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INTRODUCTION 

The COMMISSION FOR THE REGULATION OF ELECTRICITY AND GAS (CREG) examines below the 
amended tariff proposal of 16 April 2019 of Fluxys Belgium SA relating to transmission tariffs for 2020-
2023 (hereinafter: "the amended tariff proposal"). The CREG also follows on from its draft decision of 
4 October 2018 on discounts, multipliers and seasonal factors applicable to the tariffs of the natural 
gas transmission network of Fluxys Belgium SA for the period 2020-2023. 

In addition to the introduction and glossary, the present decision is divided into five parts. The legal 
framework is presented in the first part. In the second part, the background, including the procedures 
for consultation, are presented. The third part contains an analysis of the amended tariff proposal. A 
general reservation is formulated in the fourth part. The fifth part contains the actual decision. 

The Executive Committee of the CREG approved the present decision at its meeting of 7 May 2019. 

GLOSSARY 

'CREG': the Commission for the Regulation of Electricity and Gas as laid down in Article 23 of the Law 
of 29 April 1999 on the organisation of the electricity market.  

'Directive 2009/73': Directive 2009/73/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 July 
2009 concerning common rules for the internal market in natural gas and repealing Directive 
2003/55/EC. 

'Fluxys Belgium': the public limited company (SA) Fluxys Belgium, which was appointed as natural gas 
transmission system operator and natural gas storage facility operator by ministerial decrees of 23 
February 2010. 

'Gas Law': the law of 12 April 1965 on the transport of gaseous and other products by pipeline, as last 
amended by the law of 31 July 2017. 

'Tariff methodology': Decision (Z)1110/11 laying down the tariff methodology for the natural gas 
transmission network, natural gas storage facility and LNG facility for the 2020-2023 regulatory period, 
as adopted by the Executive Committee of the CREG on 28 June 2018.  

'Regulation 715/2009': Regulation 715/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 July 
2009 on conditions for access to the natural gas transmission networks and repealing Regulation (EC) 
No 1775/2005. 

'Regulation 2017/460': Commission Regulation (EU) 2017/460 of 16 March 2017 establishing a 
network code on harmonised transmission tariff structures for gas. 
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1. LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

1. Article 15/5 of the Gas Law provides that access to the natural gas transmission network is 
based on the tariffs approved by the CREG.  

2. Article 15/5bis, § 2, of the Gas Law provides that the CREG shall set out the tariff methodology 
to be applied by the operators for establishing their amended tariff proposal, in consultation with these 
operators, and following a procedure determined by mutual agreement, failing which the Gas Law sets 
out a minimum consultation procedure to be respected.  

3. Inter alia, Article 15/5bis, § 8, of the Gas Law provides that (translation): 

"The procedure for submitting tariff proposals and having them approved shall be agreed 
between the Commission and the natural gas transmission system operator, the natural gas 
storage facility operator and the LNG facility operator." 

4. For these two purposes, on 24 January 2018, the CREG and Fluxys Belgium concluded an 
agreement on the procedures for adopting the tariff methodology for the management of the natural 
gas transmission network, the management of natural gas storage facilities and the management of 
LNG facilities, and for approving tariff proposals and amending tariffs. 

5. Finally, on 28 June 2018, the CREG adopted its tariff methodology, which came into force on 30 
June 2018 (art. 45) (see glossary).  

6. Article 15/14, § 2, 9°bis, of the Gas Law provides that the CREG exercises the pricing powers 
referred to in Articles 15/5 to 15/5quinquies and monitors the application of tariffs by transmission 
companies with regard to their respective networks. 

7. Article 15/5bis, § 7, of the Gas Law provides that (translation): 

"The Commission shall examine the tariff proposal, decide whether to approve it and 
communicate the reasoned decision to the operator in accordance with the procedure for 
submitting tariffs and having them approved".  

