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IFIEC and CEFIC believe that bundling of capacity is a good way to stimulate trading at hubs. In the long term
perspective all gas trades should be done at hubs. Since there are only a few hubs at the moment which provide the
needed liquidity, IFIEC and CEFIC suggest allowing a hybrid system during an interim period. The duration should not
be longer than five years. In the hybrid system, the basic case is bundled capacity, but a certain amount of the capacity
could be used for flanch trades. The national regulation authorities shall constantly monitor if the flanch trades also
stimulate the liquidity at the corresponding markets.

Theoretically a bundled product could help new entrants, although its success has yet to be proven (ongoing tests on
certain IPs). However, it is essential to take into account local specificities, as well as the state (availability) of liquidity
and crucial infrastructures (i.e. access to storage and LNG terminals) which may not be necessarily same on both sides
of the interconnection point. National authorities should be allowed to intervene when necessary. The transparency
regarding publication of gas flows on physical interconnection points should be maintained even after the full bundling is
achieved.

When the cross border capacity is not fitted within one bundled product, IFIEC and CEFIC require that at least the
products at both sides of the border are fully aligned (same auctioning moments, same definitions, etc.).

Centrica maintains the position we set our in our response to the ERGEG Public Consultation on the FG in 2010.

In the light of developments since then, in particular the Commission's consultation on the Guidelines on Congestion
Management Principles and the work to date by ENTSOG on development of a Network Code for CAM, we would like
to make the following comments:

* Work in the Stakeholder Joint Working Sessions towards developing the CAM Network Code is demonstrating that
there will be strong linkages between rules on CAM, CMP and Tariffs. We are already seeing difficulties for ENTSOG in
creating rules on CAM, with the details of the CMP rules being uncertain. The different pathways for creating and
amending the CAM Network Code and CMP Guidelines will make it hard to align the rules effectively. We hope that
ACER will raise this issue with the Commission. For the same reason, it is essential that Tariffs should follow the ACER
FG & ENTSOG Network Code path.

* We maintain our view that the scope of the FG CAM should include new capacity. Long-term auctions can be adapted
to take into account the lead time, investment test and stakeholder information needed to support development of
transmission networks. If it is not possible to include new capacity at this time then supplementary Framework
Guidelines and a Network Code should be developed shortly afterwards to extend the auction framework to new
capacity.

* We remain unconvinced by the benefit of mandatory bundling of cross-border capacity. Whilst users will welcome the
ability to purchase combined products in the future, we do not believe that mandatory bundling of capacity from existing
contracts will increase liquidity at hubs. The administrative burden that this process will create could tie up TSO
resources, distracting them from the implementation of other essential parts of the Third Package that should be given
priority instead. The FG still fail to address the way bundling is intended to apply to dedicated gas interconnectors like
IUK and BBL.

Ref. point 1.2 : DONG Energy believes that Open Seasons should be an integrated part of FG on CAM/CMP. Ref. point
2.4.1 : Itis our view that both bundled and unbundled services should be offered by TSO's. If TSO's can only offer
bundled service it will lead to much greater risks and higher costs for the shippers, which may render natural gas
uncompetitive. Ref. point 2.4.2 . DONG Energy thinks that existing capacity and commodity contracts must be
exempted from the new regulation. Having bundled capacities only will in fact close down IP points between market
areas, which subsegently will lead to greater uncertainty and to higher cost, which can be explained as follows : At the
time of closing of a long-term supply contract the parties will have to decide on a delivery point. If the cross-border point
is chosen then the shipper may allocate the gas in the future to either market area and thereby pay only an entry fee. If
the long-term contract must stipulate either market area A or B as point of delivery then the shipper will have to pay an
extra exit fee if the demand over time is changing causing the shipper to send the gas to the other market area. DONG
Energy is not in agreement with the first sentence of the 3rd paragraph "...network codes..do not regulate supply
contract" If the network codes are made accordingly to the FG then the codes will clearly regulate the supply contracts -
even if this happens in an in-direct way. DONG Energy is therefore against the wording of the FG in this regard. Ref.
point 3.1.1 DONG Energy is in agreement that auctions may be an appropriate method of allocation for short-term
capacity products. However, we believe that other means of allocation should be available for long-term capacities -
hereunder FCFS with a window.



