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PC-07- PUBLIC CONSULTATION ON DRAFT FRAMEWORK GUIDELINES ON INTEROPERABILITY RULES AND DATA EXCHANGE FOR THE EUROPEAN GAS
TRANSMISSION NETWORKS
QUESTIONNAIRE
Please provide the Agency with your full contact details, allowing us to revert to you with specific questions concerning your answers.
Name:Ana Pinto/ Mauricio Alvarez
Position held: Regulation and Pricing Manager/Regulation Manager
Phone number and e-mail:ana.teixeirapinto@edp.pt / mauricio.alvarez@naturgasenergia.com / mauricioalva@hcenergia.com
Name and address of the company you represent: EDP Group – EDP Gás and Naturgas Energia Comercializadora.; Praça Marquês de Pombal nº12, 1250-162 Lisboa, Portugal / Plaza Pío Baroja, 3 -  48001 Bilbao, Spain
1.
Scope and application, implementation (Chapter 1 of the Framework Guidelines
(the ‘FG’)
1.1. Do you consider that the FG on interoperability and data exchange rules should harmonise these rules at EU level, as follows:
a) At interconnection points only?
b) Including interconnection points and where appropriate points connecting TSOs’ systems to the ones of DSOs, SSOs and LSOs (to the extent cross-border trade is involved or market integration is at stake)?
c) Other option? Please explain in detail and reason.
d) I don’t know.
1.2.
Do you consider that for any of the above options the level of harmonisation1 shall be
(Section 1.b of the FG):
a. Full harmonisation: the same measure applies across the EU borders, defined in the network code?
1 Harmonisation is used in the meaning of replacing two or more legal systems with one single system.
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b.
Harmonisation with built-in contingency: same principles/criteria are set with a
possibility to deviate under justified circumstances?
We consider that a harmonization with built-in contingency guarantees a smooth transition to the full harmonization. We would like to stress the idea that nowadays we have adjacent systems with different characteristics as well as their market´s liquidity.  Thus, we believe that the principles applied should be the same, but the FG must assure flexibility, allowing certain deviations under justified circumstances.
c.
No additional harmonisation, meaning rules are set at national level, if they deemed
necessary by the national authorities, which may include either NRAs or the
government?
1.3.
Shall any of the issues raised in the FG (Interconnection Agreement, Harmonisation of
units, Gas Quality, Odorisation, Data exchange, Capacity calculation) get a different scope from the general scope as proposed in section 1.b. of the FG (and as addressed in the previous question)? Please answer by filling in the following table, ticking the box corresponding to the relevant foreseen scope.
	
	IAs
	Units
	Gas Quality
	Odorisation
	Data Exchange
	Capacity Calculation

	Full harmonization
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Partial harmonization
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X

	Business as usual
	
	
	
	X
	
	


1.4.
What additional measures could you envisage to improve the implementation of the
network code? Please reason your answer.
We consider that the gas quality range should be as broad as possible in order to ensure/improve the security of supply within Europe and to avoid any type of distortion in gas wholesale markets, especially in countries importing large volumes of LNG. If gas quality is not subject to a specific FG, it should be addressed in this one. 

Regarding Capacity calculation, we believe that harmonization should be ensured in what concerns the principles applied in said calculation.

2.
Interconnection Agreements
2.1.
Do you think that a common template and a standard Interconnection Agreement will
efficiently solve the interoperability problems regarding Interconnection Agreements and/or improve their development and implementation?
a.
Yes. 
b.
No.
c.
I don’t know.
d.
Would you propose additional measures as to those proposed? Please reason your
answer.
We consider that a common template on topics, including a minimum set of requirements would be sufficient to the involved TSO to elaborate an Interconnection Agreement (IA) in order to match the IP’s characteristics. On the other hand, if the TSOs are not able to agree on a final version of the IA and in order to settle the discussion, the parties should be obliged to accept a Standard IA delivered by ACER, defining a minimum set of principles.

Shippers should be consulted during the discussion and development of such  Standard IA. 
e.
Would you propose different measures as to those proposed? Please reason your
answer.
2.2.
Do you think that a dispute settlement procedure as laid down in the text will efficiently
contribute to solving the interoperability problems of network users regarding Interconnection Agreements and their content?
a.
Yes

b.
No.
c.
I don’t know.
d.
Would you propose additional measures as to those proposed? Please reason your
answer.
We consider that a discussion period of 12 months between TSOs failing an agreement is too long. Thus, if the involved NRAs cannot agree on a common position within a short period (30 days), ACER must give a prompt answer, applying the standard IA to settle the discussion.
e.
Would you propose different measures as to those proposed? Please reason your
answer.
2.3.
Do you think that a stronger NRA involvement in the approval of the Interconnection
Agreements could be beneficial? Please explain in detail and reason.
a.
Yes.
b.
No.
As we said before, ACER´s involvement in the approval of the interconnection Agreements could be beneficial too. Particularly in cases where an agreement between TSOs cannot be reached and neither between NRAs.