8. Alternatively, it should be noted that Regulation 715/2009 contains certain provisions regarding 
tariffs. Firstly, Article 13 of this Regulation contains substantive rules on tariffs for access to the 
transmission system; in particular, it specifies that they must reflect the actual costs incurred, insofar 
as they correspond to those of an efficient system operator. Secondly, Article 24 of the same 
Regulation provides that the regulatory authorities shall ensure compliance with this Regulation when 
exercising their responsibilities. 

9. Said Regulation therefore constitutes an alternative basis enabling the CREG to rule on the 
request of Fluxys Belgium. 

10. In addition, Article 27, §4, of Regulation 2017/460 provides that the CREG shall take and 
publish a reasoned decision on all the elements set out in Article 26, §1, of said Regulation. Pursuant 
to Article 28, §1, of this Regulation, the CREG must also take a reasoned decision on the following 
elements: 

a) the level of multipliers; 

b) if applicable, the level of seasonal factors and the calculations set out in Article 15; 

c) the levels of discounts set out in Articles 9(2) and 16. 
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11. The above-mentioned articles of the Gas Law and Regulation 2017/460 therefore constitute 
the legal basis for the present decision. 

2. BACKGROUND 

 GENERALITIES 

12. On 21 December 2018, the CREG received a letter from Fluxys Belgium containing a tariff 
proposal for the tariffs to use the natural gas transmission network for the regulatory period covering 
the years 2020 to 2023. Regulation 2017/460 only sets out the timetable for transmission tariffs; 
however, the storage tariffs in Loenhout and those for LNG terminalling in Zeebrugge follow the 
timetable of Belgian law. 

13. On 4 February 2019, the CREG requested additional information by letter. 

14. Fluxys Belgium replied to this request by letter dated 18 February 2019. 

15. In addition, various e-mails were exchanged between staff of the CREG and Fluxys Belgium 
regarding ad hoc issues. 

16. On 28 March 2019, the CREG rejected Fluxys Belgium's tariff proposal, inviting it to submit an 
adapted proposal, incorporating the corrections and remarks imposed by the CREG in its draft decision 
(hereinafter: 'the draft decision of 28 March 2019').  

17. On 16 April 2019, the CREG received a letter from Fluxys Belgium containing an amended tariff 
proposal for the tariffs to use the natural gas transmission network for the regulatory period covering 
the years 2020 to 2023. 

 CONSULTATION 

18. Regarding the amended tariff proposal, the Executive Committee of the CREG decided, pursuant 
to Article 23, §1 of its Procedural Rules, not to organise a consultation pursuant to Article 33, §4 of its 
Procedural Rules, for the following reasons: 

a) between 8 October 2018 and 7 December 2018, Fluxys Belgium organised a public 
consultation1 pursuant to Article 26 of Regulation 2017/460, the report of which is 
attached; 

b) on 21 December 2018 Fluxys Belgium submitted its tariff proposal to the CREG, to which 
the stakeholders' reactions to the consultation and its consultation report were attached 
(see Annex 1 to the present decision). 

19. With regard to the discounts, multipliers and seasonal factors applicable to the tariffs of Fluxys 
Belgium's natural gas transmission network for the period 2020-2023, the CREG committee decided, 
pursuant to Article 23 §1 of its Procedural Rules, to organise a public consultation on the basis of a 
draft decision published on its website, from 8 October 2018 to 7 December 2018. As required by 

                                                           

1 https://www.fluxys.com/en/products-services/empowering-you/customer-interactions/fluxys-belgium-market-

consultation-30 

https://www.fluxys.com/en/products-services/empowering-you/customer-interactions/fluxys-belgium-market-consultation-30
https://www.fluxys.com/en/products-services/empowering-you/customer-interactions/fluxys-belgium-market-consultation-30
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Article 28, §1, of Regulation 2017/460, at the same time the CREG consulted the national regulatory 
authorities of all directly connected Member States. 

