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1 Introduction  

Gasunie Transport Services (GTS) plans to implement virtual interconnection points 

(VIPs) between the TTF market area and the neighbouring market areas in 

Germany and Belgium. The aim of VIPs is to merge multiple connections between 

two market areas with the purpose of facilitating flexible hub-to-hub trading for 

shippers. 

 

VIPs will contribute to the further expansion of TTF as the most liquid gas trading 

hub in Europe. GTS strives to lower barriers in order to facilitate market parties and 

new market participants. In this regard, GTS recognises the potential value of VIPs 

in making hub-to-hub trading easier. As a result VIPs are expected to increase 

competition on the trading hubs. This will lead to higher liquidity, thus enhancing 

fair price-forming on the hub. 

 

GTS organised a consultation round on the implementation of VIPs by putting 

information on its website and organising an explanatory workshop on 13 October 

2017. The deadline for the consultation was set at 30 October 2017. Several 

market parties joined the workshop and expressed their views on the planned 

introduction of VIPs. 

 

This report summarises the views expressed, provides market parties feedback on 

their responses, and reports the follow up on the suggestions made.  

 

Please note that it will only be possible to introduce VIPs if we are able to reach 

profound agreements with our neighbouring network operators (NNOs). GTS has 

started discussions with all NNOs involved some time ago. We are confident that 

these discussions will result in such agreement with Fluxys Belgium. Currently, the 

situation regarding Germany and German TSOs is unclear, following the court case 

on “Horizontale Kosten Wälzung” (HoKoWä).   

 

GTS wishes to thank parties for their highly appreciated questions and responses. 

 

2 Responses  

Seven market parties submitted a response to GTS on the consultation: 

 Four shippers: ENGIE, British Gas Trading Ltd. (BGTL), Vattenfall and 

GasTerra; and 

 Two representative organisations: Vereniging Energie-Nederland and BNE (a 

German representative organisation). 

 

One party submitted a confidential response, which we have incorporated 

anonymously in this report. 

 

In appendix 1 GTS rearranged all the feedback per topic, and responded with either 

a view or a follow-up action. 
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3 Questions and answers 

During the consultation process, GTS received a variety of questions, some during 

the workshop and others by email. GTS decided to answer these in a Q&A style, 

attached as Appendix 2: Questions and answers. 
 

 

 

4 Conclusion 

GTS concludes that there is broad support for its proposals regarding the 

implementation of VIPs. 

 

GTS understands that parties would like to cancel their contracts when faced with a 

higher price due to the difference between the IP tariff and the VIP tariff. However, 

GTS cannot accept this request, as other parties would then effectively pay for the 

cancelled contracts via a tariff increase on all other network points. Moreover, GTS 

does not believe it has any legal obligation to do so. 

 

GTS understands that parties would prefer to be able to divert the same capacities 

as in the current context and has started discussions with the regulator to find a 

solution for this via a code change proposal. 

 

For the GTS response on other topics we kindly invite you to read Appendix 1, 

responses to the formal consultation reactions. 
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Appendix 1: Responses to the formal consultation 
reactions 
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Vattenfall  Alignment of 
GT&Cs 

In addition to the alignment of technical 
capacity and the early implementation of 
the VIP’s, Vattenfall would like to encourage 
GTS to establish common Terms and 
Conditions with the adjacent TSO’s in order 
to facilitate the offering of bundled capacity 
products per October 1st, 2018. 
 

Based on Article 20 NC CAM, 
ENTSOG is obliged to develop 
aligned terms and conditions. 
Currently, ENTSOG, in which GTS 
participates, is developing a 
catalogue of all terms and conditions 
and writing a report on the 
possibilities. Currently, we have no 
reason to believe that this would 
have any effect on this proposal. 
 

Energie-NL  Alignment of 
GT&Cs 

In addition to the alignment of technical 
capacity, Energie-Nederland would urge GTS 
to establish common Terms and Conditions 
with all relevant neighbouring TSOs as to 
facilitate the establishment of bundled 
capacity products at 1 October 2018. 
 

GasTerra  Alignment of 
GT&Cs 

The introduction of VIPs is also an 
appropriate moment for the relevant TSOs 
on both sides of the border to align their 
applicable terms and conditions. 
 

Energie-NL  Alignment of 
offered 
capacity 

Energie-Nederland would propose that GTS 
takes the opportunity to seek coordination 
with NNOs to establish similar levels of 
technical capacity available at both sides of 
IPs/VIPs. 
 

As explained in slide 7 of the slide 
pack for the workshop, GTS will, in 
the process of assigning capacity to 
the VIPs, endeavour to take into 
account market demand and 
available capacity on the other side 
of the border. 
 

GasTerra  Alignment of 
offered 
capacity 

Currently there is still a mismatch between 
booked, unbundled and technical capacity 
(particularly at the IPs at the German 
border). Although there is a conversion 
mechanism to correct this mismatch to a 
certain extent, the merging of IPs into one 
VIP is an appropriate moment to align the 
(technical) capacity on both sides of the 
border.  
 

