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

· Centrica
· ENI

· ENOI

· Essent

· Gaselys

· Shell Energy Europe

· Total Gas and Power

· VNG

· Two confidential responses were also received. 
After a synthesis of the general comments made by the respondents, 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.

General comments

For one respondent, the IP of Medelsheim / Obergailbach has two characteristics:
· Very different networks access rules on each side of the border, with a certain opacity on the German side, where two operators coexist. This leads to a limitation of available capacity and to significant additional charges for shippers (see hereunder). On the longer run, this respondent wishes that this interconnection point could work with the same rules and the same products and product’s characteristics on each side of the border, as the bundled product currently set up by GRTgaz and TIGF.
· A widely underused capacity, as capacity is set to increase from 2009. Despite this underutilisation, the access to capacity for new entrants remains insufficient and arbitrary. Releasable capacity on the French side represents a progress but this is not enough and should be further developed. On the German side, only interruptible capacity is available.

For this respondent, the coexistence of two TSOs on a single pipeline in Germany (Megal) generates a limitation of available capacity and significant additional overcharges for shippers. For example, the lack of capacity of EGT at Medelsheim is a barrier to the arbitrages between the French PEG and EGT’s VTP (vitual trading point). Whereas most of the upward capacity of the Megal is operated by EGT, the bulk of the downward capacity and of the exit capacity towards France is operated by GDFDT. Hence, to arbitrate between the French PEGs North and East and EGT’s VTP, a shipper has first to buy exit capacity from EGT towards GDFDT and then to use GDFDT’s network, although the molecule uses the same pipeline. Thus, the tariff paid for the shipping of gas does not seem to reflect the costs incurred. Such a separate capacity operation would only make sense if it gave access to two geographically distinct and large zones; but, in the current situation, both TSOs connect the same points.

Another respondent considers the information and data concerning the actual load factor and availability of firm capacity as quite worrying. In particular the unavailability of firm capacity on the German side until September 2010 represents a strong limitation for new operators to take benefit of the available firm capacity on the French side (provided by GRTgaz) as from March 2008. In his opinion, it is of paramount importance to implement more transparency on capacity and flows and to harmonize the utilization of existing and available capacity both on the short and medium-long term.

1. Current use of capacity 

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

If yes, please elaborate.

Half of the respondents (5 out of 10) currently use capacity services at the interconnection point of Obergailbach / Medelsheim. Many of those currently using this IP intend to acquire more capacity, whereas the majority of the currently inactive shippers intend to begin to use this IP in the near future.

2. Improvement of the use of existing capacity
As a general matter of fact, most respondents would welcome a harmonisation of the capacity products offered by adjacent TSOs. For them, any harmonization in the way firm and interruptible capacity is handled is considered as paramount to the development of market coupling at border points. 
For one respondent, it would better for shippers if capacity products at each side of cross border points were offered jointly as a package. For another respondent, all interconnection points, included the cross-border ones, should become simple “transit points” where a single booking of transit capacity (instead of separate bookings of an entry and an exit capacity) is offered. An example is the solution that will be implemented by 2009 for the transport capacity between two different market areas in France (interconnection GRTgaz/TIGF).
Another respondent favours an allocation procedure similar to the one adopted by GRTgaz (Open subscription period and pro-rata allocation in case of congestion) over first-come-first-served allocation methodology

Another respondent appreciates the product in exit Oltingue (firm daily capacity commercialized by GRTgaz on D-2). He believes this would be an interesting product also for Obergailbach.

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

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.

Many respondents suggested improvements.

One respondent says that the better way would be a standard scale of the interruption risk in order to decide if is suitable for the shipper to book or not a capacity in interruptible basis. 
Another says that one unique type of product that includes Entry/Exit capacity at both sides of the border and that can be booked at once by shippers would be helpful for shippers. TSOs would have to organize the split on their own, by implementing the same allocation methods, based on the same basic operational rules (hourly nomination and balancing…). The same respondent also wishes the maturity to be the same (within-day, day-ahead, week-ahead…).
Another proposes the harmonization of interruptible capacity to be based on the following criteria:

1. available interruptible capacity (on daily, monthly and annual basis) on the interconnection point for both directions should be published respectively by GRT, GDFDT and EGT, by respecting a common protocol and format

