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Matter/Subject Comments TSOs Response 

Removal of 

Interruptible exit 

nominations 

PNGL questioned how unavailability of interruptible 

nominations affect Shippers to DNO Networks who 

currently place all nominations on TSO systems as 

interruptible. 

 

PNGL and firmus energy questioned how charges relating 

to the nominated amount over the booked exit capacity 

could be allocated/determined at the DNO TSO interface. 

 

 

 

PPB and AES commented that reducing the flexibility 

available to an electricity generator to manage its gas 

supply is at odds with electricity policy. 

 

AES commented that a suite of short term capacity 

products should be available at Exit and a firm 

commitment to a time scale to review.  

 

Shippers will put firm nominations into Aligne against the 

Exit Points to the Distribution Networks, where the DNOs 

continue to hold the capacity.  

 

 

Where nominations in aggregate exceed the amount of 

capacity booked at an Exit Point, capacity overrun charges 

will apply. Please to refer to PTL Code Modification 28, 

BGE(NI) Code Modification 14 and the Utility Regulator's 

(UR) Entry Charging Decision Paper for more details. 

 

This is a wider discussion and will set some of the context 

for the Exit Capacity Review. 

 

 

The extent of the changes to the NI regime means that this 

is not deliverable for October 15. Once the project to 

implement European obligations is complete, subject to 

budget availability, the TSOs are planning to hold a review 

of the capacity products available at Exit.  

 

Nominations at 

Entry and Exit 

 

PNGL and firmus commented that based on the new 

charging model issued by the Utility Regulator it would 

appear that commodity charges will be levied based on 

exit volumes and questioned how consistency and 

accuracy in charging will be ensured if there is no 

requirement to ensure entry and exit nominations are 

consistent at both points. 

 

Regulation (EU) 312/2014 does not allow TSOs to reject 

Entry and Exit nominations if they are not equal, however, 

we anticipate that Shippers will continue to operate on the 

basis that they will a deliver to the system a quantity of 

gas to meet their demand in order to avoid/minimise 

imbalance charges. Please refer to the UR decision paper 

on the charging query.   

Matching 

Processes 

PNGL and firmus requested further information on 

proposed arrangements for the NI regime and the cost 

implications  

 

 

The new arrangements are contained within PTL Code 

Modification 31 and BGE(NI) Code Modification 16 on 

Nominations. 
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Matter/Subject Comments TSOs Response 

 

Firmus comments that it would be sensible for TSOs to 

coordinate to ensure that the Code Rules are harmonised 

are far as possible across the IP to facilitate efficient and 

equitable operations. 

 

ESB welcomed the statement that the roles that each TSO 

will play on a day-to-day basis (Initiating and Matching) will 

be clearly defined and published and are intended to 

remain stable over time. 

 

PNGL requested further information about the matching 

processes for a shipper utilising the Gormanston entry 

point and confirmation if matching rules at each IP 

potentially were different. 

 

ESB do not object to the use of the ‘lesser of’ matching 

rule as the default rule should TSOs not be able to agree 

on a rule,  but believe it should be agreed between TSOs 

to ensure coordination takes place and is sustainable 

 

 

 

 

 

AES commented that the lesser rule has issues with the 

CMP code where Short term Use it or Lose it capacity rules 

apply (minimum nomination values).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The TSOs agree and will coordinate to ensure that the 

rules are harmonised are far as possible across the IP. 

 

 

 

The TSOs welcome this support. These roles are further 

defined within respective Code Modifications. For clarity: 

Moffat IP: National Grid (Initiating), PTL (Matching) 

South North IP: GNI(UK) (Initiating), Gaslink (Matching) 

 

Matching rules and processes shall be the same for both 

NI IPs. 

 

 

 

The 'lessor of' rule has been agreed between the TSOs to 

apply in normal circumstances. Given the introduction of 

bundled capacity and single sided nominations, in the 

future, it is anticipated that it will be the same party 

making nominations on either side of the IP as opposed to 

separate upstream and downstream Shippers. This fact 

was key in the decision making process. The TSOs were 

reluctant to incur redundant costs for  functionality, which 

will no longer be required in the near future. 