20. The CREG received a reaction from the British regulator Ofgem, as well as three reactions 

from affected parties, including FEBEG, Febeliec and ENI (see Annex 2 to the present decision). 

21. Ofgem and Febeliec replied that they had no specific remarks. Nevertheless, the latter invited 
the CREG to analyse the impact on market access and market functioning during and after the 
regulatory period. 

22. FEBEG proposed adjusting the ex ante discount applicable to the reserve price of interruptible 
capacity products, which the CREG had proposed to set at 10% in accordance with the formula (Diex ante 
= Pro x A x 100%) set out in Article 16(2) of Regulation 2017/460, on the basis of a probability of 
interruption of 10% and an adjustment factor equal to 1 to reflect the estimated economic value of 
the type of interruptible capacity product.  

23. FEBEG argued that Belgian capacity is generally used for arbitrage. This means that these 
capacities are generally interrupted when their value is at its highest: when the price difference 
between hubs is high, all competing fixed capacities in a certain direction will be fully used, leaving 
little room for interruptible capacities. This means that shippers must cover themselves or plan 
alternative routes to handle sudden interruptions. As a result, the loss of value due to a risk of 
interruption is higher than the probability of interruption. This is precisely the reason why the 
adjustment factor was incorporated. As such, FEBEG proposed reviewing the adaptation factor (A), 
and to set it at a level higher than 1. 

The CREG therefore decided to keep the discount at 20%, based on an adaptation factor of 2 and a 
probability of interruption of 10%. In effect, calculating the probability of interruption entails 
uncertainty which is reflected in the discount. 

24. ENI requested a review of the proposed multipliers and seasonal factors, with the aim of 
maintaining the same average cost for short-term products, which is currently applicable (1.6). In 
particular, ENI believes that a lower cost for short-term products will be cross-subsidised by long-term 
bookings and will not send the long-term signals which are essential for network investments. ENI also 
believes that the multipliers for short-term services should apply to all points in the network, i.e. entry 
points, domestic exit points and cross-border exit points. Finally, ENI asked us to specify in the final 
decision whether the seasonal factors also apply to domestic exit points. 

25. The CREG can only align the level of multipliers and seasonal factors within the ranges provided 
for in Article 13 of Regulation 2017/460, in particular within the upper limit of 1.5. The CREG therefore 
maintains its proposal in this respect. The CREG also confirms that seasonal factors also apply to 
domestic exit points. 
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3. ANALYSIS OF THE AMENDED TARIFF PROPOSAL  

26. Fluxys Belgium submitted the amended tariff proposal, approved by its Management 
Committee on 4 April 2019, together with the ex-ante template of the report and a didactic tariff 
model.  

27. In its amended tariff proposal 2020-2023, Fluxys Belgium provided an overview of the total 
revenue over four years. 

Table 1: overview of total revenue based on Table 1 of the template of the report submitted by Fluxys Belgium 

[confidential] 

 

Table 1 of Fluxys Belgium has now been correctly filled in at the request of the CREG in its Draft Decision 
of 28 March 2019. 

28. In its Draft Decision of 28 March 2019, the CREG observed that Fluxys Belgium had submitted 
the tariff proposal in which the amounts of the incentives were listed under the wrong heading, 
whereas the incentives constitute part of the remuneration according to Article 8 of the tariff 
methodology (translation):  

"The tariffs generate the total revenue necessary to carry out the regulated activities. 

The total revenue comprises: 

1. the costs of the system operator of the natural gas transmission network, the 
storage operator and the LNG installation operator, including depreciation and 
financial charges; 

2. the remuneration of the system operator of the natural gas transmission network, 
the storage operator and the LNG installation operator, including a fair margin for 
the remuneration of the capital invested in the system, in accordance with Article 
15, as well as incentives, after application of Article 22." 

29. The CREG had asked Fluxys Belgium to submit an amended tariff proposal in which the 
amounts of the incentives were included under the heading 'remuneration of the system operator'. 
This had indeed been corrected by Fluxys Belgium in its amended Proposal. 