2. climatic and technical conditions to invoke the interruptibility should be established on the same principles (e.g: prorata reallocation) and parameters (e.g: temperature limits)

3. in congestion situations, the remedies should be agreed by the different TSOs and should not penalize the new entrants

Another respondent favours a “last committed, first interrupted” methodology, as currently practiced on the MEGAL in order to maximise the use of the capacity, and asks for discounted prices for interruptible capacity. But, above all, considering the past low utilisation rate of this IP, the interruptible capacity at this interconnection point should be replaced by mid and long term firm capacity through long term UIOLI and releasable capacity.
Another says that he had never been interrupted and that the capacities at these IP are marketed on a stand alone basis by each one of the TSO without any coordination.

2.2. 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 Obergailbach / Medelsheim? 

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

Many respondents are in favour of a harmonisation o UIOLI procedures and some of them make the following proposals.

One respondent says that, taking into consideration the peculiarities of UIOLI capacity, a harmonisation of UIOLI procedures is absolutely necessary to optimize their use. The harmonisation is necessary in terms both of allocation procedures and of operating scheduling. This respondent thinks that the methodology adopted by GRTgaz is a good one.

Another respondent states that, in general, UIOLI procedures (day-ahead use of non nominated capacity and long term UIOLI) should be coordinated to ensure the free flow of gas and to improve the gas transportation and the access to the market. The UIOLI procedures should be defined according the following principles:

1. day-ahead use for firm capacity on the short term

2. releasable capacity (such as for GRTgaz) should be applied to all TSO on monthly/quarterly basis for firm capacity on the medium-long term

Another respondent is not aware of any UIOLI procedures in Germany. However he stated that, given their very short term nature and their complexity, these procedures should not be overrated, as they can only be used in few cases. One solution would be to set up a long term UIOLI system, which would allow shippers to structure their long term portfolio, even in presence of congestions. These capacities should be consistent on each side of the border with the possibility, on the German side, to have access to the network of one’s choice (EGT or GDFDT) if they remain separated.

This respondent proposes to implement the following long term UIOLI procedure:

1. Examination of the utilisation rate over 12 months of the firm capacity by shippers who have booked more than 20% of the total 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 concerned shippers can refuse to release the capacity if he can justify why (new supply contract, exceptional temporary circumstances…)

4. The shipper asking for releasable can appeal against this refusal before the regulator

If this proposition should not be implemented this respondent wishes releasable capacity to be extended to Germany.
2.3. Do you think a better harmonisation of firm short term capacity products could improve the shipping of gas at Obergailbach / Medelsheim
? 

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.

One respondent state that capacity on the German side can only be booked with a ten day notice (example: exit at Rimpar/Mittelbrunn), whereas the reservation is instantaneous on the French side. This makes day-ahead booking impossible. A harmonisation of products and reservation notice would therefore facilitate the short term arbitrages. As a result, the current situation restricts the optimisation of the flows in Germany and France, even when the shipper disposes of free capacity on the Megal via GDFDT.
Above all, this respondent underscores the lack of firm available capacity for the 3 coming years, which makes a harmonisation of short term products useless for the access to this interconnection point. This reinforces the necessity to set up releasable capacity in Germany, as it already exists on GRTgaz.

Another respondent welcomed the releasable capacity product of GRTgaz as a first good step in the right direction. However such a service is only effective if the adjacent network operators at the German side of the border offer the same service, what currently is not the case. 

2.4. Are you satisfied with the functioning of the market for secondary capacity at the IP Obergailbach / Medelsheim?

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

Most respondents state that there is no effective and transparent secondary market for capacity.

A respondent says that there is no market for secondary capacity and that bulletin boards are always empty. In his opinion, there should be a way to enforce dominant shippers hoarding large capacity position and not using it to release it, and the system to offer it to the market should be more flexible and time frame much quicker.

Another respondent says that the development of at least a single bulletin board or, better, of a standardised trading platform for the transmission capacity at this IP, as proposed in the SSE Region, would facilitate secondary market trading of capacity for shippers.

For another respondent, Trac-X presents only very few offers and its interest for shippers having already acquired capacity is very limited.

