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Dear Sir, Dear Madam,

Ref.  Public Consultation on ERGEG’s Draft Guidelines of Good Practice on Third Party Access to LNG System Operators 

Centrica welcomes the opportunity to contribute to ERGEG’s December 2007 consultation on the development of good practice guidelines on third party access to LNG system operators. 
In addition to our activities in our home market of Great Britain, Centrica’s existing European gas activities are concentrated in the north west of Europe, in the Benelux market area and more recently in Germany.  In Great Britain, in the competitive downstream LNG market, we own 5.8bcm of capacity in the Isle of Grain regasification terminal’s second and third phase expansions. Our second phase capacity is due to enter operation from October 2008 and continue for 20 years.

Centrica is a strong advocate of European energy market liberalisation.  The development of guidelines to harmonise the implementation of existing legislation and share best practice among the Member States of the European Union does in our view benefit the future development of the European energy markets.  
The LNG market is growing in importance in Europe and the rest of the world. It is important that the EU remains a key and attractive market for LNG.  Thus the guidelines must balance the need to improve the conditions of regulated access to terminals at the same time as incentivising new investment, often by new entrants.  
In this, the role of the exemption regime is a key factor, which must be acknowledged within the guidelines.  Regulatory transparency is important to build market confidence, which in turn is a key driver for investors in the development of new projects that help promote liquidity and competition in the wider gas market. Where exemptions have already been awarded, these guidelines should not be applied retrospectively although where possible the underlying principles as per the guidelines should be common across all terminals.  Relevant elements of the guidelines could be used to develop any required conditions for any new exemptions being considered.  

Our response is structured according to the questions set out in ERGEG’s consultation document. 

General questions

I. The GGPLNG aim is to boost effective, appropriately homogeneous and non discriminatory, third party access to European LNG terminals without being detrimental to new investments. How could TPA/harmonisation and investment be conciliated?

In our opinion the development of guidelines on the basis of general principles of third party access should not only assist in improving access conditions to European LNG terminals but also provide a stable environment on which investor decisions can be made.  We believe that the guidelines should focus on general principles that are flexible enough to allow the Member States to take account of market and terminal specific characteristics in developing particular regulatory regimes. 
Clear definitions, transparent rules and the timely publication of equivalent information at least in English will not only improve the operation of terminals for the users but will greatly assist investors when considering the best locations for new or expanded terminals.  A level playing field should thus promote investment and competition. 

Although certainty surrounding an efficient rate of return on investment will aid market confidence, constraints in the market downstream from the LNG terminals must also be addressed to improve market liquidity.  Without improved wholesale and retail market competition, some opportunities in the LNG sector will not be realised. 
II. The GGPLNG aims at facilitating harmonisation of services, procedures, conditions… in order to foster interoperability and facilitate access to regulated LNG facilities. To what extent is harmonisation of regulated access procedures convenient/possible? Which areas should be harmonised (i.e. transparency, network code procedures, balancing rules etc.)? Is the current degree of detail and prescriptiveness of the GGPLNG considered adequate? Is the need for common EU-wide requirements adequately balanced against the need for flexible rules?

Harmonisation of conditions, procedures and services will move the LNG market towards a more level playing field.  The guidelines can facilitate harmonisation by improving the quality of information available for decision making by users and investors alike.  A consistent application of the guidelines by national regulators and LNG system operators (LSOs) will also help ensure European security of supply at economic and efficient rates.

Although there are some areas of the guidelines which would be improved by the addition of clearer definitions (explained in more detail in our responses to other questions below) we believe that the guidelines are of sufficient detail.  They should not be so prescriptive that national or terminal specific characteristics cannot be adequately reflected, where relevant. 
The LNG market is a global market, and therefore many common principles are already in place and being used effectively by market participants.  The guidelines must respect these common standards to ensure that the EU remains a key and attractive market for LNG.
III. Considering the voluntary character of the GGPLNG it would be interesting to know what transitional effects you think the GGPLNG implementation could cause, and what could the implementation cost be in your particular case. Are you going to get benefits (commercial, decrease of management cost etc.) with the GGPLNG application?

It is inevitable that transitional effects must be considered when implementing these guidelines at Member State or terminal level, especially given the relatively long term nature of many LNG contracts and arrangements. 