PC-02-EDF00-V

PC-02-EDFEN-F

EDF welcomes the opportunity to comment the ACER FG on gas CAM insofar as it differs in many aspects from the
pilot FG that had been submitted to public consultation in February 2010.

As already stated in its previous answer, EDF regrets that there has been a different treatment for CAM, on the one
hand, and CMP, on the other. EDF believes that both subjects deeply interact and would have preferred to keep
considering them in the same package as it has been done for electricity. Moreover, EDF supports the drafting of high-
level FG but feels that in its current form these guidelines could be misinterpreted and might create unnecessary
regulatory risk. More details are sometimes needed. For example, more guidance should be given on how TSOs will
calculate maximum available capacities on their networks. In addition, a wide degree of discretion seems to be given to
TSOs to adapt existing transportation arrangements. EDF considers that the FG need to be more explicit on the
clauses that can be modified and on how TSOs will implement this.

As a general statement, EDF would like to underline that it supports every measure which would allow gas to flow more
freely across Europe and which would foster harmonised processes between TSOs, in particular considering capacity
products and allocation procedures. EDF also supports all mechanisms that will enhance transparency and equality of
treatment between players. It is indeed of major importance that the implementation of the network code does not
impact only some market players or discriminate between them.

However, EDF regrets that the stepwise approach chosen by ERGEG in the first version of its pilot framework
guidelines has been replaced by the will to harmonize the CAM rules as soon as the entry into force of the network
code. Indeed, EDF considers that interim periods are of great importance when harmonizing rules at interconnection
points that do not share the same situation, in particular in terms of congestions. Thus, considering auctions, if it is the
target mechanism to implement, it needs, to be useful, some prerequisites such as a market mature enough in terms of
liquidity and number of actors. This being said, the target allocation mechanism for existing capacity could be the
following one:

oProgressive decrease of the volumes of long term capacity contracts in order to prevent any issue of security of
supply;

olmplementation of an auction mechanism with a floor price in order to ensure the coverage of the network operators'
costs.

Alongside with this capacity allocation target model, open season procedures should be generalized for the creation of
new medium and long term capacities.

Regarding bundles, EDF considers them as important tools that would help gas to flow more freely across Europe.
Thus, they have to be offered by TSOs at each interconnection point but they should not be the exclusive solution.
Likewise, hub to hub trading could be a good way to enhance liquidity on the European gas markets and should be
promoted. Shippers should however keep the possibility to trade through different mechanisms.

Last but not least, EDF would like to stress the importance of the cooperation of NRAs and TSOs (in particular adjacent
ones) while dealing with the development of incremental capacity or the use of over-revenues in order to avoid
situations where one country uses over-revenues to remove congestions while in the other it is used to lower network
tariffs.

EDF Energy is supportive of the liberalisation process and in particular the benefits of cross border trade. These
benefits are largely driven by arbitrage between trading hubs and effective Capacity Allocation Mechanisms (CAM) are
important for the development of the European market. We would not expect ACER to draft a Framework Guideline
which imposes additional requirements and costs onto industry parties without being backed up with technical evidence
and robust cost-benefit analysis and impact assessments.

Our main observations of the current draft are as follows:

» We support the drafting of high-level framework guidelines; however, we feel that in its current form this guideline
could be misinterpreted. This might create unnecessary regulatory risk for both existing and new assets owners and
market players.

» An exemption should be included that will allow markets that have a fully open and transparent capacity allocation
mechanism to be exempt from these guidelines, unless a cost benefit analysis clearly demonstrates that there is a
significant benefit from implementing these arrangements in these markets.

+ Capacity calculation — more guidance should be given on how TSOs will calculate maximum available capacities on
their networks. Maximum available capacity should be defined.