Energie-NL  Alignment 
with gas year 

Energie-Nederland also supports GTS’s 
ambition to implement VIPs on 1 October 
2018 (rather than 1 November 2018) to align 
with the new gas year. 
 

GTS appreciates your support. 
 

GasTerra  Alignment 
with gas year 

GasTerra supports GTS’ intention to 
implement VIPs by 1 October 2018. 
 

BNE  Alignment 
with gas year 

We appreciate the proposal of GTS to align 
the implementation of VIPs by 1 October 
2018. An implementation one month later 
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by 1 November 2018 would extend the 
timeframe only by a few weeks but raises 
complexity (e.g. the transformation of yearly 
and quarterly capacity and to consider 
separated tariffs). 
 

Vattenfall  Alignment 
with gas year 

Vattenfall supports the integration of IP’s 
towards VIP’s in accordance to the Network 
Code Capacity Allocation Mechanism (NC 
CAM) and the intention of GTS for early 
implementation in order to be consistent 
with gas year 2018. 
 

Engie   Cancellation Shippers were not aware of the 
consequences of introducing VIPs upon the 
entering into of long-term capacity bookings 
and should be granted the option to 
terminate contractual obligations which are 
currently used for optimization strategies 
and which will not be possible anymore after 
the introduction of VIPs. 
 
Our general view is that GTS should provide 
shippers the possibility to terminate long-
term capacity bookings for IPs which are no 
longer bookable due to the implementation 
of VIPs as per GTS' proposal. 
 

The implementation of VIPs is  
required  by NC CAM  and thereby 
GTS fulfils its legal obligations.  
 
GTS regrets the tariff consequence 
for part of the long-term bookings, 
but unfortunately it is a direct 
consequence of the NC TAR. 
 
The  GTS general terms and 
conditions explicitly exclude that 
changes resulting from fulfilment of 
such obligations can lead to the 
termination or adjustment of 
contracts. 
 Vattenfall  Cancellation Vattenfall would also like to be given the 

opportunity to hand back already booked 
capacity on IP’s and or adjust the bookings, 
as capacities have been booked to service 
commercial obligations. 
As the underlying IP’s cease to exist, the 
underlying contracts will fundamentally 
change. Therefore Vattenfall would like to 
be given the opportunity to terminate 
existing contracts. 
Allowing for a booking adjustments will free 
up capacity for other market parties and 
therefore contribute to the aims of NC CAM. 
 

Energie-NL  Cancellation Shippers that have already booked capacity 
on IPs should be allowed to adjust these 
bookings. Shippers have booked capacity on 
several IPs to service their commercial 
obligations. Introducing a VIP will reduce the 
need for the sum of the capacity booked on 
individual IPs. Moreover, since underlying 
IPs will cease to exist, commercial contracts 
will fundamentally change and therefore 
shippers would seek the termination of 
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existing contracts. A similar approach was 
recently proposed by GTS with regard to the 
removal of IP Julianadorp. Overall, allowing 
for booking adjustment will free up capacity 
for other market parties and thus 
contributing to the aims of NC CAM. 
 
Shippers should be granted the option to 
terminate contractual obligations which are 
currently used for optimization strategies 
and which will not be possible anymore after 
the introduction of VIPs. 
 

GasTerra  Cancellation 
or adjustment 
of booked 
capacity 

The introduction of VIPs has far reaching 
consequences for holders of existing 
capacity contracts, particularly regarding 
their needed capacity. Network users have 
in many cases booked capacity at various IPs 
in order to facilitate the delivery or take of 
gas at different/multiple IPs. The sum of 
booked capacity at separate IPs will then be 
higher than the actual needed capacity at 
the VIP into which these IPs are merged. 
GasTerra therefore pleads for an 
opportunity to adjust the amount of booked 
capacity to the actual needed capacity at the 
VIP. During the VIP-workshop GTS suggested 
that this is not possible because it is not 
provided for in the TSC. This is not a 
convincing argument. There could be a 
waiver, for example, for the particular 
situation of merging IPs into a VIP. It is 
remarkable that in a similar situation (the 
integration of the systems of BBL and GTS) 
the proposal is to relieve the capacity 
holders of their existing obligations. 
 
The same approach could be applied to 
existing capacity contracts at IPs where the 
respective network users consequently can 
book their needed capacity at the VIP. Such 
a solution will foster the optimal use of the 
available capacity thus contributing to the 
overall aims of NC CAM. 
 

The implementation of VIPs is  
required  by NC CAM  and thereby 
GTS fulfils its legal obligations.  
 
GTS regrets the tariff consequence 
for part of the long-term bookings, 
but unfortunately it is a direct 
consequence of the NC TAR. 
 