Regulatory certainty and confidence in the market is an important factor in enabling competition and innovation to develop.  Thus any proposed change in the regulatory regime should be consulted upon with market participants and other interested parties by the national regulator.   These consultation processes should also consider regulatory impact assessments and/or cost benefit analysis in relation to any proposed changes.

Rules on transparency of information should be applied to all terminals, as the availability of data on existing terminals will not only be used by new entrants interested in the secondary market for spot cargoes but may also improve the market understanding of potential new investors when assessing future location and capacity developments. 

The applicability of secondary trading guidelines should also be considered for existing and new terminals to help ensure efficient utilisation of the infrastructure.  Areas of the guidelines that may be less obviously applicable for older terminals whose capacity is fully allocated would include capacity allocation.  Where existing capacity is permanently reallocated or additional capacity developed however, the guidelines should be applied. 
IV. The GGPLNG do not apply to terminals exempted under Article 22 of Directive 2003/55/EC. In your view, could there be any value for regulators to use some recommendations in the GGPLNG as an input when adopting individual exemption decisions (for example, as approval requirements when granting a conditional exemption). If yes, please explain why and with regard to which aspects of the GGPLNG (e.g., services definition, transparency obligations etc.)?

We would not support the retrospective application of the guidelines, or elements thereof, to terminals that have already had an exemption awarded.

In our opinion many of the principles set out in the guidelines should be used by regulators in assessing future exemption requests and in developing the regulatory regime for terminals awarded exemptions from third party access requirements.  We would thus support the use of guidelines relating to all factors not directly applicable to the exemption.  Where an exemption allows the project sponsors to retain all of the terminal capacity for example, they should still be encouraged and allowed to engage in secondary trading. Similarly transparency of information on planned maintenance would be useful for other market participants such as storage (and vice versa.  

Where an exemption is granted subject to certain conditions, it is essential that these are clearly defined in advance of finalising commercial arrangements.  The implementation of any conditions, such as anti-hoarding measures, should comply with the relevant principles contained in the guidelines.  Even where exemptions from regulated third party access are awarded, the regulatory conditions must be consistently applied for market confidence to develop. 
Tariffs for access to the system

V. The GGPLNG establish that tariff structure should be reviewed on a regular basis. Would the GGPLNG fix a minimum and/or maximum frequency for such a review? Which frequency(ies) should be the appropriate? 

Tariff methodologies should attempt to reflect changes in the market and thus do need to be reviewed over time.  There are two parts: the first element is the tariff structure which should remain relatively stable whilst the second element of tariff levels may need to be changed more frequently to take account of changes in capital or operational costs.  Overtime these costs will change, such that during the initial phase of the investment (potentially under an exemption regime) the tariff will recover capital and operational costs as well as a rate of return.  Once the capital outlay has been recovered however, cost reflective tariffs should only reflect operational expenditure, replacement or maintenance expenditure and a reasonable rate of return, probably at a lower rate than during the initial period. 
Changes to both elements (tariff structure and tariff level) should only be made following public consultations and be announced with sufficient advanced warning that the required changes to company terms and conditions may also to be changed.  Minimum and maximum frequency should be a decision for Member States.
Centrica has also responded to the ERGEG November 2007 consultation on “Principles on calculating tariffs for access to gas transmission networks”.  The principles can also be applied to LNG tariffs. 
TPA services

VI. The GGPLNG assume that there may be benefits for the liquidity of the capacity market and for the system efficiency in offering not bundled and interruptible services in addition to bundled and firm services. Do market players agree with this statement? What could be your interest in offering/contracting not bundled services and/or interruptible capacity? What type of services should be offered as not-bundled? What type of services should be offered as interruptible? Should the GGPLNG be more/less prescriptive on these issues?

Offering interruptible and not-bundled services may benefit market liquidity and system efficiency.  Such services could be offered as long as they do not reduce overall efficiency at the terminal.  The range of services on offer should reflect the needs of system users. 

The offer of interruptible capacity may lead to the LSO offering more additional capacity than it would if it were solely to offer firm products.  This is to be encouraged, as long as system integrity does not suffer.  The terms of the interruptible product should reflect the probability of interruption, which may be reviewed periodically.