« It is important that existing and new capacity sold through an open and transparent process, as this framework
guideline promotes, should not be affected.

* Electronic Capacity release systems should be simple and user friendly.
» This framework guideline places many obligations and much of the responsibility on TSOs to deliver. It is unclear how
the TSOs will be incentivised to deliver this and we would welcome more information on potential Member State

arrangements.

* Auction revenues — it is important that auction revenues contribute to the overall cost of the system in the usual way
as determined by the National Regulatory Authority.
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2.4.1 Bundled services
This should be without prejudice to TSOs to offer entry/exit capacity separately alongside bundled capacity where the
market requires this.

2.4.2 Amendment of existing capacity contracts
If no agreement on the split of bundled capacity can be reached, the network code(s) shall entitle the relevant authority
to split the bundled capacity between the original capacity holders proportionally to their capacity rights.

3 Capacity allocation
Capacity allocation procedures shall be designed with regard to market conditions and shall be regularly reviewed by
the concerned Transmission System Operators with the involvement of market participants and revised if necessary.

3.1.3 Auction revenues

Auction revenues exceeding the allowed revenue (or values determined by the national regulatory authority) shall be
used for different aims subject to the approval by the national regulatory authority, such as lowering network tariffs and
— most importantly — removing congestion by investments or providing incentives to the Transmission System
Operators to offer maximum capacity.

3.3 Booking platforms

This plan shall define interim steps and shall include a binding timetable.

The network code(s) shall set that the information on the platforms will be publicly available for reading the current bids
and offers without need of registration.

Eurogas is pleased to add some additional points to its input to the ERGEG Public Consultation, but fundamentally our
starting point remains the same. Eurogas is very supportive of the thrust of measures to improve capacity calculation
and allocation, maximization of firm capacity and harmonized capacity products and services, underpinned by improved
TSO co-operation, but still rejects the proposal for an obligation to introduce bundled products as a sole capacity
product, with the requirement to renegotiate existing contracts.

General Provisions

Eurogas supports the scope of the FG, but with regard to ACER'’s evaluation of the Code, it should be clear that the
objective of supporting the completion and functioning of the internal market is not just concerned with short-term
liquidity but longer-term stability and growth of the market.

Eurogas thinks that there is need for yet further clarity on how the issues of incremental/new capacity will be addressed,
either in this Code or in another Code on a consistent basis. A combination of auctions/open season offers a way
forward. Also, the CAM Code will have to be internally coherent and consistent not only with CMP procedures currently
being determined but with future work on tariffs.

Capacity Services

Eurogas supports the outlined approach, underlining the importance of harmonized availability of products and
services. Eurogas insists on the importance of shippers’ having legal certainty about the quality of products, particularly
with a view to platform trading, and therefore the issue of the definition of firm and interruptible needs to be addressed.

Eurogas continues to support the introduction of bundled products as an additional product but to reject the proposal to
allow only bundled products, entailing an obligatory revision of existing contracts 5 years after the introduction of the
Code. Eurogas had heard no arguments to bring about a change of views since the ERGEG consultation, and argues
that the measure is disproportionate and it has not been demonstrated that it will increase liquidity in the market as a
whole.

Although the FG claims not to have an effect on supply contracts, the shift from a physical delivery point to a virtual one
necessarily implies a delicate negation of additional basic terms of the existing agreement. Obligatory renegotiation of
existing contracts would create legal uncertainties and have potentially wider implications for shifting supply structures
within Europe. There is no evidence that the exclusive availability of bundled products could have significant benefits for
longer-term market liquidity. The churn ratio of gas presently traded at the flange would not necessarily increase.

A change of existing contracts is, in principle, only possible via an act of state. A TSO could not impose such a change,
even if this were based on a network code.

Capacity Allocation

Eurogas favours a harmonized auction design throughout Europe, [also for new capacity in combination with open
season procedures]. Timing, products, and procedures should be the same.

Auctions design should be straight forward and basic, and allow a process of further development in the light of
experiences.