The  GTS general terms and 
conditions explicitly exclude that 
changes resulting from fulfilment of 
such obligations can lead to the 
termination or adjustment of 
contracts. 
 
We can not deviate from our Terms 
& Conditions. The case of 
Julianadorp is not in fact an 
exception to our T&Cs. In the case of 
VIPs, we have a legal obligation, 
whereas in the case of Julianadorp, 
we made a decision to integrate the 
BBL interconnector in  the TTF 
market area .  
 
 
 
 
 



7 
 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
 

C
o

n
fi

d
en

ti
al

 

Su
b

je
ct

 

R
em

ar
k 

R
es

p
o

n
se

 G
TS

 

Engie   Capacity 
offered 

With respect to the first condition described 
in the NC CAM article 19, the exact meaning 
and calculation of ‘technical capacity’ is 
subject to interpretation. Indeed, GTS has 
always refused to publish the flow scenarios 
used to define its technical capacity. 
Information on Dutch internal bottlenecks 
has never been released. Even worse, GTS 
publishes unintelligible high values of 
technical capacities at some points, and 
stopped to publish real technical capacity 
under ENTSOG transparency platform (e.g. 
25 000 GWh/d at Zelzate!). This lack of 
transparency also prevents the market to 
calculate the VIPs tariffs according to the 
methodology described in the NC TAR. 
 
In addition GTS itself indicated in the VIPs 
consultation document that in the current 
situation (before the introduction of VIPs), 
IPs are combined in clusters (with the same 
physical location, close to each other) and 
the capacity distribution across the separate 
IPs is not determined ex ante, but is 
allocated dynamically during the auctions by 
means of the competing capacity 
mechanism. According to GTS this dynamic 
ex post mechanism enables optimum 
allocation of available capacities. VIPs have 
different underlying IPs which may be 
situated at physical locations distant from 
each other. The cluster capacity therefore 
has to be assigned ex ante to the VIPs. 
 
ENGIE requests full transparency from GTS 
regarding the technical capacity at each 
current IP and future VIP and asks GTS to 
provide all the relevant data in order to 
enable the market to verify whether the 
total technical capacity is in fact increased 
and/or whether the system will be used 
more efficiently. 
 

The ex ante/ex post issue raised here 
concerns the maximisation and 
optimisation of capacity sold, but it 
does not limit the amount of 
capacity available in the GTS grid. 
 
Together with this report, GTS has 
published a short slide pack that 
actually shows that the technical 
capacity of a VIP is not a static value. 
There is a range of total capacity that 
can be assigned to the individual 
VIPs. This assignment will be made 
on the basis of bookings, known 
demand and available capacity on 
the other side of the border (in 
cooperation with the NNOs). 
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BNE  Consultation 
process 

We appreciate the transparent consultation 
process established by Gasunie Transport 
Services with market participants and other 
stakeholders. We hope, the German TSOs 
will follow the Dutch example and publish 
their implementation concept as soon as 
possible. There is not much time left: 
According to EU-regulation 2017/459 (NC 
CAM) the TSO have to implement VIPs by 
November 2018 at the latest. 
 

GTS appreciates your support. 

Energie-NL  Cooperation 
with NNOs 

Structural and continued cooperation with 
NNOs, especially on German IPs, is however 
crucial for the successful implementation of 
VIPs and also to be able to implement VIPs 
on 1 October 2018. Energie-Nederland 
therefore urges GTS to continue intensive 
discussions with neighbouring TSOs. 
 

GTS agrees  that cooperation with 
the NNOs is crucial and will continue 
to push for progress in this respect.  
GTS agrees that a VIP would have no 
added value if it would still be 
necessary to nominate at the 
individual network points on the 
other side of the border. In fact, to 
do that, we would have to make 
arrangements with the TSOs that are 
almost identical to those needed for 
implementing VIPs.  
Our efforts are therefore aimed at 
joint implementation, and we 
understand that this is also the aim 
of the NNOs. 
 

GasTerra  Cooperation 
with NNOs 

Structural and continued cooperation with 
the neighboring TSOs (including aligned 
timing) is crucial for the successful 
implementation of VIPs. In this regard 
GasTerra would like to know how GTS will 
proceed if a neighboring TSO does not 
participate in the VIP and what contingency 
procedures will be applicable in such 
situation. 
 

BGTL  Cooperation 
with NNOs 

We would ask how you are working with 
your neighbouring TSO’s to develop the 
proposals as we recognise that the real 
market benefits will be realised when 
adjacent TSO’s implement corresponding 
VIP’s. 