30. The depreciation includes amounts for write-downs of €[confidential] per year following 
divestments of real estate assets. The CREG had requested that these amounts be relisted under the 
heading 'gains and losses' from non-manageable costs as provided for in the tables of the template of 
the report.  The CREG also proposed adjusting the amounts of capital losses. This had indeed been 
corrected by Fluxys Belgium in its amended Proposal. 

31. The amounts of the 'capital subsidies and untaxed reserves entered into the Profit and Loss' 
did not correspond to the details of this heading in Table 8 of the template of the report: the amounts 
of capital subsidies are shown in Table 1 and the amounts of the untaxed reserves entered into the 
Profit and Loss are not included. The CREG had requested that this heading be increased (by 
€[confidential] per year) according to the overview of untaxed reserves in Table 8 of the template of 
the report. This had indeed been corrected by Fluxys Belgium in its amended Proposal.  

32. The CREG had observed that Fluxys Belgium used the manageable costs used as a basis for 
establishing the tariffs for the period corresponding to the 2017 indexed manageable costs minus €4m, 
€6m, €8m and €10m, respectively for the years 2020, 2021, 2022 and 2023. However, Fluxys Belgium 
had not taken into account the recoveries of manageable costs which amounted on average to 
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€[confidential] for the period 2016-2018. In addition, other recoveries were found in the sales each 
year. These amounts include both recurring and non-recurring items. In Table 2, the CREG provides an 
overview of the recurring amounts for the years 2016 to 2018. 

Table 2: overview of the recoveries of recurring manageable costs 

[confidential] 

33. The CREG had found that on average, 61% of the recoveries of manageable costs, or 
€[confidential] were recurring items that needed to be included in the amended tariff proposal.  

Other miscellaneous income was on average €[confidential], of which 42% or €[confidential] were 
recurring items that needed to be included in the amended tariff proposal.  

The CREG had asked Fluxys Belgium to include the amounts for recurring items and make the 
calculation taking into account the indexation used to determine manageable costs. This had indeed 
been corrected by Fluxys Belgium in its amended Proposal.  

34. To calculate the fair margin, Fluxys Belgium provided details of the evolution of the RAB of the 
transmission activity (excluding working capital requirements) in the template of the report and the 
additional information summarised by the CREG in Table 3. 

Table 3: summary of the evolution of the RAB of the transmission activity (excluding working capital requirements) on the 
basis of the tariff proposal and additional information 

 [confidential]  

35. [confidential].  

The CREG had requested that the 2018 RAB in the tariff proposal be corrected in accordance with the 
amounts in the 2018 tariff report. 

36. In the tariff proposal, divestments of €[confidential] per year are included. In response to the 
CREG's request for further information regarding the write-downs of €[confidential] relating to the 
RAB, Fluxys Belgium provided the following information (translation):  

"In line with the most recent tariff proposals, this is an estimated amount of flat-rate 
divestitures of the historical value of the installations. The various projects are not identified 
in advance. We assume that there is no divestiture of the capital gain included in this 
amount. Based on past experience (the average for the last 5 years is €[confidential]), we 
have not changed the amount which will in any case be corrected with the evolution of 
actual RAB." 

37. The CREG is aware that the amount of divestitures and capital losses (or capital gains) are 
estimates but, according to the information based on tariff declarations from previous years, the CREG 
does not accept this capital loss and amounts of divestments.  

38. Table 4 shows an overview of capital losses, based on tariff declarations and averages over 5 
and 3 years. 

Table 4: overview of capital losses 

[confidential] 

39. Note that the income from disposals is included in manageable income and for the 2014-2018 
period amounts to an average of €[confidential].  
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40. [confidential]: 

Table 5: [confidential]2 

[confidential] 

41. The CREG uses the amounts in Tables 4 and 5 to assess the capital losses of €[confidential] per 
year of the amended tariff proposal. These capital losses do not correspond to the information from 
previous years, and the CREG had asked Fluxys Belgium to modify the amounts of capital losses to 
€[confidential] per year, and to adapt the amounts of divestments to €[confidential]. The CREG asked 
Fluxys Belgium to adjust these amounts according to the evolution of the actual RAB in the tariff 
reports.  