The practicality of offering not-bundled products by LNG system operators is less apparent as the product elements appear inextricably linked; however as long as the contractual rights of market participants are not negatively affected, this should not be ruled out.  There are two cases where we believe a not-bundled product may enhance the efficient utilisation of the terminal.
(i) if a slot immediately following a user’s nominated slot is unused, the terminal user should be permitted to arrange for his regasification and send out to take place over the combined duration of the two slots

(ii) two terminal users should be allowed to swap component parts of the service, for example the first user brings in a cargo of LNG for which the second user takes responsibility for the relevant storage and regasification, and then the second user brings a later cargo whose storage and regasification is arranged by the first user.

This flexibility between terminal users is inherently efficient as it avoids unnecessary extra costs and delays to deliveries due to weather variables in particular. Such swapping arrangements could be priced into secondary slot trading.
All arrangements that allow the separation of component parts into not-bundled products should ensure that system integrity is not compromised, for example if there is a difference in boil off rates or the energy content of the relevant LNG this must be accounted for.  The ability to change nominations for entry into the national transmission system must also be possible where changes in nominations for offtake from the LNG terminal occur.  Some constraints exist due to current network capacity allocation rules that do not reflect the market dynamics of the LNG sector.  The introduction of more liquidity and competition in the network, wholesale and retails sectors would also assist the development of a more liquid LNG market. 
VII. The GGPLNG recommend that standard bundled services are defined after market consultation, especially concerning the flexibility included. In line with that, they emphasise the importance of taking into account the LNG facility’s technical constraints. Do you agree with this approach? Would a more prescriptive approach regarding the parameters for the definition of standard bundled services and their flexibility be feasible and/or more appropriate?

Guidelines should be focused on general principles of regulation that allow further detail to be adapted to national or terminal specific characteristics as well as adapting to changes in the market structure over time.  A forum such as ERGEG can also facilitate the exchange of knowledge and best practice in developing this greater detailed conditions and practices. 
VIII. According to the proposed GGPLNG, the LSO shall offer on the primary market long-term and short-term services at LNG facilities. Do you consider, from a TPA perspective, that any further guidance can/should be given with regard to a balance between long and short term services?

The offer of long term and short term products tend to serve the needs of different market participants.  Long term products are welcomed by players with an existing and relatively stable customer base whereas it is often stated that the offer of short term contracts is more attractive to new entrants and can thus promote competition.  A good range of products, both long and short term, would thus serve the needs of the market as a whole. The balance of long term and short term contracts should be approved by the national regulator and can thus be adapted more easily to reflect changing market dynamics. 
IX. Requests have been made during the July pre-consultation with stakeholders for specific standardised regasification contracts (e.g. front month contract) that aim to facilitate the trading of the regasified LNG on natural gas markets. What type of standardised services could be offered by the LSOs? To what extent would these services be compatible with technical constraints (e.g. available storage capacity), the efficient operation of each terminal and innovation in the offering of terminal services? How prescriptive should the GGPLNG be about standardised contracts?

The LNG market is a global market and therefore many elements of contracts are common across markets.  Any work by ERGEG to develop standardised contracts must take account of the global nature of this product.  
Standardised regasification contracts could play a role in adding visibility and competitive forces to areas of Europe. The flexibility demanded by suppliers would need to allow for a variety of pricing beyond front month contracts. Standardising a complex process due to variables such as weather, boil off, and gas quality would need further consideration, and should be subject to a further consultation with market participants.
X. Considering that harmonised network codes should take into account specificities of each terminal, which issues could be common and under which conditions?

Common elements that could be captured in pan-European harmonised codes could be transparency (incorporating both data type and the manner of release) and communication protocols. 
XI. Electronic communication tools seem to be the most suitable means for the LSOs to exchange information with the terminal users. What type of platform could be needed? What services should be available on it (e.g. secondary market, nominations, etc.)? Should a simplified system based, for example, on fax transmission be envisaged in certain cases and, if so, when?

The harmonisation of electronic communication and platforms would enhance the interoperability of participants in the LNG market.  Web based systems with appropriate security could be appropriate.  Fax or e-mail templates could be useful for a new market entrant whilst integration with systems took place.
Whatever system of communication is adopted, an essential consideration is the security of users’ data and the development of clear rules for the governance and management of the system.

XII. Even though several platforms already exist and software could be copied to a certain extent, the development of electronic communication tools represents a certain cost. Do you think the cost/benefit ratio would be acceptable?

Without reference to any particular platform, it is difficult to comment on the associated costs.  The implementation of any new communications tool will of course involve costs and benefits and an analysis of these should be made in advance of any decision.