 

Engie yes Diversion and 
implied 
discrimination 

If diversion between VIPs will not become 
possible, the conditions for implementing 
VIPs will not be met, and this also means 
that the shippers are treated differently. 
Shippers who have capacity booked on 
NWPs which will not become part of a VIP 
are still able to divert capacity to other 
NWPs (slides 16 and 17 in the slide pack for 
the workshop on the 13 of October 2017). In 
addition shippers with capacity booked at a 
NWP which will become part of a VIP will 
lose this optimization advantage when their 
IP’s are not part of the one VIP. Shippers 
with capacity booked at IPs which will 
become part of the same VIP do still have 
this optimization option. This will have a 

GTS does not treat shippers in the 
same situation differently. We 
therefore do not consider this effect 
to be discriminatory. 
 
Based the responses received, we 
are evaluating whether possibilities 
for diversion can be extended. We 
cannot offer it in the current national 
codes, but GTS is planning to 
propose a code change that would 
make more diversions possible. 
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negative financial impact and creates 
discrimination between shippers.  
 
The following statement of GTS’ 
consultation document is not correct: “[the 
implementation of VIPs] has no negative 
consequences for the rights that network 
users hold under their current contracts. […] 
Diversion and wheeling between IPs/VIPs 
and storages or other IPs/VIPs will still be 
possible after the implementation of VIPs.” 
 
Indeed, the diversion is currently possible 
amongst all the IPs at Oude Statenzijl: IPs 
connected to Gaspool, IPs connected to the 
NCG and storages connection points. In the 
intended diversion combinations, the 
diversion is not possible anymore between 
the VIPs connected to Gaspool and the VIPs 
connected to the NCG, nor between the VIP-
NCG-H and the storages connection points. 
 
This seems to deviate from the principles 
described in article 16 of Regulation (EC) No 
715/2009, which aim at maximum use of 
technical capacity, facilitating of investment 
in new infrastructure and facilitating cross-
border exchanges in natural gas. Since 
amongst others the rules set out in this 
article 16 of Regulation (EC) No 715/2009 
apply in order to comply with the 
requirement that the economic and efficient 
use of the system is facilitated, it is in our 
view questionable whether this requirement 
can be met. 
 

N/A yes Diversion and 
implied 
discrimination 

What’s the reasoning behind the fact that 
the combination 301312 Zandvliet (Wingas-
H) and 301184 Zandvliet (Fluxys-H) is not 
offered anymore? 
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Energie-NL  Diversion and 
implied 
discrimination 

Energie-Nederland is in favour of keeping 
the possibility of diversion. If diversion 
between VIPs will not become possible, the 
conditions for implementing VIPs will not be 
met, and this also means that shippers are 
treated differently. Shippers who have 
capacity booked on network points (NWPs) 
that will not become part of a VIP are still 
able to divert capacity to other NWPs. 
Moreover, shippers with capacity booked on 
a NWP that becomes part of a VIP will lose 
this optimization advantage when their IPs 
are not part of one VIP. Shippers with 
capacity booked at IPs that become part of 
the same VIP still have this optimization 
option. Therefore, not allowing diversion will 
have a negative financial impact and creates 
discrimination between shippers.  
 

Engie   Economic and 
efficient use of 
the system 

As described by GTS in slide 13 of the GTS 
proposal (cf. slide pack for Workshop 
13102017), the introduction of the VIPs will 
impact the cost of different shippers in a 
range of +40 to -40%. There is a substantial 
cost increase for 10 shippers, whereby for 7 
shippers the cost will increase with more 
than 10%. 
 
With respect to this second condition to be 
fulfilled by GTS, ENGIE requests GTS to 
explain and substantiate how the economic 
and efficient use of the system is facilitated 
through the introduction of the VIPs. 

 

The economic and efficient use of 
the GTS grid is not adversely affected 
by a redistribution of costs among 
shippers. The market as a whole 
does not face additional costs as a 
result of the implementation of VIPs. 
The fact that the redistribution of 
costs  leads to higher costs  for some 
shippers does not mean that the 
economic and efficient use of the 
GTS grid is adversely impacted. 
 
GTS believes that the economic and 
efficient use of the GTS grid is 
improved since nominations will be 
handled on VIP level and not on 
individual IPs. This opens up 
opportunities for TSOs to choose the 
most efficient way for cross-border 
gas flows. 
 

BGTL  General We are generally supportive of the principle 
to develop virtual interconnection points for 
the benefit of operational and capacity 
management processes and we are pleased 
that GTS is driving these changes forwards. 
 

GTS appreciates your support. 

Vattenfall  General Vattenfall supports the integration of IP’s 
towards VIP’s in accordance to the Network 
Code Capacity Allocation Mechanism (NC 
CAM) and the intention of GTS for early 
implementation in order to be consistent 
with gas year 2018. 



11 
 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
 

C
o

n
fi

d
en

ti
al

 

Su
b

je
ct

 

R
em

ar
k 

R
es

p
o

n
se

 G
TS

 

BNE  General The introduction of VIPs is a chance to make 
network access on TSO level more efficient: 
VIPs will reduce transaction costs for 
shippers, facilitate the access to adjacent 
hubs and could boost cross border trading. 
bne members are committed to a modern 
and flexible energy market design allowing 
truly competitive solutions. 
 

