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Response: Yes, the present level of detail is appropriate.

Response: A good NC should be of a sufficient level of detail in order to provide legal certainty, both
to the network users and to the TSOs. To this end the rules it provides for shall be written
specifically and in sufficient detail. These details shall only be formulated on the basis of a thorough

consultation, taking into account all possibilities and the interests of market parties.

In principle all amendments to the NC shall be adopted through the procedure provided for in Article
7 of Regulation 715/2009 (hereinafter, the Gas Regulation). An exception could, however, be made
for “technical details”, which have to be introduced for the sake of standardization, coordination and
clarification of minor omissions and ambiguities in the text of the Network Code. Such “technical
details” could be related to the IT-systems, communication protocols, technical details about the
auction processes and platforms, as well as implementation timeline for these technical rules. Said
details could be adopted and amended via a “lighter” procedure (including consultation) and
published, for example in a "Data and Solutions Handhook".

However, such a “lighter” procedure should in any case include consultation of the relevant market
parties, a report by the TSOs elaborating on the various possibilities and underpinning the choices
made, while taking into account the proposals and comments made by the market parties. The
market parties themselves or a representative group of market parties shall be able to initiate such a
procedure and the introduction of new detailed rules in a/the Handbook. Market parties shall also
be able to object to the introduction of new details to the Network Code should they have
reasonable arguments to do so. In that latter case the matter shall be objectively decided on by
ENTSOG and/or ACER.

The resulting Handbook with technical details to the NC shall be published in a timely manner and
shall include a timetable for its implementation.

Response: Yes. Please, see our response to question 2.

Such “technical details” could be related to the IT-systems, communication protocols, technical
details about the auction processes and platforms, as well as implementation timeline for those
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technical details.

Clarification of minor omissions and ambiguities in the text of the Network Code could also be
adopted via this “lighter” procedure. An example of “minor omissions and ambiguities” could be
typological mistakes.

Response: Please, see also our response to question 2.
Adopting and amending the Handbook (and the like) shall, in our opinion, be done as follows:

1. The problem shall be identified and alternatives for its solution, including the preferred way
forward shall be formulated in a report/paper by ENTSOG. ENTSOG, as well as the concerned
market parties/a certain number of concerned market parties shall be able to initiate such a
review process.

2. ENTSOG shall consult all stakeholders.

3. ENTSOG shall publish a report outlining the options and providing argumentation for the
choices made (or not made).

4. The report shall be presented to ACER.

5. The handbook shall be made binding by including in the NC an article which states so and
outlines the legal grounds therefore.

Response: Yes, GasTerra is of the opinion that the auction method of annual quarterly auctions with
the option of rebidding during the bidding window, is adequate for the purchasing of long-term
capacity. We believe that the bidding window should stay open until the end of the auction, i.e. not
be closed earlier, even for points and quarters for which in the previous round(s) no additional bids
were made. It may well be the case that the purchase of capacity at a particular point or for a
particular timeslot depends on the results of the auctions at other points or quarters.
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Response: The proposal seems adequate. At this phase we would abstain from suggestions for
improvement due to the lack of practical experience.

Response: GasTerra considers suspensions of auctions inappropriate.

Response: Yes, at this moment the algorithms seem appropriate. At this phase we would abstain
from suggestions for improvement due to the lack of practical experience

Response: No.

Response: At this phase we cannot express a specific opinion due to the lack of practical experience

Response: GasTerra questions the necessity to include such mechanism in the NC at this moment,

since there is no practical experience with the NC. The TSOs, however, should monitor the bidding
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processes in practise. If they suspect abuse or gaming, they should notify the bidder and ask for an
explanation of its behaviour (and possibly notify the NRA and/or ACER). Shall a necessity be
established, the auction procedure can be amended in future. In that latter case GasTerra considers
restriction of withdrawal of bids at the end of the bidding window as an example of an appropriate
measure. Closing of the bidding window after a period of stability, however, should not be an
option. Please, refer to our comments to Question 6 in that regard.

Response: A split of bundled capacity between existing holders of unbundled capacity shall not be

required and/or arranged in any kind of way. Gasterra does support the introduction of bundled
products, but strongly opposes to the abolition of the existing unbundled products and ensuing consequences
for the current capacity holders.

We would like to point out that the Third Package legislation does not provide grounds for such a
far-reaching change of the applicable regime. Recital 19 of the Gas Regulation states that it is vital
that gas can be traded independent of its location in the system and not that gas shall be traded
independent of its location in the system. Clearly, the text is meant to create an additional option
and not to prohibit “flange trading”.

Response: As indicated above Gasterra welcomes the introduction of the opportunity to trade with
bundled products for as long as this is not the only and thus mandatory option.

However, we are concerned of the following:

Market participants, both traditional players and new entrants, should preserve the commercial
freedom to structure their own portfolios. As an international shipper GasTerra would like to have
both possibilities: either transport gas (via bundled capacity) to an adjacent virtual hub and sell the
commodity there, or transport gas to the border point and sell it there to another shipper, who may
transport the commodity into the system of the Neighbouring Network Operator (NNO) and sell it
there.