XIII. The GGPLNG consider the cooperation between LSOs when putting in place compatible scheduling procedures in order to facilitate capacity trading and interoperability between European terminals. Do you think that such a harmonisation of scheduling procedures is desirable? Would it be necessary and proportionate to introduce some minimum harmonisation of these procedures within the GGPLNG to facilitate capacity trading and interoperability between European terminals? What requirements can be envisaged?

Given the global nature of LNG, harmonisation of scheduling procedures would enhance the interoperability of the market. Whilst minimum harmonisation of certain principles may enhance the interoperability of the market, the area of scheduling procedures is a less obvious candidate for pan-European harmonisation.  The differences that exist in shipping distances and the probability of weather disruption to schedules mean that the comparability of terminals is poor, and thus the practicality of harmonisation for scheduling procedures is low.  Where terminals do share certain factors/features, they could share knowledge and develop some common procedures. 
Capacity allocation and congestion management

XIV. The GGPLNG propose some concrete solutions in order to implement the very general principles laid down in Regulation 1775/2005 (Articles 5.3. and 5.4). Comments on these issues would be most welcome: 

· Non discriminatory allocation rules for primary and secondary capacity are necessary to promote competition. The GGPLNG propose market-based solutions and other alternative mechanism as pro-rata or first-come-first-serve procedures. Should a reference to specific subscription procedures be included? Is there any other procedure that the GGPLNG should take into account?

· Regarding congestion management, is the development of a secondary capacity market sufficient to optimise the utilisation of the terminal capacity?; and

· Should the GGPLNG be more or less prescriptive regarding procedures to manage congestion in the terminals?

We strongly support the non-discrimination principle for primary and secondary capacity.  It is important that secondary trading is permitted and promoted in order that terminal utilisation is maximised.  Secondary trading rules must allow bilateral trading.  Where capacity is offered on an open platform, we support a market based solution of capacity allocation as we consider this to be more transparent for all parties concerned.   This also avoids potential accusations of unfair treatment of affiliated companies who may appear to have greater historic knowledge which could be believed to benefit them if a first come first served model is adopted.  Furthermore, we would support the inclusion of a market concentration test by national regulators when establishing secondary trading rules.  Thus priority access could be given to new entrants. 
The development of a secondary capacity market is an essential tool to help deliver maximum utilisation of capacity, however it may not in itself ensure that capacity always gets used.  Where regasification facilities are integrated with liquid hubs, market price signals from competing global markets determine whether the terminal will remain empty or highly utilised. Therefore there are times when the level of market prices and market conditions are such that no one requires a capacity slot, instead all available LNG cargoes are diverted to another market.  In our view this would not constitute capacity hoarding (which is discussed in more detail below).
A secondary market provision may be further enhanced with the development of a Use-It-Or-Lose-It process.  The Use-It-Or-Lose-It process is a backstop to the preceding secondary trading process where, for whatever reason, this alone has not succeeded in maximising the use of capacity. 
The guidelines should establish a framework within which national regulators can design how congestion management procedures are to be implemented for terminals within their jurisdictions.
XV. Reference is made to capacity that the holder is no longer able to use. An obvious example is the case of (unbundled) regasification capacity owned by a shipper who has no more gas in storage. What are the other cases where capacity could be categorised as no longer usable? Who must decide when a capacity holder is considered as no longer able to use the capacity?

There should be a distinction between unused and unusable capacity.  An example of the latter would be bad weather at the port that means no cargo can be docked and unloaded safely. Another example could be linked to problems on the national transmission system that cause a delay to LNG send-out, which can in turn delay cargoes scheduled to be unloaded at a following capacity slot. Yet another example of unusable capacity would be where only part slots are made available to the market.  

Information sources should be updated by independent sources to show when slots were ‘unusable’.  Under no circumstances should the LSO decide unilaterally that capacity will be unusable, especially if the nomination deadline has not yet passed.

XVI. Regarding the allocation of capacity, the GGPLNG stipulate that the LSO might allocate the standard bundled LNG services with a priority upon not bundled services in order to maximise the use of the LNG facility. In your view, under what circumstances would it be appropriate to give such a priority to bundled services?
Where not-bundled products are offered by an LSO this should not decrease the overall efficiency of the terminal.  As long as this holds true, we do not believe that there are circumstances whereby a bundled service should be given priority over a not-bundled service.
XVII. The GGPLNG tries to assure the optimum utilisation of the terminal and to avoid capacity hoarding by promoting capacity reallocations when appropriate. How can the balance be struck between the promotion of the secondary market of capacity and the protection of primary capacity holder’s interests?
To ensure optimum utilisation, the protection of the contractual rights of primary capacity holders and the promotion of competition, the guidelines must build a clear framework and explain the factors to take into consideration when assessing whether unused capacity results in unjustified and anti-competitive capacity hoarding or not.  