GasTerra  H/L VIPS to 
support 
separated 
markets 

GasTerra supports maintaining separate 
quality VIPs as this allows for optimal use of 
the network. The neighboring entry-/exit 
systems of Fluxys, NCG and Gaspool consist 
of two separate entry-/exit systems each, 
depending on the gas quality. This should 
result in two VIPs per market area. 
 

GTS appreciates your support for 
separate VIPs for H- and L-gas. We 
indeed consider the markets ZTP, 
NCG and Gaspool to have separate 
entry/exit systems. 
 
GTS will first focus on implementing 
the supported model, and carefully 
monitor other wishes expressed by 
customers. 
 
 
 
 

Energie-NL  H/L VIPS to 
support 
separated 
markets 

Energie-Nederland supports maintaining 
separate quality VIPs, replacing existing IPs, 
as they represent separate L-gas and H-gas 
entry-exit systems and as such are in line 
with Article 19.9. 
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BNE  H/L VIPS to 
support 
separated 
markets 

In our opinion the Entry/Exit-System should 
be seen as a market area – in this regard we 
share the opinion of GTS. But the 
classification of gas quality requirements in 
German gas market regulation is more 
complex. At first sight, the gas quality 
doesn’t play any role: network access, 
transportation, trading and balancing is 
based on kWh. But according to regulation 
“KONNI” of Bundesnetzagentur, for the use 
of conversion services in the direction of H-
gas to L-gas, a conversion fee will be levied 
upon accounting. This separation on the 
balancing level has a relevant impact on 
transaction costs related to the procurement 
of gas and prices for balancing energy. 
Therefore, the German market areas are still 
separated into H-gas and L-gas from a 
shipper point of view. 
 
On the other hand, both the German TSOs 
and Bundesnetzagentur argue that the 
market areas GASPOOL and NCG should be 
seen each as one market – especially in the 
discussion about a further migration 
towards a single market area in Germany. 
Consequently, they should have the same 
position for the introduction of VIP in the 
market areas. If this model is not initially 
compatible with an efficient use of the 
system, the fusion of H-gas and L-gas 
interconnection points into a single VIP 
should be implemented at least in the 
second step following soon afterwards. 
 

 

GasTerra  Julianadorp 
and NC TAR 

IP Julianadorp is referred to in this 
consultation as a regular IP. However, 
according to another proposal of GTS this IP 
would cease to exist as a consequence of the 
integration of the systems of BBL and GTS. 
This would mean that no transportation 
tariff would apply to transporting gas from 
TTF to the BBL and the costs of GTS would 
thus not be covered. The direct 
consequence is a raise in all other GTS tariffs 
and thus an undue cross-subsidization 
between network users. Various network 
users have criticized this proposal during the 
respective market consultation. However, 
GTS still proceeds herewith via the Tariff 
Proposal 2018. 
 

GTS understands and has recorded 
your concern regarding Julianadorp 
and our NC TAR proposal. 
 
The entry/exit split will be subject to 
further discussion in the NC TAR 
process.  
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Moreover, GTS proposes a 0/100 entry-exit 
split for the implementation of the NC TAR 
in the Netherlands. The combined effect of 
IP Julianadorp ceasing to exist and an 0/100 
entry-exit split will be a “free” transit route 
via the Netherlands to the UK, not covering 
any related costs within the GTS network 
GasTerra insists that the costs of the use of 
BBL shall be covered by the users of the BBL 
themselves and not by other GTS network 
users. 
 

GasTerra  Nominations 
and 
allocations 

The introduction of VIPs should mean that 
nominations are the same as allocations. 
GasTerra would like to know whether a 
situation could occur in which the allocation 
will differ from the nominations on both 
sides of the border, and if yes, how long 
such a situation could last. 

GTS agrees that, in almost every 
situation, the allocation on the VIP 
will be equal to the confirmed 
nomination. 
Where the nominations on each side 
of the border do not match, we aim 
to apply the lesser-of rule, and we 
can state that this is the working 
assumption for all NNOs involved. 
If some kind of emergency situation 
arises, in which either GTS or an NNO 
will have to order a constraint, the 
confirmed quantity might deviate 
from the nominated quantity. 
However, in such a situation, the 
allocation will be equal to the 
confirmed quantity. 
We do not expect that a constraint 
will be used more often than in the 
current situation. On the contrary, 
we may see circumstances where, in 
the current set-up, we would need to 
call a constraint, and where after 
installing the VIP, we can solve the 
situation between the TSOs. 
In vary rare situations, where a 
constraint should have been 
ordered, but was not, either GTS or 
an NNO can temporarily suspend the 
OBA. In such a situation, the metered 
flow will be allocated to shippers pro 
rata, based on their respective 
confirmed quantity. As stated 
before, this situation is unlikely to 
occur, but cannot be ruled out.  
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BGTL  Scope Whilst we accept that the Emden entry point 
is not classified as an EU-IP and therefore 
falls outside of the scope of the regulated 
CAM Code requirements we recognise that 
this particular ‘IP’ would benefit from being 
treated as a VIP concept.  Any such 
development would of course need to be a 
collaboration between Gassled, GTS, GUD, 
Thyssengas & OGE and seek your thoughts 
as to what can/could/should be done to 
improve this Dutch/German entry point. 
 