42. The CREG observed that Fluxys Belgium added working capital requirement (WCR) amounts to 
the RAB for the years 2020 to 2023 in accordance with Table 6. 

Table 6: overview of working capital requirements  

[confidential] 

43. By comparing with data from previous years, the CREG observed that these amounts may 
correspond to the WCR amounts at the end of each year, but do not take into account the amounts 
used in the calculation at the beginning of each year. The CREG asked Fluxys Belgium to halve the 
working capital requirement amounts and adjust the value of the RAB, fair margin and taxes. This had 
indeed been corrected by Fluxys Belgium in its amended Proposal. 

44. Moreover, like ACER3, the CREG noted during the market consultation for Fluxys Belgium that 
the information relating to the following non-transmission services was incomplete: 

a) the tariff methodology applicable to non-transmission services;  

b) the manner in which the revenue from non-transmission services is reconciled, as referred 
to in Article 17(3) of Regulation 2017/460;  

45. The CREG confirms that services may be qualified as non-transmission services because they 
do not include distance and capacity as cost factors. These costs are therefore not found in regulated 
transmission tariffs, but in a specific tariff paid by users of these services. The tariff methodology, in 
accordance with Article 26(1)(c)(ii) of Regulation 2017/460, consists in separately determining a set of 
costs for each of these services. These sets of costs, which therefore correspond to the revenues 
authorised for these services, are then divided by the quantities of projected services that Fluxys 
Belgium plans to sell, based on sales in previous years. These non-transmission services generate 
around €60 million per year, representing around 20% of Fluxys Belgium's total allowed revenue. In 
order of importance, the following are the allowed revenues for non-transmission services: 

- pressure reduction service:  €M [confidential] 

- odorisation for distribution:  €M [confidential] 

- H/L gas quality conversion:  €M [confidential] 

- fibre optic cables:  €M [confidential] 

                                                           

2 Source: CREG report based on the bonus/penalty reports of Fluxys Belgium  
3 Agency Report – Analysis of the Consultation Document on the Gas Transmission Tariff Structure for Belgium, 
http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Publication/Agency%20report%20-
%20analysis%20of%20the%20consultation%20document%20for%20Belgium.pdf  

http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Publication/Agency%20report%20-%20analysis%20of%20the%20consultation%20document%20for%20Belgium.pdf
http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Publication/Agency%20report%20-%20analysis%20of%20the%20consultation%20document%20for%20Belgium.pdf
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- Zee platform:  €M [confidential] 

- Hub services:  €M [confidential] 

46. In addition, the CREG checked that the revenues from non-transmission services are recovered 
by the tariffs applicable to these non-transmission services. These tariffs must meet the following 
criteria: (a) they must be cost-reflective, non-discriminatory, objective and transparent; (b) they must 
be charged to the beneficiaries of a given non-transmission service with the aim of minimising cross-
subsidisation between network users within or outside a Member State, or both.  

47. The CREG observed that the cost allocation assessment was done in accordance with the 
methodology laid down in Regulation 2017/460 and that the results of the degree of cross-
subsidisation remain below the maximum thresholds determined by the Regulation in its Article 5. The 
figures come from the tariff proposal which uses the 'Capacity Weighted Distance' model which, in 
essence, takes into account entry and exit capacities as well as distances. 