ExxonMobil appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft FG on CAM. We take account of the fact that the EC
has invited ENTSOG to draft a CAM network code (NC) based on the pilot framework guideline prepared by ERGEG,
and that ENTSOG is working to complete this task within the 12 months deadline. We therefore limit our comments to
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supportive of the draft FG as a sound basis for the development of a CAM NC and we welcome auctions as the
preferred mechanism to allocate available capacity.

+§13

The requirement to adapt existing contracts to new legally binding rules should not be used to change existing capacity
reservations, or otherwise affect the commercial value of existing transportation contracts and underlying supply
contracts. Sanctity of contract is an important principle in the gas industry to ensure a sound investment climate that is
pivotal to long term security of supply. We believe the purpose of the NC is to establish harmonised mechanisms for the
allocation of available capacity at interconnection points (IPs). Capacity that has already been allocated under existing
capacity contracts is not available for the duration of these contracts and should therefore not be affected by the NC.
This is consistent with § 1.2 which states that the FG applies to capacity under existing contracts "after they expire”.
According to ERGEG’s Evaluation of Comments the proposed adaptation of existing contracts has raised many
concerns as to the sanctity of existing capacity bookings; despite this ERGEG considers that the achievement of a
single gas market would take unnecessary long time if the new rules would only affect expiring bookings. However, we
believe ERGEG's view disregards what has already been achieved (without a harmonised regulatory framework)
towards integration of the EU gas market and we question whether their view provides sufficient legal basis to infringe
on existing contracts.

For these reasons we request that § 1.3 is removed.

*§241and §24.2

Combination of entry/exit capacity to create a hub-to-hub service is supported. However, this should be optional, not
mandatory, and should not lead to a limitation of the possibility to trade natural gas at IPs. Many existing supply
contracts specify that gas is delivered at the IP. Forced changes to these contracts, such as moving the delivery point
to a hub, could have significant commercial consequences. Shippers will have to register with 2 TSO’s and would be
forced to dealing with 2 legal, regulatory and fiscal regimes. Furthermore the proposed ‘default rule’ is not a neutral
operation as the exit and entry tariffs at IPs are generally different, and contracts may have different terms and
conditions on either side of the IP. In addition, we believe that a prohibition of trade at IPs is outside the legal scope of
the FG. The 3rd package provides the framework for NCs to amend non-essential elements of Regulation 715/2009. As
any EU legal instrument the NC must be appropriate, necessary and proportionate. § 2.4.2 would not meet these legal
tests and even is in conflict with recital 19 ("give network users the freedom to book entry and exit capacity
independently") and article 13.1 ("Tariffs ... shall be ... set separately for every entry ... or exit point") of this regulation.
Therefor we request that § 2.4.2. is removed.

First, it is questionable whether the procedure set in the third package has been fully respected since the FG’s
consultation takes place at the same time than the drafting by ENTSOG of the Network Code on CAM. This is
problematic at least for Article 2.4.2 of the draft FG because ERGEG has not consulted on this article earlier in the
process.

Secondly, the FG on CAM are aimed to support only hub to hub trading due to exclusive and mandatory bundled
products at the IP. This goal is not written in the third package.

The adoption of the NC shall constitute a measure designed to amend non-essential elements of Regulation 715/2009
(article 6.11). An act of the Community must be proportionate to the objective it seeks to attain, meaning that the
measure is suitable, necessary and does not impose excessive burden.

Suitable ?

There is no evidence that liquidity would increase for longer term volumes because delivered “at hub”. On the contrary,
if all deliveries must take place at a limited number of hubs, gas producers could adopt a “produce or buy at the hub”
strategy that could reduce liquidity. If the implicit goal of bundled products, against the needs expressed by a majority of
stakeholders, is to foster a move away from oil-indexation in long-term contracts, one could point out that :

- This is not anymore a pure capacity related matter, without intended impact on other parts of long-term contracts;

- Changes should be the result of market forces and not of market design choices imposed without legal basis on
market players by the Commission, ACER and ENTSOG.

