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Synthesis of the answers to the questionnaire to shippers
Synthesis of the answers to the questionnaire

The questionnaire was sent to shippers on 5 December 2007 for response by 21 December. Eleven answers were received from the following shippers:

· Centrica

· ENI

· Essent

· Gaselys

· Shell Energy Europe

· SPE

· Total Gas and Power

· Four confidential responses were also received. 
Responses are presented by topic area. This allows ensuring confidentiality in those cases where respondents did not want their names to be published whilst taking their views on board.

1. Current use of capacity 

Do you use or do you intend to use capacity services at the interconnection point of Blaregnies/Taisnières?

If yes, please elaborate.

Most respondents (9 out of 11) currently use capacity services at the interconnection point of Blaregnies/Taisnières. Some of them intend to acquire more capacity in the near future.

2. Improvement of the use of existing capacity from Belgium to France (H-gas)
Two respondents make general comments and suggestions.

One respondent believes that there are ways in which the option to transit gas through Belgium could be improved. An integrated approach to domestic transport and transit would increase the flexibility of the use of capacity. The ability to use booked capacity for domestic transport or transit without having to specify this at the time of booking could result in an increased use of capacity.

Secondly, for this respondent, the situation at the Zee Platform and the proposed changes for 2008 do not support the flow of gas from the Zeebrugge trading hub into the Belgian market and onwards. This respondent strongly suggests offering firm capacity at this location, as the current and future capacity products on this route are interruptible or ‘conditional’. To allow gas that is traded at the hub to flow into the Belgian market, a 100% firm capacity product at Zee Platform should be supplied.
Another respondent suggests the following improvements in the Fluxys booking system:

· to set up an online booking procedure, which is currently not available

· to improve the response time

2.1. Do you think a better harmonisation of interruptible capacity products could improve the shipping of gas at Blaregnies/Taisnières
?

If yes, what would you suggest to improve the harmonisation of interruptible capacity products at this interconnection point? Please elaborate how, if possible with solutions.

Several respondents propose improvements. 

One respondent favours the following features for the new interruptible transit service of Fluxys, in order to enhance the quality of the interruptible capacity products:
· “Last come, first interrupted” methodology, in order for shippers to assess their interruption risks;
· Transparency on the aggregated nominations for D and D+1 in order to better anticipate the interruptions, as the current notification notice of 2 hours is too short;
· Booking not limited to the calendar year;
· Possibility to extend the subscriptions to the Zeebrugge hub and the Interconnector terminal (currently limited at the Zeepipe terminal);
· Discounted tariff relatively to the firm capacity, as the current tariff is considered as too high given the interruption risk

Another respondent wishes one unique type of product that includes Entry/Exit capacity on both sides of the border and that can be booked at once by shippers. TSOs will have to organize the split on their own, by implementing the same allocation methods, based on the same basic operational rules (hourly nomination, balancing…). The maturity should be the same, i.e. within-day, day-ahead, week-ahead…
For another shipper, interruptibility criteria should be the same on both sides in order to have similar risks of interruption.

Another shipper says that, to increase the value of the interruptible product, sufficient information on the chance of interruption should be available to market parties. By publishing information on historical interruptions as well as the TSO’s conditions that trigger interruptions, the risk of interruption becomes more transparent and the value of the interruptible product will increase.
One respondent believes that firm primary and secondary capacity are much more valuable than an interruptible product. Another respondent says that he was mainly interested in medium to long term firm capacity in order to build its portfolio and to realise arbitrages and that interruptible capacity was too risky or not adapted for that.

2.2. Are you satisfied with the conditional transit service offered by Fluxys? 

Do you think there is room to improve this service? If yes, please elaborate how, if possible with solutions.

Most respondents (6 out of 10) are not satisfied with the characteristics of this service and regret the lack of transparency on conditions and tariffs for this service. The lack of transparency is said to make unclear how reliable this type of capacity is.
Two respondents state that it would be much better if this type of capacity would be replaced by classical firm and interruptible capacity, following the same operational rules than the French capacity management. For one of them, having conditional capacity in Belgium brings more complexity to its risk assessment exercise.
One respondent suggests that the VtN flow direction condition increases the interruption risk. He therefore wishes the deletion of this condition. As a fall back option, transparency concerning nominations should at least be improved.
2.3. Do you think a better harmonisation of use-it-or-lose-it (UIOLI) procedures (interruptible short term as well as long term UIOLI) could improve the shipping of gas at Blaregnies/Taisnières?

If yes, what would you suggest to improve the harmonisation of UIOLI procedures at this interconnection point? Please elaborate how, if possible with solutions.

Some respondents support a harmonisation of UIOLI procedures, whereas other have the impression that these procedures do not work or do not exist on the Belgian side or, at least, that the legal requirement concerning UIOLI requirements are not complied with. For this reason, before further harmonising, one respondent prefers existing rules to be strictly applied first.
One respondent says that the short-term UIOLI service offered by GRTgaz works but that shippers are not very interested in such short term interruptible capacity. Moreover, this respondent and another one state that there is enough available medium term firm capacity on the French side, so that short term UIOLI at this entry point into France is not urgently needed.