Table 7: Cost allocation assessment, without conditional services 

 

  

Cross-subidiation calculation

sum Dom revenues Entry 27.427.064

sum Dom revenues Exit 79.366.200

sum Dom costs driver Entry 4.996.791.283

sum Dom costs driver Exit 9.875.886.765

Dom ratio 0,72%

sum Cross-B revenues Entry 42.525.833

sum Cross-B revenues Exit 62.659.380

sum Cross-B costs driver Entry 7.747.555.806

sum Cross-B costs driver Exit 7.796.983.382

Cross-Border ratio 0,68%

Cross-subidiation ratio 5,93%
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Table 8: Cost allocation assessment, including conditional services 

 

 

 

48. The tariff reductions on transmission tariffs, for entry and exit points to storage, conditional 
products and other services are an integral part of these calculations. For example, reductions on OCUC 
(Operational Capacity Usage Commitment) services, which are considered a conditional capacity 
service, are included in the cross-border figures and do not have the effect of increasing the results of 
the comparison indices beyond the level permitted by Regulation 2017/460. On the contrary, the 
degree of cross-subsidisation is 5.93% without the inclusion of conditional products, and it is 2.59% 
with the inclusion of conditional products. More specifically, the calculation of the assessment of the 
allocation includes the total amount of allowed revenue for transmission services over the four years, 
for a total of €927 million.  

The calculation of the tariffs for conditional services is explained in Annex 2. 

Table 9: Allowed revenue for transmission services  
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49. Wheelings and OCUCs are operational agreements between the network user and the TSO, as 
part of the proactive management of congestion as provided for in the Code of Conduct4 approved by 
the CREG. These services consist of a commitment for the combined use of an entry service at one 
interconnection point with an exit service at another interconnection point, with the aim of avoiding 
possible congestion in the transmission network. These services do not provide access to the market-
based Balancing Regime or the notional trading services of the ZTP. 

50. The advantage of OCUC services is that they can offer additional transmission capacity, albeit 
conditional, without heavy and costly investment. In the case of the link between the Dunkirk Terminal 
in France and the Zeebrugge hub, the OCUC solved another problem, that of odorised gas in France. In 
effect, France odorises natural gas as soon as it is injected into the transmission system. As a result, 
this natural gas cannot in principle be 'physically' transmitted from France to Belgium. However, there 
is an exception to this rule, proposed by the Alveringem interconnection point. Via this interconnection 
point, natural gas can be injected into the transmission system of Fluxys Belgium from France, provided 
that a sufficient quantity of non-odorised natural gas is introduced via the Franpipe (Pitgam) and/or 
the LNG terminal (Dunkirk). This capacity therefore depends on the availability of non-odorised natural 
gas in France. This particular situation in France explains the conditional nature of the entry at 
Alveringem, and is therefore the basis of the OCUC. 

51. Wheelings are combinations of entry points with exit points characterised by an extremely 
short distance.  

52. Like ACER, the CREG observed that the cross-subsidisation ratio for 2020, although acceptable, 
is very different from that of the following years. The reason for this is the following: the 2020 tariffs 
are calculated to cover the allowed revenues over the 2020-2023 period by taking into account an 
annual indexation of the tariffs from 2020 onward to the rest of the 2021-2023 period ("levelling"). If 
the assumptions for contracted capacity do not all evolve in the same way from one year to the next 
(for example as a result of evolutions in exit capacity at interconnection points which are different 
from those at domestic exit points), there may be evolutions in cross-border revenues from one year 
to the next that are different from evolutions in domestic revenues between these years. The cross-
subsidisation ratio is calculated each year on the basis of the revenues obtained by multiplying the 
assumed sales by the tariffs after levelling, and therefore takes these effects into account. In view of 
these elements, it is preferable to refer to the average degree over the period 2020-2023. 

53. In the specific case of the evolution of the cross-subsidisation ratio between 2020 and 2021, 
with the assumptions of contracted cross-border capacity decreasing more between 2020 and 2021 
than between the following years, the tariff being identical to the indexation and the entry capacities 
being contracted according to the '1 to 1 rule' for cross-border services and the balance for domestic 
needs in accordance with Regulation 2017/460, cross-border revenues are higher than in the following 
years even after taking into account the indexation of tariffs and the evolution of the costs to be 
recovered by transmission tariffs.  