 

At present it is not proposed to introduce short term User it 

or Lose it rules as NI IPs are not contractually congested 

and the TSOs intend to implement other mechanisms for 

compliance with CMP (Oversubscription and Buyback).  
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Matter/Subject Comments TSOs Response 

 

AES expressed concern that there is a potential for GB 

Shipper in error not to enter a nomination / renomination 

and, because of the potential impact on the Irish Shippers, 

the current default rule is that the Irish Side nomination is 

the default. 

 

 

 

 

ESB questioned if there would be time to highlight the 

discrepancy to both parties to enable one of them to 

adjust their nomination to ensure a match can occur. 

 

 

 

ESB and AES commented that a Single Sided nomination 

service should be provided for holder of unbundled 

capacity; creating “virtual” bundles.  

 

 

For clarity, there is no uniform default-matching rule 

across Moffat at present. The TSOs understand the 

concern about how counterparty’s nomination behavior 

can have an impact during the matching process. It is fair 

to say that the NI Shipper's behavior can also have such  

an impact. We would expect Shippers to have mitigations 

against this risk as part of their internal nominations 

procedures. 

 

One of the key changes to the current matching process is 

that there will no longer be an opportunity to submit a 

correction (re)nomination therefore it is important 

Shippers are aware of this process change before 

submission of nominations 

 

The TSOs agree and the Code Text has been drafted to 

allow Single Sided Nominations (SSN) if the Shipper holds 

unbundled IP capacity. It is important to note that SSNs 

can only be used by Shippers registered with both TSOs at 

an IP. 

 

Adjacent 

Transporter 

PNGL feel it is important that definition of Adjacent 

Transporter is maintained in the final Code drafting. In 

particular the wording ‘or designated as connected to’ 

needs to be included to ensure that the current 

assumption that Moffat is considered as the appropriate 

IP between GB and NI transmission networks continues to 

be facilitated. 

 

The TSOs agree. 
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Matter/Subject Comments TSOs Response 

Trading Party 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PNGL and firmus would like to understand what liabilities 

these Trading Parties (Trade Nominations) would have 

under new and existing provisions of the Transmission 

Codes and would they undertake a separate Code 

accession process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PNGL and firmus note that the concept of Trading Party 

will impact on current new entrant market assurance 

processes and needs to form part of the previously 

suggested workplan for the IME3 compliance project 

which requires specific DNO input. It also has implications 

for the Supplier of Last resort (SoLR) processes currently 

being developed within the gas (assumptions transmission 

and distribution Shippers are the same entity.) 

 

PNG and firmus note that Shippers may use third parties 

to submit Trade Nominations and would like to understand 

the definition of third party and discuss if this has any 

specific implications at the Distribution Transmission 

interface. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It will be possible for an entity to register as a Trading 

Party. To do so they will be required to accede to the 

relevant Network Code as a Shipper as described in PTL 

Code Modification 28 and BGE(NI) Code Modification 14. 

Liabilities will be set out in the Network Codes, and 

Trading parties will have responsibility for their own 

imbalance position under the Code. It is important to note, 

however, that the Code will only deal with liabilities as 

between the TSO and the Shipper/Trading Party. Shippers 

who wish to trade with other Shippers/Trading Parties 

should ensure that they address any liabilities (as between 

themselves) in their bilateral trading arrangements. 

 

NI TSOs envisage that Trading Parties would only be 

required to register with DNO/undergo market assurance 

processes if they were planning on shipping to that DNO’s 

network. However, we do note that the introduction of 

trading at the NIBP could have an impact if DNO Shippers 

plan to utilise this option. The NI TSOs are happy to 

engage on this issue.  

 

 

The TSOs do intend to allow third parties (which may be 

other Shippers) to act as an agent for a Shipper. Since this 

role might be wider than just in relation to Trade 

Nominations, the TSOs now propose to address this in a 

later Code Modification (potentially in relation to section 

20).  

Trading at the NI BP is not envisaged to have specific 

implications on the DNO interface and allocations (meter 

reads) provided by DNOs are unlikely to change. The 

Trading Allocations will be taken into consideration by the 

TSOs when providing Shippers with NI aggregate 

allocation. 
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Matter/Subject Comments TSOs Response 

 

ESB, AES, and PPB support the proposal for Trade 

Nominations. 