Secondary capacity trading should be permitted for all products, alongside clear rules that ensure system integrity is not compromised.  For example any secondary capacity holder must be able to meet the same objectively defined safety requirements as the primary capacity holder. 

As stated above the rules governing the reallocation of capacity must be closely linked with the nominations procedure.
XVIII. The GGPLNG distinguish between punctually unused capacity and systematically underutilised capacity:

· The definition of unused capacity refers to a deadline by which the capacity holder must nominate its use. This concept is defined in Regulation 1775/2005, art. 2.4. Do market players agree with the definition of unused capacity? Is a more or less detailed definition needed? What conditions/circumstances should be taken into account when assessing whether capacity is effectively used or not?
· Is there a need to distinguish between punctually unused capacity and systematically underutilised capacity as states the current draft of the GGPLNG? Is the proposed split between reallocation of unused capacity and release of underutilised capacity a good approach?
· Is it satisfactory to empower the NRA to evaluate if there has been systematic underutilisation of capacity or should the concept of ‘systematic underutilisation’ be described more accurately in the GGPLNG, by specifying the criteria to be used?

We agree with the definition of unused capacity as set out in Regulation 1775/2005.  Where capacity is unused then it should be reallocated at least on an interruptible basis. 

Where a terminal user has nominated capacity but does not actually make use of all or part of that capacity, the LSO should have a duty to investigate the reasons.  This could be due to a number of justifiable reasons, e.g. poor weather conditions that hindered cargo delivery or docking.  A change in market conditions that meant a decision was made to divert a cargo elsewhere could also be justifiable, but here it is important that the LSO and national regulator are satisfied that the primary capacity holder has not abused its position by hoarding capacity that would have been used by another user had it been made available, thus distorting the market.

Systematic underutilisation should be investigated by the regulator, not least to ensure that the rules governing nominations and capacity reallocations do not hinder utilisation by secondary users.  For example, the deadline for nomination should not be so close to the delivery date that another user cannot possibility organise for a cargo to be delivered if the primary capacity does not nominate by the deadline.  On the other hand, the rules should not establish a deadline that is so far in advance that the primary capacity is penalised if it nominates and then does not deliver although market conditions at the delivery time are such that no one would have been able to make economic use of the capacity slot. [
The regulator must develop a clear procedure whereby it can establish whether and what disincentives should apply to a non compliant user.  Only after discussions with the capacity holders and regulators should the LSO be allowed to consider permanent reallocation of unused or underutilised capacity. 
Where a decision is made against a capacity holder for capacity hoarding, it is essential that the opportunity of defence and appeal is provided for.
XIX. Is it necessary to impose detailed congestion management mechanisms as proposed in these GGPLNG, or should the GGPLNG content themselves a set of general principles? Are the solutions proposed in the GGPLNG adaptable to the varying, present and future, situations?

We believe that the guidelines should establish the general principles of congestion management along with a list of factors that should be taken into consideration by national regulators when approving a more detailed definition that allow for market or terminal specific characteristics to be taken into consideration.
XX. Setting the right deadline or notice period is considered as a key factor for the congestion management procedures. Comments on this issue would be welcome.

· Should the GGPLNG include more or less detailed/prescriptive provisions on deadline/notice periods regarding unused capacity?
· What circumstances should be taken into account by the LSO/NRA when determining/approving notice periods. Is there a single specific deadline/notice period appropriate for all solutions? If so, what could it be? 

· Is the NRA the most appropriate party to define the deadline or notice period? Otherwise, who should be responsible for setting the deadline/notice periods?