Necessary ?

Alternatives exist, such as combined products.

Excessive burden ?

Forced introduction of bundled products for existing subscription (sunset clause) would trigger risky and possibly
unbalanced renegotiations of long-term gas supply and capacity contracts. On the default rule, why and how will a TSO
be able to change capacity contracts without the agreement of involved shippers ?

For all these reasons, GDF SUEZ is against exclusive and mandatory bundled products. Subscribed capacities should
not be tackled. For unsubscribed capacities, one should have the choice between a few products : bundled, combined
or “as nowadays”. GDF SUEZ express its preference for the combined products. They have given satisfaction to the
market players where they already exist (i.e. Spain/France) and have been agreed by the respective regulators.

EC and ACER should wait the results of the impact assessment of the “sunset clause” and the “default rule” before
setting the final FG.

Thirdly, some remarks that have showed up during Entsog’s discussions on the NC :

- On virtual IP, Entsog itself does not know the number of IP concern by this particular measure (clause 2.4.3. of the
FG). No assessment has been carried out on the benefits and costs of such changes.
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Both IFIEC Europe and CEFIC welcome the opportunity to respond to this ACER consultation on Framework

Guidelines on Capacity Allocation Mechanisms;

A well functioning capacity allocation system is essential to the large consumers that IFIEC Europe and CEFIC
represent. With the absence of capacity being available at cross border points industrial consumers will not be able to
participate in the developing liquid wholesale markets.

An efficient capacity allocation system should in the future provide the following market outcomes:
? Competitive prices for the European industrial energy consumers in order to secure employment
? Equal and non-discriminatory access to gas infrastructures

? Efficient investments ensuring that infrastructure costs do not escalate (affordability)

In most countries most of the capacity is booked in long-term by incumbents. A new harmonized capacity allocation
system must provide a level playing field for all players. It should be noted that storage and LNG terminals are also
crucial infrastructures and a lack of access to the entire supply chain could lead to failure of the unique market we are
aiming to achieve.

The following responses on the ACER Framework Guidelines on Capacity Allocation Mechanisms are additional
statements to the IFIEC response on ERGEG Proposal for a Pilot Framework Guideline on Capacity Allocation on
European Gas Transmission Networks (Ref: E09-GNM-10-05) and ERGEG Recommendations for Guidelines on

PC-02-VIKEV-W Congestion Management Procedures (Ref: E09-GNM-10-07) from march 2010.

Specific remarks on the Framework Guidelines on CAM
Bundling of capacity

IFIEC and CEFIC believe that bundling of capacity is a good way to stimulate trading at hubs. In the long term
perspective all gas trades should be done at hubs. Since there are only a few hubs at the moment which provide the
needed liquidity, IFIEC and CEFIC suggest allowing a hybrid system during an interim period. The duration should not
be longer than five years. In the hybrid system, the basic case is bundled capacity, but a certain amount of the capacity
could be used for flanch trades. The national regulation authorities shall constantly monitor if the flanch trades also
stimulate the liquidity at the corresponding markets.

Theoretically a bundled product could help new entrants, although its success has yet to be proven (ongoing tests on
certain IPs). However, it is essential to take into account local specificities, as well as the state (availability) of liquidity
and crucial infrastructures (i.e. access to storage and LNG terminals) which may not be necessarily same on both sides
of the interconnection point. National authorities should be allowed to intervene when necessary. The transparency
regarding publication of gas flows on physical interconnection points should be maintained even after the full bundling is
achieved.

When the cross border capacity is not fitted within one bundled product, IFIEC and CEFIC require that at least the
products at both sides of the border are fully aligned (same auctioning moments, same definitions, etc.).
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General

CEDEC welcomes the work done by ACER on the common and coordinated treatment of issues concerning Gas
Capacity Allocations Mechanisms, which seems a positive step in the developing Gas market. CEDEC would like to
express thanks to ACER for the opportunity to participate in this consultation. Harmonisation of Capacity Allocations
Mechanisms is necessary to achieve the objectives at European level; it will provide a new phase in the competition in
the gas industry.

