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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.
 

	Name

	First and Last Name: Mark Dalton


	Organisation

	Company/Organisation Name: BG Group

	Job Title: European Regulation Manager


	Contact details

	Email: mark.dalton@bg-group.com

	Tel: +44 118 929 2092

	Mobile: +44 7747 455 711


	Address

	Street: Hutton 1, 100 Thames Valley Park Drive

	Postal Code: RG6 1PT

	City: Reading

	Country: UK


Countries in which your organisation operates: GB; Belgium; Germany; France; Netherlands; Italy
How would you describe your organisation?

	
	Association (please specify type)

	
	End user

	
	Network user

	x
	Trader

	
	Other (please specify)


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 amendments proposed in C1-11 with a few exceptions listed below:

We do not support ACER’s views on C2 and agree with ENTSOG that it is not appropriate to apply the rules on capacity breakdown to incremental capacity. Our preference all along has been for incremental capacity to be offered in the same auction, as it delivers the appropriate economic signals. However, the proposed NC doesn’t include that option and the GB model is potentially being revised from 2013 to separate the sale of existing and incremental capacity (a mistake in our view). But the fundamental point is that only the capacity signalled during the incremental process should be built, not 10% more, or the bids scaled back to permit release of future capacity that has no known demand.

C5 – we do not agree with ENTSOG’s approach in this area. We believe that there should be a change to the quotas, with up to 20% capacity released in the short / medium term. The diagram at the end of this document highlights our ideal approach, so there is a greater role for quarterly products; annual capacity would only feature for up to 80% of capacity release and 10% safeguarded for within year sales. There is a fine balance between making capacity available for others and the price paid for the capacity due to the with-holding of capacity for future periods.

C6 – recognising that the intent is for capacity to be bundled and not “mis-matched”, we believe this should only be released on a year ahead basis to minimise the duration of any mis-match. A year should also meet customer needs for this capacity. If ENTSOG believe this is still possible with [5] years, then that would be acceptable. It would be helpful for ENTSOG to publish the extent to which there are capacity mismatches either side of IPs.



	Question 2 

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

	It is acceptable



	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?

	It is acceptable



	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 the approach ENTSOG have taken here, and we accept it increases certainty of interruption. However, it highlights a mismatch that exists between Balancing and Capacity rules. This change will create a situation where shippers become out of balance at the trading hubs due to the invoking of interruption. They then become distressed sellers / buyers at the respective Hubs where the IP capacity has become interrupted. We believe that ENTSOG and the Industry need to undertake a forensic study of the Balancing / Capacity interactions to ensure that conflicts are minimised, before the Codes get signed off.



	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?

	We understand the issue but would like more detail on how the interaction between the two auction approaches would work, rather than just agreeing to it as a principle  (although the words “with the possible exception” is probably sufficiently open to be acceptable to go ahead with..



Supporting diagram to C5 response:
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80% Annual (years 2-15) (this could be years 4-15 is necessary, but should be workable as above)
10% Quarterly release (years 1 -3)

10% Monthly release (year 1)

Capacity that is unsold in one auction type moves into the next category.

European Capacity appears to become more short term in nature (ie  upto 5 years focus)

Will Incremental capacity really be available within 3 years? Our GB experience going forward is that the TSO is arguing that it might take upto 8 years to deliver new capacity, even if this is incremental.

� 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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