A clear timetable for deadlines or notice periods is essential to avoid confusion and allegations of anti-competitive behaviour.  The guidelines should set out a list of factors to be taken into consideration by the national regulator in deciding on the detailed timetable.  Among these factors should be the issue of location, average shipping time, the range of geographic sources for LNG that are habitually directed to the terminal, the proportion of cargoes that come from these different sources etc.  The timetable should not be so restrictive that only gas from a very close location can be sourced for spot cargoes for reallocated capacity, as this could unfairly limit the number of potential bidders.  On the other hand the timetable should not be so open that it does not recognise that only a very small proportion of cargoes are actually sourced from a far flung destination. 
XXI. The GGPLNG establish the principles to release underutilised capacity, setting some detailed circumstances where this may happen and assigning responsibilities to NRAs. Should the GGPLNG be more or less prescriptive on this issue? Do the circumstances set out in the GGPLNG cover all present and future circumstances where underutilised capacity should be released? Would a less constraint mechanism be preferable?

Where underutilised capacity is reallocated, this should only occur after detailed discussions between the primary capacity holder, the national regulator and LSO.  The primary capacity holder should be offered adequate compensation where it releases capacity for which it holds a contract. 

Where capacity is reallocated due to systematic underutilisation, there should be a mechanism whereby the primary holder could retrieve this capacity when it has successfully arranged for further cargoes to be delivered.  Thus as an interim solution, capacity that has been underutilised but not permanently relinquished could be released on an interruptible basis with the primary capacity holder retaining its firm rights.
Transparency requirements

XXII. The GGPLNG try to summarise the most important operational and commercial information to be published by the LSOs. What other types of information should the LSOs provide to the market to improve the transparency and the efficiency of the market?

Transparency rules must establish two things: firstly the range of information that should be made available to users and/or the wider market, and secondly the rules governing how that information is released.  
Where information is deemed necessary for the efficient utilisation of the terminal and/or the market, this should be published on an equal and non-discriminatory basis, in order to avoid allegations of information asymmetry and anti-competitive behaviour.  Information must be published on a regular and rolling basis that also respects minimum advance periods.  Therefore if the rule is that data for maintenance must be made available for a rolling year at a time, it should also establish the minimum deadline by which data should be made published.

XXIII. In your view, are there other points regarding transparency that should be addressed in the GGPLNG?

Nomination procedures and maintenance arrangements and schedules should be added to Article 6.41a. 

Market participants should also be informed of the current and historic gas quality specifications at each facility and the main provisions of the connection agreement in place between the LSO and the interconnected TSO relating to gas quality. 

As noted in response to question 10, rules on transparency could be further developed to improve harmonisation.  This should address data type and manner of publication.  Similar work on transparency has been successfully developed in the electricity sector within the Central West regional initiative. 

Trading of capacity rights

XXIV. Opinions have been expressed that in some markets, organised trading of capacity rights might not be necessary, or that the benefits this trading provide to LNG terminal users could be reached by other means. Is an organised secondary capacity market in the terminal useless, useful or necessary? Should the GGPLNG recommend the creation of a secondary market for capacity or should this be left to each LSO or NRA’s appraisal?

An organised secondary capacity market is not the only way to trade capacity, bilateral trading should also be allowed.  The important factor is that primary capacity holders are legally permitted and operationally able to engage in secondary capacity trading.  Whilst the level of secondary trading may be low in some Member States at the current time, the establishment of organised trading market should not be discounted completely.  The decision on whether an organised secondary market for capacity is required should be left to the market participants and national regulator.
XXV. Considering a need for a secondary capacity market in the terminal, what features would be needed for an efficient functioning of this market? Comments on this issue would be welcome, i.e.:
· How crucial is contracts’ standardisation for the development of a secondary market?
· Should contracted capacity that has not been nominated be offered on the secondary market by the LSO if the capacity owner does not do it?
· What is your interest in the offer/demand of not bundled capacities on the secondary market (e.g., berthing capacity, storage capacity etc.)? Have you encountered obstacles regarding this that would justify developing more specific rules about the trading of not bundled LNG services in the GGPLNG?

It is clear that standardised contracts would facilitate the development of a secondary market.  Also important is transparent, objective and non-discriminatory information and rules that are available to existing and potential terminal users. This information should be made available on an accessible website at least in English. 

The LSO should not unilaterally decide to sell capacity on the secondary market before the nomination deadline has passed. 
As long as the terminal utilisation and system integrity is not negatively affected by the offer of not bundled capacities on the secondary market, we would support this.  
I trust that the points contained in this response will aid you in developing further the guidelines on third party access to LNG system operators.  If you have any queries, relating to this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully,
Carys Rhianwen

European Regulatory Manager
Email. 

carys.rhianwen@centrica.com 

Mobile. 
+44 7979 566325
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