Another respondent says that he has used the secondary market on the GRTgaz side and believes it is a useful instrument. He wishes capacity transfer for the day ahead to be possible until 12:00 directly on ECT, in order to optimize the system. On the EGT and GDFDT sides, the current rules do not give the possibility to transfer capacity with the same short notice as the GRTgaz system.
Another respondent says that the service offered by GRTgaz in order to exchange capacity could be improved by making a capacity assignment possible for a period other than only one year.

2.5. Do you wish interoperability (nomination, renomination, matching…) between the adjacent TSOs for capacity products to be improved? If yes, please elaborate how, if possible with solutions.

Most respondent are satisfied with the level of interoperability.
Some of them wish a better harmonisation along Easee-gas procedures and an exclusive use of EDIGAS protocols, e.g. for nominations but also for flow confirmation, which is currently not the case with GRTgaz.

One respondent says that, in general, operational handling should be harmonized (nomination procedures, time lines) and be appropriate for short term reactions (e.g. re-nomination rights and time)

One respondent wishes all rules to be harmonized, essentially the units and the nomination time basis.
Another respondent stated that, at the present, the capacity used to operate in the GRTgaz system is KWh/day at 25°C, but that the prices and the invoices are at KWh/day at 0 °C. He suggests always use capacity in KWh/day at 25°C.
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 Obergailbach / Medelsheim?

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

Most respondents are satisfied with the transparency level of GRTgaz and wish for more transparency by E.ON Gastransport, which is deemed unsatisfactory. No comments are made regarding the level of transparency of GDFDT.
One respondent says that there is still a lack of information about capacity availability, prices, and allocation results. He does not specify which TSO he mentions. All information about bidding process and results should be released.

Another respondent wishes capacity data, including technical and available capacities and historic flows to be made available freely online, i.e. not through an extranet system like EGT’s Entrix. He would like to see the German network operators make their websites more user friendly for non-German speakers. It is often difficult for him to locate the relevant information.

One respondent refers to the EFET requirements concerning the information provided by TSOs and regrets that Germany has not reached such a level of transparency. Concerning GRTgaz, the transparency could be improved in the areas of real time flow data and aggregated nominations.
4. Potential need for additional physical capacity

At Obergailbach / Medelsheim, firm capacity from Germany to France will increase by 190 GWh/d for GRTgaz, by 108 for GDFDT and by 92 for EGT as of gas year 2009-2010. 

Do you consider that further capacity increase is needed? If yes, when and in which direction? 

Some respondent are in favour of further capacity increases.

One respondent states that Obergailbach is the entry point for Russian gas into France and that new entrants are seeking to secure long term capacity booking at this point. Given the current underutilisation of this point and the coming capacity increase, he assumes that no new capacity is needed. However a new market consultation might be needed later on to assess the long term (five years and more time horizon) demand. In the meantime a long term UIOLI system should be set up (cf. above), which would allow shippers to structure their long term portfolio, even in presence of congestions. These capacities should be consistent on each side of the border with the possibility, on the German side, to have access to the network of one’s choice (EGT or GDFDT if they remain separated). Should this proposition not be implemented this respondent wishes releasable capacity to be increased and extended on the German network.

One respondent believes that an additional physical capacity from Germany to France at this IP would improve liquidity and competition in the French market. This solution would aid to minimize the current problems of capacity congestions in France.
Another respondent says that additional capacity is needed as soon as possible in the direction Germany to France, as there is currently no possibility for a new entrant to book long term capacity in Obergailbach – neither in the EGT nor the GRTgaz system.
Another respondent says more capacity is necessary - in both directions, but that this would not automatically require “physical” increases. Concept like “flow commitments” (which are currently discussed in the Bunde/Oude/Statenzijl group) might bring short-term improvements.

Another respondent does not think that capacity increase is necessary. A better and fairer utilization of the existing capacity should reveal that there is more than enough capacity on this border.

5. Any other suggestions

Please feel free to add any suggestions or comments concerning the functioning of the IP Obergailbach / Medelsheim.

One respondent states that the needs for large industrial users are to be able to set up long term supply (approximately 10 years) on certain plants in order to make safe their activity in France. For that, it must be possible to subscribe capacities for 10 years, but today almost all the capacities have been booked by the historical operators. A program of capacity release for final industrial consumers could be set up in order to meet these needs.

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