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	Project/Subject
	Organizing person


	Minutes of Conference Call 
Steering Committee Schumann 
	Günther Schneider

	
	Participants

	
	Mr Fischer (EEA)

Dr Güldner (EKK)

Mr Poyer (EFR)

Mr Röglin (EEA)

Mr Rümmler (CC)

Mr Schneider (EFR)

Mr Specht (EKK)

Excused Participants


	Place, Date, Time
	

	ConfCall, 21st July 2009, 18:00
	

	Date of Minutes
	Additional Recipients

	21st July 2009
	Mr Boulanger (EEA)
Mr Haya (EFR)
Mr Hienz (EFR)

Mr Maßmann (EEA)

Dr. Neubronner (EEA)

Workgroup leaders


	( Items and content
	

	Item
	Content
	
	Type
	Resp.
	Date

	1
	Visit Dr. Bernotat at E.ON France
· Dr. Bernotat and Dr. Maubach communicated during their visit in Paris in several events on E.ON’s ambition to become EPR operator in France. All major newspapers in France reported about this message. The feedback from press and public administration was rather positive.
· For E.ON this could be considered as successful first test of the chosen approach to step into the French nuclear market with a minority position and to strive for the operator role at a later stage if this is supported by public opinion.
· Dr. Bernotat mentioned during the press conference the opportunity to step into the EPR project Flamanville 3. Concrete offers are not known at this stage. However, this might be a good opportunity to gain already now (before construction for Penly starts in 2012) project insights and experiences. It was agreed that this idea should be “tested” with EDF on a working level. However, a prerequisite for this test is to have transparency about the resources which could be offered. Mr Specht will clarify the situation and discuss the idea with Mr Dupuis (EDF project director for Penly).


	
	  


A
	Specht
	Mid-Sept.

	2
	Status of discussion on governance
· EDF clearly communicated that the license should be held by EDF directly and not by the SPV. There are indications that this position might be challenged by GDF-Suez. The SC acknowledges that for a stringent construction project and operation of a nuclear plant the responsibility must be clearly defined. Therefore, EDF’s position is similar to E.ON’s position in comparable nuclear cooperation projects. However, it could be considered to challenge EDF’s position during negotiations for tactical reasons.
· As it is expected that EDF is subject to political pressure to close the negotiations for the MoUs successfully, the E.ON negotiation team should develop a list of topics and demands which should be covered by the MoU.
· The combination of limited transparency, the principle „at risk“ and full decision power for EDF require levers for risk mitigation and protection of minority shareholder interests. As possible levers are considered:
· Decision processes: Definition of a list of topics which require a qualified majority of 2/3.
· Right to request audits (details to be defined)

· Exit option: The feedback from EDF to limit such an exit option to the construction phase is not considered as critical. Conditions for the exit option must be detailed.

· Access to contracts (e.g. supplier contracts)
· Commercial aspects: The evaluation of the project team as indicated on slide 7 was shared by the SC. A 20% overhead charge is in principle acceptable. However, the basis for calculation must be clearly defined.
· It was discussed if in parallel to negotiations with EDF bilateral contacts with GDF-Suez should be established. The SC decided that this approach should not be followed at the current stage. Bilateral discussions with other project partners might become more relevant after the signing of the MoU.

	
	
	
	

	3


	Results of first economic analysis
· The first evaluation is more or less based on generic data. However, the results are considered as promising (in two out of four LTM scenarios above hurdle rate). 
· The results showed low sensitivity for different price curves

· Beside CAPEX, operating costs and taxes are expected to have a major impact on the ROI. The next meeting with EDF is scheduled for August 7th. This should be taken as opportunity to verify the assumptions.


	
	
	
	

	4
	Contact with ASN
· ASN indicated interest to learn more about the E.ON group and our experiences in operating nuclear plants. Mr Fischer had as well the opportunity to discuss an establishment of contacts with Mr Lacoste (Président ASN). 
· The SC agreed that a meeting with Mr Lacoste should be planned for end of September/ early October. Participants: Mr Fischer, Dr Güldner, Mr Poyer
· Next steps:
· Set-up of a meeting with Mr Lacoste (responsibility Mr Poyer)
· Preparation of an agenda (responsibility Dr. Micklinghoff)

	
	
	
	

	5
	Next steps and next SC call
· Resource planning: The planning for the resources which could be offered for the Penly project needs to start now. EFR will be integrated into this process.

· SWAP: A meeting was scheduled with EDF for July 31st 

· The next SC call should be scheduled after significant progress in the negotiation process (e.g. availability of a draft MoU) for the first week of September (e.g. 01.09.2009).
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