforce 
Principle 1 of the ERGEG balancing principles to place the primary responsibility on network 
users to “balance their own inputs and offtakes over the relevant period.”   



 