Concerning long term UIOLI, the same respondent suggests the following procedure:

1. Examination over 12 months of the utilisation rate of the firm capacity by shippers who have booked more than 20% of the total firm capacity;
2. If the utilisation rate is below 80%, possibility to release part of the booked capacity (=booked capacity – used capacity x 1,05) to shippers who were not allocated the yearly and multi-yearly firm capacity they asked for;
3. The shippers concerned can refuse to release the capacity if he can justify why (new supply contract, exceptional past temporary circumstances…);
4. The shipper asking for releasable can appeal against this refusal before the regulator.
Finally, one respondent calls the attention to the fact that UIOLI methodology should always respect the underlying contractual obligations, which might force a market party to reserve certain amounts of capacity for their contract party, regardless of the actual use.
2.4. Do you think a better harmonisation of firm short term capacity products could improve the shipping of gas at Blaregnies/Taisnières
?

If yes, what would you suggest to improve the harmonisation of firm short term capacity products at this interconnection point? Please elaborate how, if possible with solutions.

Several respondents suggested improvements.

Some respondents favour the introduction in Belgium of a similar short term capacity product as it already exists in France, since no such product is currently available in Belgium. The question of the harmonisation can only be considered after such an introduction.
One respondent wants to make sure that unused firm short term capacity is available and also that only one product including Entry/Exit is marketed. That should be offered by both TSOs (UIOLI/ Bulletin Board…) and through secondary market development.

Another respondent emphasises the time period it takes to book capacity at Fluxys (in average, more than 2 weeks). According to him, this is far too long and unless it is reduced and at least aligned on the same timeframe as in the neighboring countries, this will undermine the development of the short term capacity trading and management in the zone.

For two respondents, this issue has no priority at Blaregnies/Taisnières.

2.5. Are you satisfied with the functioning of the market for secondary capacity at the IP Blaregnies/Taisnières?

If no, what would you suggest to improve the functioning of the market for secondary capacity at this point? Please elaborate how, if possible with solutions.

For nearby all respondents, it appears that the market for secondary trading is not working. Bulletin boards are always empty. Many of them made proposals to improve it.

Some respondent say that there should be a way to force dominant shippers hoarding large capacity to release it and that the system to offer it to the market should be more flexible and the time frame much tighter.

Another respondent fears that the short term nature of the secondary market system to be set up by Fluxys impairs the quality of the conditional and interruptible products.

For another respondent, the service offered by GRTgaz in order to exchange capacity could be improved by making a capacity release possible for a period other than only one year. Another one says that the bulletin board service of GRTgaz is operating in a satisfactory manner and the French TSO provides good transparency on available and booked capacity.
Another respondent supports Fluxys’ initiative in the development of a secondary capacity trading platform, which is in line with the EASEEgas’ CBP on secondary capacity trading and which is currently in the last approval phase. 
For some respondents, the functioning of the secondary market for capacity at the interconnection point could be improved, by combining the two secondary markets, as exit capacity from one market will always have to be combined with entry capacity into the other market. By offering secondary capacity for both sides of the interconnection point on a single bulletin board or even a single trading platform, market parties should be able to ensure that they do not purchase capacity on one end of the border without being able to secure capacity on the other side. 
For one respondent, the EFET proposal, which describes a cross-border coordinated solution for firm capacity, and the work that is currently being carried out by the Day Ahead capacity auction pilot group of ERGEG should form the basis of this development, to ensure coherence on a European level.
2.6. Do you wish interoperability (nomination, renomination, matching…) between GRTgaz and Fluxys for capacity products to be improved? If yes, please elaborate how, if possible with solutions.

For most respondents, interoperability is not a problematic issue at this IP, even if some of them wish to have completely harmonised systems. One respondent says that France should move to an hourly basis. Another respondent would require a stronger cooperation between the adjacent TSOs in order to complete the implementation of IPAs and OBAs at this IP.
3. Transparency
Are you satisfied by the current level of transparency at the IP Blaregnies/Taisnières for H-gas and L-gas, as well as for flows from Belgium to France and backhaul flows?

If not, what do you think TSOs could do in order to improve transparency at this point?

For most respondents, the level of information provided by GRTgaz is good, whereas Fluxys has to improve. 

For one respondent, the transparency of GRTgaz could be improved in the areas of real time flow data and aggregated nominations.
Another respondent says that transparency on capacity should be a first priority and the current level of transparency of GRTgaz should be used as a ‘best practice’ example. Regarding transparency of flow information any commercially confidential information should be protected. The publication of aggregated historical flow data, in combination with transparency on the applicable interruption methodology is sufficient for market parties to enable a better prediction of the backhaul interruption chances.

One respondent has had problems in matching the flow data on the Belgium side with flow data on the French side. He has reasonable confidence in the data provided by GRTgaz. However, some of the flow data appears to be missing on the Fluxys website. It is not clear to him if this is due to the application of the less than 3 shipper rule, or if the data is not all in the same location on the website.