As you point out, Emden is not in 
scope.  
 
We are interested in the specific 
concern you have, and how you 
would see this fixed by treating 
Emden as a VIP, we therefore will 
contact you on this specific topic. 

BGTL  Tariff change There appears to be one oddity with the 
tariff proposal and that is the treatment of 
the Oude Statenzijl NCG exit capacity which 
is proposing an unacceptable tariff increase 
of circa 200%.  This cannot proceed as 
proposed. 
 

Unfortunately, as explained at the 
workshop on 13 October, we see no 
opportunity to implement VIPs 
without affecting the shipper 
portfolios.  
 
We would like to state that this is 
financially neutral for GTS, so if there 
is a solution for this issue we would 
certainly like to hear about it from 
you, or anyone else. 
 
GTS does not treat shippers in the 
same situation differently. We 
therefore do not consider this effect 
to be discriminatory. 
 
As stated before, the 
implementation of VIPs is  required  
by NC CAM  and thereby GTS fulfils 
its legal obligations.  
 
GTS regrets the tariff consequence 
for part of the long-term bookings, 
but unfortunately it is a direct 
consequence of the NC TAR. 
 
The  GTS general terms and 
conditions explicitly exclude that 
changes resulting from fulfilment of 
such obligations can lead to the 
termination or adjustment of 
contracts. 
 

Engie   Tariff change In addition to that ENGIE wishes to highlight 
that this cost differential will distort 
competition and clearly favor certain 
shippers and distress others. ENGIE requests 
that GTS grants to shippers the possibility to 
terminate their contractual obligations 
related to IPs which are impacted by an 
increase in tariff. 
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Engie   Testing ENGIE requests GTS to provide information 
on the relevant timeline foreseen by GTS 
towards implementation of the VIPs, i.e. 
when further information will be presented 
to the market parties following the 
consultation, the planning of possible 
meetings or workshops to discuss feedback 
from market parties, the intended date of 
presenting the draft amendment to the TSC 
required for the implementation of the VIPs 
etc. It is important for ENGIE to have a clear 
view on the timeline, so that we can prepare 
our response to each of those steps in the 
process. 
 

We will certainly keep informing our 
customers about the implementation 
of VIPs.  
 
A document will be made available 
describing the new situation, and 
testing possibilities will be created. 
This document will be released to 
market parties in due course.   

Vattenfall  Testing Prior to October 1st, 2018, Vattenfall would 
like to be given to opportunity to test the 
operational implementation of the VIP’s. 
 

Energie-NL  Testing Prior to the operational implementation of 
VIPs, Energie-Nederland requests GTS to 
make testing facilities available before 1 
April 2018, as to facilitate testing before the 
auction of annual capacity products. In 
addition, clearly established contingency 
procedures should be established and 
communicated in case of unforeseen events. 
 

GasTerra  Testing The introduction of VIPs requires changes to 
the systems of the network users. The timely 
completion of a test environment (also on 
the PRISMA platform) is important. GasTerra 
will highly appreciate the availability of such 
test environment and the necessary data 
before 1 April 2018 in order to be able to 
prepare for the yearly auction at a VIP. It 
would also be appropriate for GTS to clearly 
communicate any contingency measures in 
case the VIPs will not be operational by 
October 1st 2018. 
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Engie   Transfer 
existing  
contracts to 
VIP 

ENGIE questions the right of GTS to simply 
transfer existing capacity contracts from the 
underlying IPs to the new VIPs. GTS may 
contractually have reserved the right to 
amend the TSC to comply with an obligation 
under NC CAM to implement VIPs (if any), 
but NC CAM does not prescribe that existing 
contracts will automatically be transferred 
to the new VIPs. 
 
In particular, this transfer of contracts would 
result for some shippers in (much) higher 
tariffs which are calculated as a weighted 
average of other IPs which are not included 
in the relevant contracts. 
 
We are not convinced that a forced transfer 
of long-term contracts from IPs to the VIPs is 
allowed, also considering the cost increase 
and loss of optimization (diversion) 
possibilities.  
 

The NC CAM requires TSOs to offer 
the available capacities at VIPs. 
Consequently IPs are no longer 
bookable points and, by definition of 
the same NC CAM, therefore cease 
to exist. This leaves the VIPs as the 
only points where TSOs can execute 
contracts (new and existing).  

