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Responses to CAM Network Code – second formal consultation on new or modified concepts
Consultation Response Sheet

Please complete the fields below and send via email using the subject title, “Response to the CAM NC consultation” to info@entsog.eu by 14 November 2011. 

	Name

	First and Last Name: Paul Giesbertz


	Organisation

	Company/Organisation Name: Statkraft Markets

	Job Title: Head of Infrastructure and Market Policies


	Contact details

	Email: paul.giesberzt@statkraft.com

	Tel: +31 20 795 7874

	Mobile:  +31 6 506 90310


	Address

	Street: Gustav Mahlerplein 100

	Postal Code: 1082 AM

	City: Amsterdam

	Country: Netherlands


Countries in which your organisation operates: almost all countries of EU
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 preferred option and provide a brief but fully reasoned justification for their choice. This applies equally whether you agree or disagree with any ENTSOG proposal as it is important that ENTSOG is able to extract the clear views of all respondents. If you do not respond to a question, ENTOSG will assume that you have no view on this issue.
	Question 1 (Standard Capacity Products to be auctioned): which option do you prefer, and why?

	Option 1: Quarterly only
X
Option 2: Integration of yearly product (Post consultation proposal)


	Please justify your choice. ENTSOG would particularly welcome any views on why the alternatives to your preferred option may not be technically feasible. 

For periods further out we acknowledge yearly products as more suitable as they are also more compatible with traded commodity products. Also we appreciate the consequence of reserving 10% of the capacity for the rolling monthly auctions.




	Question 2 (Start date for yearly product): which option do you prefer, and why?

	X
Option 1: Yearly product starts on 1st January
Option 2: Yearly product starts on 1st October       


	Please justify your choice. ENTSOG would particularly welcome any views on why the alternatives to your preferred option may not be technically feasible. 

Traded commodity products are almost purely traded as calendar years. Hedging Is hardly possible for gas years. 


	Question 3 (Auction algorithms: overall methodology): which option do you prefer, and why?

	X
Option 1: Multiple round ascending clock auction            
Option 2: Single round volume based auction           


	Please justify your choice. ENTSOG would particularly welcome any views on why the alternatives to your preferred option may not be technically feasible. 

We are strongly concerned regarding the duration of the auction process (multiple days), because of higher transaction costs (more resources needed) and there is risk of price movements during the auction process that market participants will have to carry resulting in inefficient price formation.  Also we do not see any added value in a multi round auction. Therefore we urge ENTSOG to reconsider a single round on shot auction.

As stated before any duration of an auction longer than 1 day will exclude many traders from participation in the auctions. 
Regarding the 2 alternatives we prefer Option 1 as this auction method has proven to be simple and efficient when properly implemented. Also it allows for short rounds (<1hr)


	Question 4 (Limitation of price steps): which option do you prefer, and why?

	X
Option 1: Do not limit number of price steps (Post consultation proposal)
Option 2: Limit number of price steps


	Please justify your choice. ENTSOG would particularly welcome any views on why the alternatives to your preferred option may not be technically feasible. 

Two consequences of a limited number of price steps lead us to the conclusion that this is not an alternative to be considered: 
· No valid price signal

· Distorted bids as maximum price is known in advance




	Question 5 (Minimisation of unsold capacity): which option do you prefer, and why?

	Option 1: Minimise unsold capacity (Post consultation proposal)
X
Option 2: Draft CAM NC proposal


	Please justify your choice. ENTSOG would particularly welcome any views on why the alternatives to your preferred option may not be technically feasible. 
We welcome any measures which lead to efficient price discovery. As this is not the case in option 1, we strongly favour option 2. Also we welcome any capacity which is rolled forward to more short term products.

As an alternative we ask ENTSOG to consider a sealed bid round.


	Question 6 (Sunset clause: choice of default rule): which option do you prefer, and why?

	X
Option 1: Maximum default rule with cap at technical capacity
Option 2: "Partially unbundled“ default rule


	Please justify your choice. ENTSOG would particularly welcome any views on why the alternatives to your preferred option may not be technically feasible. 

We strongly support a pure hub-to –hub market model, liquidity and transparency being two of the main reasons. Therefore we oppose any measures in the NC that allow future Flange trading.


	Question 7 (Sunset clause: further questions): Please provide any views, information or evidence in relation to the further questions raised by ENTSOG in section F.2 regarding the sunset clause.

	Non matching capacity shall not stay unbundled. Capacity shall be matched where possible. If this is not the case, this capacity shall merely reduce the risk of interruption in the particular area of the grid. 
There shall only be firm capacity and as an alternative interruptible, no further differentiation.

Any Capacity which cannot be allocated by agreement between shippers or the default rule shall be made available in the primary capacity market.


	Question 8 (Tariffs: split of auction premium from bundled products): which option do you prefer, and why?

	Option 1: Keep split of auction premium proportional to reserve prices as default (Post consultation proposal)
X
Option 2: Split of auction premium into equal shares as default


	Please justify your choice. ENTSOG would particularly welcome any views on why the alternatives to your preferred option may not be technically feasible. 

Generally we oppose reserve prices at border points. We acknowledge the fear of few small transit countries to lose grid revenues from transit usage but plead for other solutions than the suboptimal imposition of transport cost.
Both suggested methods of splitting the auction premium have their faults but we prefer Option 2 as it reduces the incentive to increase regulated tariffs for the border points.
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