For this respondent, online publication of easy to find network maps which clearly show the main interconnections and consistent naming of entry and exit points would considerably help transparency. He would like to see detailed up-to-date network maps on each TSO’s website. This appears to be lacking at the Fluxys website.

One respondent refers to the EFET requirements concerning the information provided by TSOs and regrets that Belgium has not reached such a level of transparency. Fluxys proposes real time flow data at the interconnection points, but charges 24.000 € per year and per point for this service. So far, few clients have subscribed this service. 
For another respondent, there is still a lack of information about capacity availability, prices and allocation results. He wishes all the information about bidding process and results to be released. 

Another respondent says that more transparency is needed on interruptible capacity in order to cope with the risk. A clearer view on the effective application of UIOLI-principle is also necessary.

Finally, one respondent would appreciate the management of the Belgium to France transit capacity between Fluxys and Distrigas to be clarified.

4. Transit of L-gas through Belgium
What would you suggest to enhance access to transit services for shipping L-gas through Belgium?

Most respondents have no experience or no interest in shipping L-gas through Belgium

One respondent favours the immediate extension of the releasable capacity which exists for L-gas in France to the transit in Belgium.

Another respondent answers that any enhancement of L-gas through Belgium should not jeopardise availability of L-gas in Belgium and bear in mind no additional upstream L-gas capacity is available to new entrants.

5. Flow commitments

Could you be able to guarantee some level of capacity nomination at the IP Blaregnies/Taisnières from Belgium to France in return for a financial compensation: 

· for H-gas? 

· for L-gas?
Most respondents consider it favourably but ask for a clarification of the financial compensation.

Three respondents indicate that they would be able to guarantee some level of capacity nomination at the IP Blaregnies/Taisnières from Belgium to France in return for a financial compensation for both H and L-gas.

Another respondent needs more clarity on the meaning of financial compensation to answer this question. In any case, he has no interest for flow commitment for L-gas.
For another respondent, the concept of flow commitment could help to increase available capacity (see ERGEG GRI Group working on Bunde Oude / Statenzijl). The decision to offer it would depend on in depth analysis of commercial alternatives.

Another respondent is prepared to discuss any commercial proposals presented to him, when these offer suitable commercial incentives. He encourages the TSOs to ‘purchase’ flow commitments. It is his opinion that the provision of such a voluntary product by the TSOs allows them to improve the use of the infrastructure and offer firm backhaul capacity. As it is his view that all capacity services are most valuable when they are offered firm, he supports this development.
6. Reverse capacity 
6.1. Would you like to have physical firm transmission capacity from France to Belgium for H-gas?

Most respondents (6 out 11) indicate that physical firm transmission capacity for reverse flow of H gas (from France to Belgium) would be desirable or interesting, depending on the price of the service.

One respondent is only interested by firm transmission capacity from France to Belgium and for every maturity. It is up to the TSOs to guarantee this by making physical transmission possible or by guaranteeing to the shippers equivalent solutions, should they be interrupted.
For another respondent, virtual flow is fine but backhaul services rules need to be changed.
6.2. Do you think there is room to improve backhaul capacity services at the interconnection point of Blaregnies/Taisnières? If yes, please elaborate, if possible with solutions.

One respondent says that the difference with the forward flow should only concern the physicality of the firm capacity.

For another respondent, services need to improve by deleting the Fuel Line Loss and the price of conditional capacity should be much cheaper, like GRTgaz does. Currently, for Fluxys, the cost is almost the same as the forward flow.

Another respondent says that the harmonization of technical and gas quality should be considered.
7. Any other suggestions
Please feel free to add any suggestions or comments concerning the functioning of the IP Blaregnies/Taisnières and the current coordinated open season at Blaregnies/Taisnières.
One respondent suggested that, generally speaking, the harmonisation at interconnection points across both countries is necessary in terms both of procedures and of operating scheduling.
Two respondents make comments regarding the ongoing coordinated open seasons of Fluxys and GRTgaz at Blaregnies/Taisnières.
One respondent suggests that these open seasons should also offer bundled product “Netherlands-France” and “Zeebrugge-France”. This respondent regrets that the products proposed through the open seasons are not fully coordinated. These imperfections justify the set up of a long term UIOLI procedure as described at the question 2.3 of this synthesis and of releasable capacities, if the UIOLI procedure proves to be insufficient.
Another respondent also regrets the lack of coordination between the two TSOs. He states that the deadlines cumulate and that the financial commitments taken by the participants are not yet known on Belgium side. For him, no commitment can be taken by the participants if the project is not done according to the same timing, with the same guarantees and the same allocated capacities.

� Fluxys will set up an interruptible transit service as from January 1st, 2008. GRTgaz already offers interruptible capacity at Taisnières.


� On the GRTgaz network, 20% of the capacity is reserved for bookings with a short notice (< 6 months).
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