 

ESB would encourage coordination with UR to ensure that 

the licensing regime is reviewed to accommodate 

changes. 

 

AES requested further details on the Trade Nomination 

proposals. 

 

The TSOs welcome this support. 

 

 

The TSOs are happy to engage as required and deemed 

appropriate to do so. 

 

 

Please refer to the corresponding Code Modifications and 

recent presentations at the Industry Workshops. The TSOs 

agree that the introduction of trading at the NI BP should 

provide new opportunities for Shippers to source gas. 

 

Contents and 

timing of IP 

Nominations 

ESB, PPB, and AES support the alignment in nomination 

timings at Entry and Exit, and welcome deadlines moving 

nearer to gas delivery time. 

 

AES welcomes the reduction of the nomination effective 

time 

 

PNGL  and firmus would point out that the current 

nomination timescales in the DNO Network Codes are in 

line with current transmission timescales and believe 

variances in timescales could potentially lead to shipper 

confusion and errors 

 

 

 

PNGL note further aspects of EU compliance may require 

new interface rules for provision of information by a DSO 

to a TSO on NDM and DM nominations to be developed 

and timescales for nominations will be a critical part of 

this. 

 

The TSOs welcome this support. 

 

 

 

The TSOs welcome this support. 

 

 

The TSOs are required to change the IP nomination 

timings under Regulation (EU) 312/2014 and believe it is 

a sensible and practical decision to align the timings of 

Exit nominations. Ideally, there would be alignment across 

the NI gas network; however, the decision whether to 

make changes to the DNO timescales does not sit with the 

TSOs. 

 

The TSOs agree, notably the change in forecasting 

processes, which are scheduled to be implemented in 

2016. Engagement with DSOs has commenced and will 

continue. 
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Matter/Subject Comments TSOs Response 

PNGL and firmus note that the proposal to amend the gas 

day to 5.00am at transmission level will see the 

transmission and distribution gas days out of step. Any 

requirement to synchronise the regimes will require DNO 

Code Modifications. 

 

 

 

PPB commented that it would logical to facilitate a Single 

Nomination that covers both the Entry and Exit 

nominations. 

 

As the Gas Day change is a requirement at the IPs, the 

TSOs believe it would be sensible and less confusing for 

Shippers for the change to be made at the Transmission 

exit points as well. Ideally, this change would be 

implemented across the whole gas network and we 

understand that the DNOs are carrying out reviews of the 

impact on their networks. 

 

The move to Entry / Exit means that this would be difficult 

to implement especially with the Entry Nominations being 

part of SSNs at the IPs. 

Transition ESB, PPB, and AES support the transition approach and 

find it to be clear and appropriate. 

 

The TSOs welcome this support. 

 

Exceptional 

events 

ESB commented that it would be desirable to take into 

account other conditions and emergency arrangements 

already in place for the power generation sector (such as 

the ‘flip-flop’ arrangement) and would encourage the gas 

TSOs to work with the electricity TSO, UR and the power 

generators to produce viable and equitable measures, 

which will serve to keep both gas and electricity users’ 

supplies as safe and secure as possible.  

 

 

 

Rather than unilateral TSO revisions, it may be 

possible that opportunity be provided for Shippers in the 

first instance to revise nominations during exceptional 

events.  

 

The TSOs will shortly be producing a Code Modification 

covering section 6 of the Code (Capacity Shortfall and 

Emergencies). Given the time constraints it is likely that 

this will simply be revised to reflect entry-exit terms and 

certain requirements in support of the IP Nominations 

matching process. However, the TSOs agree that there is a 

need for a more fundamental review of the emergency 

arrangements and propose, subject to budget availability 

and industry support, to undertake a full review, after this 

year’s EU compliance issues have been addressed. 

 

The TSOs agree that this is preferable if it is possible, and 

the issue is being considered as part of the discussions 

with our Adjacent TSOs. 
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Matter/Subject Comments TSOs Response 

VRF AES accept that the move away from a contract path 

model results in the need for VRF only at IPs (Moffat and 

South North) and that these can therefore be simplified 

and adapted to comply with EU requirements for IPs. 

 

The TSOs welcome this support. 

 

 

 