But NRA/ACER´s involvement should be only as a last resort and would be only necessary if, due to regulatory reasons, market parties cannot reach an agreement.

c.
I don’t know.
3.
Harmonisation of Units
3.1.
Do you think that there is a need for harmonisation of units?
a.
Yes.
Harmonisation of units is a very relevant issue to simplify shippers activities and should be addressed in the present FG as it has a direct impact on operation.
b.
No, conversion is sufficient in all cases.
c.
I don’t know.
d.
Would you propose additional measures as to those proposed? Please reason your
answer.
e.
Would you propose different measures as to those proposed? Please reason your
answer.
3.2.
What is the value added of harmonising units for energy, pressure, volume and gross
calorific value?
a.
Easier technical communication among TSOs.
b.
Easier commercial communication between TSOs and network users.
c.
Both.
d.
No value added.
e.
I don’t know.
f.
Other views. Please reason your answer.
3.3.
Shall harmonisation be extended to other units? Please reason your answer.

Relative density, Hydrocarbon dew point, Water dew point, Carbon dioxide, and other impurities. Countries with a large volume of LNG imports have to deal with different producers and such information is commonly asked by the producer to the Shipper. If those units are equally harmonized it would be easier to put them in place during the contractual discussion.
4.
Gas Quality
4.1. Please provide your assessment on the present proposal; in particular assess the provisions on ENTSOG gas quality monitoring, dispute settlement and TSO cooperation. Would these measures address sufficiently the issues that are at stake? Please reason your answer.
We consider that the gas quality range should be as broad as possible in order to ensure/improve the security of supply within Europe and to avoid any type of distortion in gas wholesale markets, especially in countries importing large volumes of LNG. If gas quality is not subject to a specific FG, it should be addressed in this one.
4.2. Do you consider that a technically viable solution to gas quality issues that is financially reasonable will most likely result from:
a.
Bilateral solution between concerned stakeholders.
b.
Solutions to be developed cross-border by TSOs, to be approved by NRAs and cost-
sharing mechanism to be established.
On the other hand, shipper’s involvement should be ensured in form of consultations in the decision process.

c.
The establishment of a general measure in the Framework Guidelines, setting a
comprehensive list of technical solutions to select from.
d.
I don’t know.
e.
Other option. Please reason your answer.
5.
Odorisation
5.1.
Please provide your assessment on the present proposal. Would the measure proposed
address sufficiently the issues that are at stake? Please reason your answer. No remarks
6.
Data exchange
Please provide your assessment on the present proposal. Would the measures proposed address sufficiently the issues that are at stake? Please reason your answer.
In our point of view data exchange is essential for the gas trading for avoiding discrimination between shippers. 
Together with the proposed measures  and with the aim of facilitating trading and operations across IP’s, it would be important if shippers could communicate with just one TSO for all issues related with its gas flows along different balance zones.

So, in our opinion, a unique point of communication should be established between adjacent systems’ TSOs.

6.1. Regarding the content of this chapter,
a.
Data exchange shall be limited to the communication format.
b.
Data exchange shall define both format and content, at least regarding the following
points: 
Near real time allocation of flow, planned and unplanned events (change of gas quality, constraints). Please reason your answer. In order to achieve a good degree of communication among the parties, we consider that the data exchange content must be defined as well as the format.
c.
I don’t know.
d.
Other option. Please reason your answer.
6.3.
ENTSOG may support the exchange of data with a handbook of voluntary rules. Please
share your views about such a solution. 
As above mentioned, together with the format, in our point of view it is very important to established common criteria to calculate the different parameters included in the communication. So this should be included in a handbook of binding rules.
7.
Capacity calculation – The Agency view is that discrepancy between the maximum
capacities on either side of an interconnection point, as well as any unused potential to maximise capacity offered may cause barriers to trade.
7.1
Please provide your assessment on the present proposal. Would the measures proposed address the issues that are at stake? 
In our point of view the principles used on capacity calculation should be harmonized and NRAs and ACER should supervise capacity calculation methodology applied in the different IP´s all around Europe.

7.2. Would you propose additional measures as to those proposed? Please reason your answer. 
Taking into account the importance of this issue in the way to get a European gas market, It could be interesting to consider a settlement procedure, establishing a clear timing for resolution of disputes.

7.3. Would you propose different measures as to those proposed? Please reason your answer.
 No

8.
Cross-border cooperation
8.1. Please provide your assessment on the present proposal. 
The NRA’s and ACER should supervise and support a clearly defined development process of cross border cooperation. If there are any delays in this process the NRA’s/ACER should apply appropriate measures.  

8.2. Do you have any other suggestions concerning cross-border cooperation? Please reason your answer. 
9.
Please share below any further comments concerning the Framework Guideline on Interoperability and Data Exchange Rules.
Thank you very much for your contribution.
Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators
