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MEMORANDUM 

TO CREG 

FROM Brattle 

SUBJECT Initial answers to market participant questions 

DATE 17 December 2021 

  

The objective of this memorandum is to answer some of the initial questions by the market 

participants we believe are related and important to clarify from our analysis. 

1. Q) Why was Jobo not included as an entry point? 

A) This was covered in the workshop where we emphasized that the model 

constructed was a simplified version of the SNT. According to the Plan de 

Abastecimiento, Jobo is estimated to provide 5% of the total system supply from 

2019-2043. We have relied on publicly available information as to capacity (2012 

resolution) which in the case of Jobo presented one of the smallest entry points in 

the system. Hence we excluded it from the model. Exclusion of the Jobo entry point 

would not alter our recommendation of Entry Exit tariffs, nor woud it have a material 

affect on the tariffs we estimated in our model.  

2. Q) When a new exit point appears in the system, how is that point involved in the 

scheme? Suppose a new industry connects at some new point in the system. What 

would the rate be for that point? By including that exit point, would all exit points 

have to be recalculated? 

A) It depends on the capacity of the exit point, and the effect it has on the required 

revenue for the system. If the new exit point is relatively small and does not add 

significantly to the required revenues, it can be bundled with a nearby exit point and 

any excess/lack of remuneration could later be compensated by small adjustments to 

the existing tariffs. If a larger exit point is added that makes a more significant 

difference to the required revenues, then the tariffs would need to be recalculated.  



PRELIMINARY AND CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT.  
NOT FOR CITATION OR DISTRIBUTION. 

Initial answers to market participant questions Brattle.com | 2 

3. What investments have been encouraged since the implementation of the entry-exit 

scheme in the current markets that have implemented this model? What has been 

the source of financing (public or private) for the investments defined under the 

central planning? and iii) How has it been ensured that central investment planning 

does not lead to underinvestment or overinvestment? 

A) All member states of the European Union have implemented entry-exit schemes. 

The schemes have been compatible with the construction of significant new 

infrastructure, principally new LNG regasification terminals or expansion of existing 

terminals in countries like Belgium, Italy, Spain, France, the Netherlands and the 

United Kingdom. Investors have also constructed major new pipelines that transit gas 

between countries. One example is the 470 km OPAL pipeline in Germany, 

commissioned in 2011. Another is the Trans-Adriatic Pipeline (TAP), which originates 

in Azerbaijan, extends to Greece and then undersea to Italy. The EU has used public 

funds for some projects, but private investment remains the primary source of funds. 

Planning methodologies include central investment planning, but do not foreclose 

private initiatives. Even the central planning relies heavily now on market signals. For 

example, the EU has introduced a network code for capacity allocation and 

congestion management. The code requires auctions of transportation capacity at 

interconnection points, and the use of the auction prices to perform economic tests 

to guide decisions on capacity expansion.1 

4. Q) It is understood that for the simulations carried out by the consultant, the 

required annual income was obtained from the 100% fixed charge, without 

considering AOM. We appreciate clarifying or clarifying. 

A) This is correct. 

5. Q) On the other hand, regarding the eventual division of the transport network into 

two regional entry-exit systems, connected by a point, where it is mentioned that the 

connection point between the two systems will satisfy the input and output functions 

of each system, we request to expand the analysis of how it would work in this case 

so that a duplication of the payment of the service is not generated. 

 

A). To clarify, our proposal is for a single entry exit system. Two systems would only 

be needed if an engineering study identified major constraints in the system that 

could not be managed through swaps, and reasonable investments could not 

resolve the constraints.  

 
1  Commission Regulation (EU) 2017/459 of 16 March 2017 establishing a network code on capacity allocation 

mechanisms in gas transmission systems and repealing Regulation (EU) No 984/2013, Article 11, ¶10 Article 
17, ¶20, and Articles 22-29. 
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In the case that there were two entry-exit systems, the CREG would define the 

required revenue for each system separately, and set the entry exit charges for 

each system to collected the required revenue for each system. Hence, there 

would be no over recovery of revenue. 

 