BNE  Use of TC or 
FC for setting 
tariff 

In our opinion, technical capacity seems to 
be more appropriate as weighting criteria in 
tariff calculation compared to forecasted 
contracted capacity. Therefore we support 
GTS choice. 
 

GTS appreciates your support for TC. 
 
Be aware that ACM will publish 
shortly a tariff change proposal that 
will assume forecasted contracted 
capacity as a weighting factor. Only 
representative organisations are in a 
position to influence the outcome of 
the decision of ACM. When the ACM 
proposal is published GTS will place a 
link to that on the  VIP page on the 
website. 

Vattenfall  Use of TC or 
FC for setting 
tariff 

According to the Network Code Tariff (NC 
TAR) Article 22, implementation of the VIP’s 
leads towards a decision on which tariff 
methodology to apply. The TSO shall have 
the option to choose between a tariff based 
on technical capacity or forecasted capacity. 
GTS indicated that it prefers a tariff 
methodology based on the technical 
capacity. Vattenfall supports this preference 
based on the arguments provided by GTS. 
 

Energie-NL  Use of TC or 
FC for setting 
tariff 

Energie-Nederland supports taking 
‘technical capacity’ as the weighting factor 
for the tariff calculations, as it is more 
transparent and predictable.  
 

GasTerra  Use of TC or 
FC for setting 
tariff 

GasTerra supports the use of “technical 
capacity” as the weighting factor for the 
tariff calculations. This methodology seems 
to be more straightforward, transparent and 
objective than using the “forecasted 
capacity” as the weighting factor. 
 

  

https://www.gasunietransportservices.nl/en/shippers/shippers-information/market-consultation-introduction-of-vips
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Appendix 2: Questions and answers 

Some of the questions given below were asked during the 
workshop held on 13 October 2017, where others were sent to us 

by email. 

 
Q1: Referring to slide 4 of the slide pack. The idea is that reducing the 

number of interconnection points will make trading easier in the EU for 

shippers. Do you expect the number of trades following the reduction of 
interconnection points to increase or decrease? 

 

A1: GTS believes with the European Committee that VIPs will better 

facilitate trading. We therefore do not expect the number of trades to 
decrease as a result of introducing VIPs. We would very much like to hear 

what the expectations of traders and shippers are in this regard. 

 

Q2: Referring to slide 8 of the slide pack. What will happen if the German 

process is not ready for the introduction of VIPs by 1 October 2018? 
 

A2: The implementation of the VIP-ZTP-H with Fluxys can go ahead, even if 

German TSOs are not ready for implementing VIPs. Implementing a VIP only 

on the Dutch side of the German border would require the same sort of 
agreements to be made with the NNOs as there would when there were also 

a VIP on the German side; for example, the agreement on how the VIP 

nomination will be split into flow settings on the flanges. Moreover, the 

German TSOs are under the same obligation as GTS, i.e., to have VIPs 
implemented by 1 November 2018. Obviously, we will closely monitor our 

scheduling for the introduction of the VIPs, and at this point in time we have 

no indication that this concern is valid. What GTS will do in future if we see a 

problem arising will depend on the exact nature of the problem. We will 
discuss the way forward with ACM, the NNOs and our customers.  

 

Q3: Referring to slide 9 of the slide pack. You state that the effect of 

keeping the old tariffs would be to discriminate between old and new 

contracts. Would the fact that your proposal has different impacts on the 
shippers (some more expensive, some cheaper) not be discriminatory? 

 

A3: No. GTS treats all shippers in the same way; the differing impacts on 

the portfolios is due to a tariff change resulting from having to implement 
the obligation imposed by CAM NC and TAR NC.  
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Q4: Referring to slide 11 of the slide pack. Is it correct that the difference in 

the methods of calculating the tariffs (either forecasted contracted capacity 

or technical capacity) only has an impact on VIP-NCG-H exit? 
 

A4: There is also a very small difference for VIP-ZTP-H exit, but other than 

that: yes. The distance between the IPs Oude Statenzijl and Bocholtz is 

quite large. The current tariff methodology results in exit tariffs at Oude 
Statenzijl  that are lower than at the Bocholtz exit. This, combined with the 

difference between the technical and the forecasted contracted capacity on 

these IPs, results in a significant difference in the outcomes of the two 

methods. 
 

Q5: Referring to slide 11 of the slide pack. Does the difference between the 

tariff methods (technical capacity versus forecasted contracted capacity) for 

NCG-H mean that all other tariffs will increase?  
 

A5: GTS calculated that the effect of the two methods on all tariffs would be 

less than 0.3%. This effect stems from the difference between the VIP tariff 

and the current IP tariff, multiplied by the booked capacity on all of these 

IPs. The VIPs for Gaspool do not contribute to this effect, because all tariffs 
are the same there (old, new TC and new FC). For all other VIPs, there is an 

effect on the overall level of the tariffs. 