Detailed remarks

Paragraph 1.2 “Application” limits the application of the FG to cross-border interconnection points (physical or virtual)
and interconnections between adjacent entry-exit-system’s (both known as the upstream). Excluded are — according to
the paragraph — exit points to end consumers and distribution networks, entry points to supply-only networks, entry
points from LNG-terminals and production facilities, and entry/exit points to or from storage facilities (known as the
downstream).

CEDEC points out that the exclusion of “the downstream” in this FG is add odds with the regulation (EC) 715/2009 “on
conditions for access to the natural gas transmission networks”.

There are several articles — article 16 on the principles of capacity-allocation mechanisms, article 18.3 on transparency
requirements article 23 about guidelines and annex | (paragraph 3.2) of the regulation (EC) 715/2009 — that all speak
about “all relevant points”. This many references to the phrase “all relevant points“ can not be neglected or can be seen
as a coincidence and is therefore the starting-point. It also defines them as the basic scope for this FG and other FG’s
as described in article 8 “ Tasks of the ENTSO for Gas” .The definition of “all relevant points” in annex 1, paragraph 3.2
includes the most important exit points (i.e. downstream).

Excluding the downstream in the FG would mean that, capacity products and allocation mechanisms can differ between
upstream and downstream, the last have their own unique characteristics. This could be a source of capacity
mismatches between the upstream and the downstream. As a result there is a higher risk for the shipper that operates
both at the upstream and at downstream. This in turn could lead to a less efficient use of the services provided and
even for a greater expense for all downstream grid users.

As stated above we are consistent in including the downstream into the FG. Referring to item 1.3. of the consultation
“Adaptation of existing transportation arrangements to the network code” the clauses shall be amended with in six
months after entry into force of the network code. If these clauses will have an effect in a regulatory and/or indirectly
manner on DSO, then we insist on the ability to participate in the embodiment of the concerning network codes.

As stated in item 1.4 of the consultation (form), “Contracts and communication”, the network code(s) shall define
standard communication procedures that are applied by Transmission System Operators to exchange information with
network users. If these new communication procedures will henceforth also be used in the communication with DSO,
then we also insist on the ability to participate in the embodiment of the concerning network codes. Furthermore, if any
cost arises from the changes to new standard communication procedures, these should be accepted in the regulatory
regime.

Auctions

The conditions for auctions must be set very carefully as they may lead to overvalued prices and speculation on
regulated assets. The regulatory framework must be set in a way that all market players are able to buy capacity on
equal terms. Also the framework must prohibit strategic bidding behaviour in order to prevent market foreclosure by the
incumbents. Therefore, an efficient system of congestion management is needed. Most of the cross border capacity is
booked in long-term and not available for the market. A capacity reset of the existing contracts by the incumbents would
be a good way to stimulate the development of liquid wholesale markets. The target model should allow long-term
capacity contracts, but it is important that every market participant has the same chance to become a contract partner
of and have access to such long-term contracts.

There should be an interim period as short as possible, but not more than 5 years during which national regulation
authorities may decide to apply special mechanisms to interconnection points inside a country taking into account
national specificities (i.e. state of liquidity and infrastructures including storage and LNG facilities).

In case auction revenues are used for upgrade of infrastructure, the investments must be carefully monitored in order to
avoid escalation of costs that would not be offset by the benefits of improved liquidity and competition in gas
(commodity) prices. It is important to note that end-users will be bearing the costs in any case.

Amendment of existing capacity contracts
We support the amendment of existing capacity contracts of dominant players (incumbents).
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field for all shippers across Europe, the network code shall provide harmonized procedures as much as possible,
leaving to the National Regulatory Authorities the definition of particular aspects, concerning for example security of
supply.

Besides, as regards the application range of the network code, we believe that it shall apply even to new capacity
allocated via open season procedures for all the aspects with the only exception of capacity allocation mechanisms,
given that open season procedures incorporate themselves a priority in access to the involved transport capacity.