Being active as a shipper in a system requires a considerable effort: obtaining a shipper license,
providing financial securities to the local TSO, obtaining and maintaining a thorough knowledge of
the local regulatory system, having a thorough knowledge and availability of IT-systems for the
operational side of the transport process (nomination procedures, allocation procedures) and 24 * 7
dispatch capacities. Such an effort is justified in the case of a big size portfolio on the local market,
but is not justifiable for a limited size portfolio. Meeting all these requirement leads to unnecessary
investments, which could ultimately be a barrier to entry to the market, especially for smaller
parties.
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The consequences for the structuring of the portfolios of the great majority of European players, in
particular in view of security of supply considerations, shall also be taken into account. Flange
trading is for instance a source of flexibility for the buyer, that in most if not all European markets at
this point cannot be fully compensated for by hub trading or storage (especially in case of small
parties or new entrants).

Response: As already stated GasTerra welcomes the opportunity to buy bundled capacity from the
TSOs via auctions and in a coordinated way. In that way the present problem of obtaining capacity at
one side of the border and obtaining no or less capacity at the other side will be prevented. The
envisaged way of allocation (via auctions) and the coordination between the TSOs are both
improvements to the current situation.

More importantly, however, there should not be an obligation to use the capacity in a bundled way
only (via prohibitting the alternative option).

Please, see also our response to question 14,

Response: GasTerra believes that the use of a reserve price (for all auctions including all short term
auctions) at the level of the regulated tariffs is fair. It is our concern that having a zero or low price
for short term products (as it is in the UK regarding DA and WD auctions) would undermine the cost
recovery by the TSOs and thus lead to unwanted effects and behaviour and possible cross subsidies.

On the other hand, the use of the regulated tariffs as a minimum is paramount to over-recovery,
since at all congested points the auction price will be more than the minimum. This could lead to an
incentive for the TSOs to maintain the situation of congestion. Therefore we would like to
recommend an amendment to Article 7 par. 6 of the NC with an explicit provision stipulating that
over-recovery revenues shall be used by the TSO's to enlarge the technical capacity of the
congested Interconnection Points (IPs).
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Response: The process followed by ENTSOG has been adequate and constructive. GasTerra highly
appreciates ENTSOG’s work on this first Network Code.

GasTerra acknowledges that ENTSOG is not accountable for that, but would like to point out here
that it has been very confusing that the draft NC is based on a draft FG (version December 2010)
and not on the final FG (still to be completed by ACER). This parallelism leads to undesirable
contradictions and ensuing uncertainties.

Response: ENTSOG’s current website is very informative. What could still be improved is the
organization of the available information. For example, the current structure of the information on
the CAM NC does not clearly differentiate between agendas for workshops, presentations from
previous events, consultation documents, etc.

Response: We would like to make several additional comments.

1. Article 3 par. 3 of the NC provides for the TSOs to coordinate their capacity calculations with the
aim of maximizing the technically available capacity. Article 5 par. 5, however, mentions the option
of a mismatch of capacities at both sides of the border due to technical reasons. Such a mismatch
should be avoided. This could be done by introducing in Article 3 par. 3 an obligation for the TSOs to
cooperate in order to establish identical contractually available capacities at both sides of the
border.

2. In order to prevent capacity remaining unused, shippers should have the option to surrender
capacity at an IP  to the TSO. To avoid contractual congestion this should be accompanied by a
certain (modest) penalty. We would recommend an amendment of Article 5 of the NC to this end,
providing for the TSOs to accept surrendered capacity.

3. We would recommend for the technical aspects at all IPs to be determined not centrally by
ENTSOG in the NC, but to be left to the adjacent TSOs to agree on. That will allow for the physical
differences between the IPs to be taken into consideration more accurately. Those technical aspects
should cover, but not be limited to, the minimum and maximum allowable pressure, the way of
control (flow control or pressure control), the minimum and maximum allowable gas quality
parameters, type and ownership of measuring and other equipment, quality assurance of the
measuring process, payment obligations, safety issues. The TSOs concerned should also determine
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common rules on operational balancing at each IP to minimize differences between allocations and
nominations due to technical reasons. At present at several IPs such arrangements do not exist and
progress is way too slow. Therefore we recommend a new par. 4 to Article 3, providing for an
obligation for the TSOs to determine such common rules at the IPs.

4. With regard to the remarks on interruptible capacity in the Supporting Document to the CAM NC
we would like to stress that the sale of interruptible capacity should in any case be maintained. The
reason is that this eliminates any incentives for hoarding firm capacity. For as long as other shippers
can buy interruptible capacity (at a discount) a shipper has no incentive to withhold firm capacity
that he does not need. This, complemented by the possibility to surrender capacity, practically
solves the problem of "capacity hoarding".

5. Article 4 par. 3 of the NC provides for the applicability of two different units: kwh/h and kWh/d.
The unit kWh/d is confusing (especially for within day products) and creates additional complexities
for the ICT-systems and communication protocols. This should be avoided by the NC providing for
the use of only one unit: kwWh/h.

6. Regarding the implementation of the NC, as referred to in Article 10, as well as further detailed
rules published in a separate Handbook, we would like to recommend the creation of Project
Coordination Groups within ENTSOG. These Project Coordination Groups should coordinate the
implementation of the NC and other accompanying rules by consulting upon and determining an
implementation scheme; by publishing all relevant details; by functioning as the place to get all
questions answered; by making a testing and certification facility and so on.
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