 

Q6: Referring to slide 15 of the slide pack. Will it be possible to contract a 
diversion between VIP-GPL-H and VIP-NCH-H or other VIPs? If not, does this 

mean there is therefore less capacity available on the IPs? Is that 

discriminatory?  

 
A6: Based on your question and other responses, we are evaluating whether 

possibilities for diversion can be extended. In the current national codes, we 

cannot offer this, but GTS is preparing a code change proposal that would 

make more diversions possible.  

 
Q7: Referring to slide 15 of the slide pack. Have you considered a variant 

where the effect on the shipper portfolios would be neutral? 

 

A7: As explained in slide 9, GTS has considered various options, and found 
that all of the solutions having no impact on the shippers’ portfolios proved 

to be legally impossible or undesirable towards other market parties. We 

therefore proposed the one having the least impact on individual portfolios.  
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Q8: If implementing VIPs has a negative effect on our portfolio, will it be 

possible to cancel our contract? 

 
A8: No. That would lead to a negative effect on all shippers. This is why the 

TSC contains  the condition that changes stemming from a legal obligation 

are not a valid reason for cancelling a contract. 

 
Q9: Referring to slide 18 of the slide pack. What process does GTS have in 

place for deciding on the flow per physical IP when, in future, the market 

only nominates at VIP? 

 
A9: GTS will, together with its NNOs, decide on a “flow repartition 

mechanism” per VIP. This will serve as a standard for the division of the 

nomination on the VIP to planned flows on the physical entry/exit points. As 

in the current situation, the dispatching centres of GTS and its NNOs will be 
able to optimize the gas flows.  

 

Q10: Referring to slide 19 of the slide pack. Will there be a tariff decision on 

or before 1 October 2018?  

 
A10: No. Based on the Gas Act, ACM decides on the tariffs once a year. For 

new points that appear half way through the tariff year, GTS will determine 

a tariff in consultation with ACM. 

 
Q11: Referring to slide 19 of the slide pack. The bookings on the IPs will be 

transferred to the VIP. Will this have an effect on the revenue GTS will 

collect from the market? 

 
A11: Yes, this will have a small effect on the revenue we collect in 2018, 

and the effect will be reconciliated in the tariffs for 2020. 

 

Q12: Will the planned merger of NCG and Gaspool have an effect on the 

number of VIPs? 
 

A12: Yes. Instead of four (VIP-GPL-H, VIP-GPL-L, VIP-NCG-H, VIP-NCG-L), 

there will probably be only two left (i.e., VIP-DE-H and VIP-DE-L). 

 
Q13: Will it be possible to test the new situation in shippers’ back-end 

systems?  

 

A13: Yes, a document will be available that describes the new situation and 
testing opportunities will be created. This document will be released to 

market parties in due time.  
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Q14: Will the retraction of HoKoWä have an effect on the implementation of 

VIPs? 

 
A14: GTS depends on the German TSOs to make the VIPs with Gaspool and 

NCG possible. Currently, the situation for Germany and German TSOs is 

unclear, following the court case on “Horizontale Kosten Wälzung” 

(HoKoWä). We therefore decided to start implementing the model that we 
discussed with Fluxys Belgium, and to continue to monitor the situation in 

Germany and continue discussions with the German TSOs. 

 

Q15: What is the impact of this proposal on the end-user? 
 

A15: The tariff proposal will have a small (<0.3%) impact on the tariffs for 

domestic network points. This might influence the prices for end-users. 

 
Q16: In CAM NC there is also an obligation to investigate the possibilities of 

harmonising the General Terms and Conditions. Will this have an effect on 

this proposal? 

 

A16: ENTSOG is writing a report on the possibilities. At this moment, we 
have no reason to believe that this would in any way affect this proposal. 

 

Q17: Is the introduction of VIPs a step towards further market integration or 

market mergers? 
 

A17: One of the overarching aims of the EC, enforced by, among others, the 

NC CAM, is to eventually create a single European Market in which gas can 

flow freely from all entries to all exits. The aim of VIPs is to make moving 
gas from one market to another market easier.  

 

Q18: Building on Q17. Would such a big European market not need a big 

party that has much more information available to manage all the flows?  

 
A18: Indeed, with the introduction of VIPs, the job of dispatching gas flows 

will be less part of the shippers’ role and more a role to be played by the 

TSOs. This is a step towards the management of gas flows by a smaller 

number of parties. The number of different balancing zones/regimes 
dictates, in GTS’s view, the potential scale that “big parties” could reach. 
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Q19: Building on Q18. Experience from the power market teaches us that  

congestion is a block on further market mergers. What will happen if 

congestion occurs? 
 

A19: North-Western Europe has very few congestion issues, and 

furthermore, GTS does not see any congestion arising from the introduction 

of VIPs. 
 

Q20: Will the introduction of VIPs lead to an increase in the liquidity of TTF? 

 

A20: GTS believes that VIPs will not lead to a reduction in liquidity. 
 


