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Response Sheet for Stakeholder Engagement Document: Potential Modifications to the CAM NC Following Receipt of ACER Opinion

Please complete the fields below and send via email using the subject title, “Response to the CAM NC stakeholder engagement document” to info@entsog.eu by 10 August 2012.
 

	Organisation

	Company/Organisation Name: EnBW Energie Baden-Württemberg AG


How would you describe your organisation?

	
	Association (please specify type)

	
	End user

	
	Network user

	
	Trader

	x
	Other (please specify): 
EnBW Energie Baden-Württemberg AG is one of the four major energy corporations in Germany with companies participating in all parts of the gas and electricity value chain.


In the questions below, ENTSOG would be grateful if respondents could clearly indicate their view  and provide a brief justification. 
	Question 1

	A number of changes to the CAM NC submitted to ACER in March 2012 are proposed in sections C.1 – C.11 above. Please indicate whether you support these changes. If you do not support some changes, please indicate which changes you do not support, and why.

	We support the following changes to the NC sparked by ACER and translated into text by ENTSOG without further comments: C1 and C10.
For the other points we would like to add some reasoning for our opinion:
C2: EnBW agrees with ACER´s view to also apply the NC to newly build capacities. In a bundled-only world with mandatory bundling of existing capacity contracts - which we expressively support – it is with an intrinsic logic that newly built capacities shall fall under the same provisions as existing capacities regarding standard capacity products and bundling. In regards to the capacity breakdown in the context of incremental capacities we do not share ACER´s view and fully support ENTSOG´s position to not make any changes in the NC. In the case of Capacity Breakdown there is a difference between incremental and existing capacity. In case of newly built capacity everyone has the same chance to acquire the amount needed therefore a separate reservation of parts of it is unnecessary.
C3: We kindly ask ENTSOG to share and discuss any information on the issue of standard contracts with the market stakeholders before submitting it as a final statement to ACER.

C4: Principally we agree with ACER, that specific minimum requirements for the exchange of information between adjacent TSOs must be established, but we have to agree with ENTSOG’s concerns, that the NC CAM might not be the appropriate NC for such specifications. We rather envisage these requirements to be incorporated into the upcoming NC on Interoperability.

C5: We are surprised that ACER asked ENTSOG to further break down capacity products as there seemed to be consensus among stakeholders that a minimum reservation of 10 % for the very short-term was a good way forward; however, a higher percentage would have been more desirable. ACER seemed to have picked up this desire and to have transformed it into a system very much alike the German Gas Grid Access Ordinance. EnBW interprets ACER´s inquiry in this regard also as an indication of the Regulators’ doubts that the CMP guidelines on their own will free up an adequate amount of unused capacities of all maturities. We therefore support ACER´s proposal for change in order to correct the insufficient CMP rules especially considering medium and longer-term capacity products. However, the question is whether medium-term could also be a shorter time period aligned with the forward market (max. 3 years) instead of the proposed 4 to 5 years.
C6: In line with our comments in C2 EnBW supports these changes. In the NC itself we see an intrinsic logic of an all-bundled world where unbundled products on one side of an IP tend to have a value of 0, hence selling these capacities a long-term ahead does not make sense, neither for network users nor for TSOs. Therefore we support ACER in its inquiry to only offer such capacity in the rolling monthly or shorter duration auction.
C7: Although this is primarily a topic between regulators and TSOs, we see the need for the NC to be designed in a way that must guarantee that mandatory bundling of all capacity contracts after a sunset clause is not endangered during the Comitology process. We deem mandatory bundling of existing contracts together with the sunset clause paramount for further market integration and a level-playing field competition in the European gas market.

C8: see our response to D3 (question 4)
C9: EnBW is of the general opinion to not include detailed tariff features in the NC CAM. They should be dealt with in the NC on Tariffication.

C11: Deleting a reference period may be in the logic of the matter but would also delete market stakeholders´ concerns about the practical steps of implementation until the full coming into force of the NC. EnBW therefore calls out to ENTSOG and ACER to develop a plan for implementation in discussion with market stakeholders (project plan including milestones) and independently from the sheer formal process of the NC. We think both ENTSOG and ACER have a responsibility to ensure a maximum of smoothness in terms of NC implementation (from today until coming into force).


	Question 2 

	Do you support the proposed changes to the day ahead auction timing set out in section D.1? If not, why not?

	EnBW welcomes ENTSOG´s reaction to market stakeholders’ proposals to shorten the whole process within the day-ahead allocation. The earlier the result becomes available the better it is, so that a market participant can close his position in the market without becoming a stressed seller or buyer. We strongly recommend also shortening the matching and confirmation period of currently 120 minutes. Compared to processes in the power sector we evaluate 2 hours to be a rather long time. We therefore recommend consideration of shortening this process as well and – in case ENTSOG is not willing to make changes at this point - to clearly explain to the market and to ACER in a detailed way why 120 minutes are needed compared to e.g. 90 minutes.


	Question 3 

	Do you support the proposed changes to the within-day auction timing set out in section D.2? If not, why not? 

In particular, do you believe that a 30 minute bidding window and 60 minute nomination window are sufficient for a within-day process?

	At the current stage EnBW does not see a real market for within day capacity. Furthermore, EnBW would prefer a first come first serve solution for within day capacity instead of an auctioning process regarding the short time frame for with-in day activities. 


	Question 4 

	Do you support the proposed changes to the drafting on default interruption lead times set out in section D.3? If not, why not?

	We understand this proposal to be in the benefit for shippers as a shorter interruption lead time creates more certainty if there actually will be an interruption or not coming up (compared to a 2 hours interruption lead time). But no matter if the interruption lead time is 2 hours or 1 hour and 15 minutes the nomination lead time to use alternative routes or to cover risks via a hub nomination is always longer. For the moment the gain from the proposed change would only be due to the increased interruption information accuracy. 

The optimal solution for the market should therefore also include a change in the nomination lead time. If the interruption lead time is shorter than the nomination lead time there is a clear supply risk on the shipper side. One quick fix could be the introduction of a maximum 30 minutes lead time for trade notifications within the NC Balancing at all trade hubs (which is currently not the case in Germany at the NCG or Gaspool hub; at these hubs there is always a 2 hours nomination lead time). This issue highlights the urgent need to harmonise the NC CAM with the NC Balancing and vice versa and to come up with an implementation schedule of provisions from different NC that interact in regards to national implementation.


	Question 5

	Do you support the proposed changes to article 4.1(2) of the CAM NC, in relation to competing capacities? If not, why not?

	EnBW considers the proposal to be reasonable but we do not understand why this aspect which had been raised by ENTSOG before did not become part of the initial draft. In Principal, as the changes proposed by ENTSOG in section D have not been sparked by ACER, we see the need to get a clear approval of these provisions by ACER to include such changes in the NC.


� If you would like any part of your response to be treated as confidential, please mark these sections clearly and explain why it is not possible for the information to be made public. Notwithstanding any confidentiality undertaking upon request, ENTSOG indicates that this cannot prevent ENTSOG from disclosing all or part of the response that would be requested by a competent authority or judicial body.
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