SSE welcomes the chance to respond to this consultation. SSE is the second largest generator in the UK, with over
11.5GW of generation capacity. We are the UK’s second largest energy supplier, with more than 9 million gas and
electricity customers. We hold a 50% stake in Scotia Gas Networks, a UK gas distribution business, and have an
electricity networks business. In addition, we have a contracting and gas storage business and a telecoms business.
We also have a generation and supply operation in Ireland.

SSE is therefore involved throughout the gas value chain, including, extraction, trading, distribution and retailing of gas.
It is therefore in SSE’s and our customer’s best interests to see that gas markets operate as transparently and as
efficiently as possible.

For gas, we are therefore in favour of the proposed deepening of market integration through improved regulatory
harmonisation across Europe. We expect that ACER’s market based proposals will lead to greater integration of the EU
gas markets, which will lead to less inefficiency within European gas markets. This should consequently result in lower
gas prices to consumers than might otherwise have been the case.

The majority of the proposals are already currently adopted by the UK and they provide a stable operational
environment for all parts of our business. We therefore agree with the key proposals for Capacity Services. Specifically,
we agree that:

1. The network codes shall set out how TSOs determine the firm and interruptible capacity they jointly offer at each
interconnection point;

2. TSOs are required to offer firm and interruptible capacity at any interconnection point in both directions; at
unidirectional points, backhaul capacity shall be offered at least on an interruptible basis. The published available firm
capacity shall be binding on the TSO; and

3. The capacity offered is expressed in energy units per unit of time. The offer and use of separate capacity for transit
purposes shall be forbidden. Capacity used for transit purpose by shippers shall not be treated differently than capacity
used for domestic purposes.

We also agree with the following key proposals for Capacity Allocation, which are also currently in practiced in the UK,
including:

1. The way TSOs offer capacity on a regular basis for all firm and interruptible services. They will define a number of
regular points in time for the allocation of firm capacity services; each of these points will be appropriate with regard to
the duration of the capacity service offered at this allocation date.

2. The network codes shall set out that, for the same capacity service, the allocation procedures take place at every
interconnection point in Europe in a timely, coordinated way.

3. Capacity allocation procedures shall be designed with regard to market conditions and shall be regularly reviewed by
the concerned TSOs and revised if necessary.

4. The network codes shall require that TSOs apply harmonised allocation mechanisms at each interconnection point
and publish the detailed procedure as well as the capacity offered, its allocation lead time and its duration sufficiently in
advance.

On the second and fourth points, SSE agrees a harmonised allocation mechanism should be carried out in a timely and
coordinated way. This system is already in place in the UK, where a QSEC entry auction is conducted every March.
Finally, we note the treatment of virtual connection should be in step with arrangements for non-locational charges.

Added here, because point 6 gave an error message.

Auctions

The conditions for auctions must be set very carefully as they may lead to overvalued prices and speculation on
regulated assets. The regulatory framework must be set in a way that all market players are able to buy capacity on
equal terms. Also the framework must prohibit strategic bidding behaviour in order to prevent market foreclosure by the
incumbents. Therefore, an efficient system of congestion management is needed. Most of the cross border capacity is
booked in long-term and not available for the market. A capacity reset of the existing contracts by the incumbents would
be a good way to stimulate the development of liquid wholesale markets. The target model should allow long-term

capacity contracts, but it is important that every market participant has the same chance to become a contract partner
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than 5 years during which national regulation authorities may decide to apply special mechanisms to interconnection
points inside a country taking into account national specificities (i.e. state of liquidity and infrastructures including
storage and LNG facilities).In case auction revenues are used for upgrade of infrastructure, the investments must be
carefully monitored in order to avoid escalation of costs that would not be offset by the benefits of improved liquidity and
competition in gas (commodity) prices. It is important to note that end-users will be bearing the costs in any case.

Amendment of existing capacity contracts
We support the amendment of existing capacity contracts of dominant players (incumbents).

Short term capacity

In IFIECs and CEFICs view, the amount set aside for short term capacity should - at the beginning —be 10%.
Nevertheless it depends, how the capacity is set aside. It would be helpful, if ACER could provide some clarification on
this issue and give a detailed description of the mechanisms.

PC-02-VNGAG-T

PC-02-YARAB-6

5 File upload
If you would like to provide ADDITIONAL information/data in formats other than plain text, please upload it here by

e  browsing your hard drive
e  selecting afile
e  clicking on the green button next to the input field

NOTE: Please do not use this upload function for uploading your text comments which should be entered into the textboxes above. We
not be able to take them into consideration!

Editor
PC-02 - CAM

PC-02-BDEWG-X

PC-02-BORDG-J

PC-02-CEDEC-G = FWGL - Capacity Allocation Mechanisms for the European Gas Transmission Network- remarks CEDEC.doc

PC-02-CENTR-9

PC-02-CIGIT-A

PC-02-CREGC-D

PC-02-DEMPS-H

PC-02-DONGE-I

PC-02-EDF00-V 2011 05 02 EDF response to ACER consultation on CAM FG.pdf

PC-02-EDISO-V



http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/18386531.DOC
http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/18400529.DOC
http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/18378530.PDF
http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/18360538.DOC

PC-02-EFETB-O EFET response ACER PC02 FG Gas CAM 04052011.pdf

PC-02-EMRAT-U

PC-02-ENDES-Z

PC-02-ENELS-A  Enel response to ACER FG on CAM for Gas.doc

PC-02-ENNED-P

PC-02-EONFR-P

PC-02-EONIT-C

PC-02-ESBIR-8 PC-02-ESBIR-8.pdf

PC-02-EUPEX-E

PC-02-EUROG-A

PC-02-FGSZH-Z

PC-02-GASTE-B

PC-02-GDFES-T

PC-02-GILTD-1

PC-02-HCENE-X

PC-02-NAGAS-A

PC-02-POWEO-4

PC-02-REKKH-E

PC-02-ROMGZ-4

PC-02-RWEST-8

PC-02-SHLNG-I



http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/19698529.PDF
http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/19698530.DOC
http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/18402529.PDF
http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/18366542.PDF
http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/18378531.DOC
http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/18360529.PDF
http://www.acer.europa.eu/portal/pls/portal/docs/18402533.PDF

PC-02-SSEWI-W

PC-02-STUDE-S

PC-02-TAPAG-Y

PC-02-TOTAL-A

PC-02-UPRGZ-X

PC-02-VIKEV-W

PC-02-VNGAG-T

PC-02-YARAB-6

6 If your comments exceed 3.500 characters, please provide your comments also in this area
Maximum length: 3500 characters

Editor
PC-02 - CAM

PC-02-BDEWG-X

PC-02-BORDG-J

PC-02-CEDEC-G

PC-02-CENTR-9

PC-02-CIGIT-A

PC-02-CREGC-D

PC-02-DEMPS-H

PC-02-DONGE-I

PC-02-EDF00-V

PC-02-EDISO-V

PC-02-EFETB-O



PC-02-EMRAT-U

PC-02-ENDES-Z

PC-02-ENELS-A

PC-02-ENNED-P

PC-02-EONFR-P

PC-02-EONIT-C

PC-02-ESBIR-8

PC-02-EUPEX-E

PC-02-EUROG-A

PC-02-FGSZH-Z

PC-02-GASTE-B

PC-02-GDFES-T

PC-02-GILTD-1

PC-02-HCENE-X

PC-02-NAGAS-A

PC-02-POWEO-4

PC-02-REKKH-E

PC-02-ROMGZ-4

PC-02-RWEST-8

PC-02-SHLNG-I







PC-02-SSEWI-W

PC-02-STUDE-S

PC-02-TAPAG-Y

PC-02-TOTAL-A

PC-02-UPRGZ-X

PC-02-VIKEV-W

PC-02-VNGAG-T

PC-02-YARAB-6