54. Like ACER, the CREG observed that information regarding the difference in the level of 
transmission tariffs for the current and future tariff periods is missing in the market consultation 
document. However, the CREG highlights the fact that Fluxys Belgium had published a table containing 
the tariff evolutions between 2019 (current period) and 2020 (new period). These evolutions are only 
slightly influenced by the attribution to the regulatory account of approximately €300 million over the 
new period, given that there was a €250 million attribution from the regulatory account in the current 
period. Below is a comparative table following the amended Proposal: 

                                                           

4 Article 10, §2, second point of the Royal Decree of 23 December 2010 on the code of conduct regarding access to the natural 
gas transmission networks, the natural gas storage facility and the LNG facility and amending the Royal Decree of 12 June 
2001 on general conditions for the supply of natural gas and the conditions for granting natural gas supply authorisations. 
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Table 10: comparison of the tariffs between the two periods 

  

 

55. The differences between the 2019 and 2020 tariffs primarily result from the following 
elements: the tariff methodology for 2020-2023 as set by the CREG on 28 June 2018, the use of the 
regulatory account and the implementation of Regulation 2017/460. The effects of the tariff 
methodology and the use of the regulatory account result in proportional evolutions in all 2020 tariffs 
compared to those for 2019. Without the use of the regulatory account, the 2020-2023 tariffs would 
be 23% higher than the proposed tariffs. These first 2 elements do not therefore change the tariffs in 
relation to each other. The implementation of Regulation 2017/460 has resulted in a revision of the 
reference price methodology (RPM). For the 2020-2023 tariffs, Fluxys Belgium uses capacity weighted 
distance (CWD) reference price methodology, as provided for in Regulation 2017/460, in order to 
comply with the principles of Article 7 of Regulation 2017/460, namely to accurately reflect costs in 
tariffs and ensure non-discrimination between users. This method is based on the cost factors of the 
forecasted contracted capacity and the distance. This method is perfectly adapted to an 
interconnected entry/exit model like that of Fluxys Belgium. The evolutions in tariffs relative to each 
other between 2019 and 2020-2023 are primarily explained by the fact that the method used to define 
the 2019 tariffs is based on the longest distance between the entry point and the exit point, while the 
CWD method as used for the 2020-2023 tariffs considers the entry/exit model in its entirety and takes 
into account the fact that any entry point can supply all exit points and vice versa. It therefore has the 
advantage of being aligned with the capacity-based model in an entry/exit system as provided for in 
Regulation 715/2009.  

56. In effect, in the CWD method, the costs associated with an entry (exit) point are based on the 
distances from that entry (exit) point to all exit (entry) points weighted by the forecasted contracted 
capacities. The tariff for an exit point therefore no longer reflects the costs associated with the longest 
distance from the entry point historically associated with it, but the costs associated with all 
combinations of entry points weighted by their forecasted contracted capacities.  

57. Fluxys Belgium uses the CWD method from Regulation 2017/460, which assigns a cost 
allocation weighting based on the capacity weighted distance (tariff matrix). On the one hand, the 
more capacity (in forecasted sales) there is at an exit point, the more costs that point will incur and, 
on the other hand, the further away an exit point is from the entry points (also in forecasted sales), 
the more costs it will incur. The result, among other things, is that compared to the current period, the 
tariff at the exit at Zeebrugge falls more than at other exit points such as Blaregnies or the domestic 
exit, due to its low exit capacity compared to the Blaregnies exit and the domestic exit. In effect, under 
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the current methodology, an overall unit tariff per km and per capacity was calculated and multiplied 
by the longest distance between an entry and exit point. The tariff therefore primarily depended on 
the distance, without taking into account the quantity of the exit capacities, and therefore the relative 
weighting in the network of the point in question.  This explains the significant decrease in the exit 
tariff to Interconnector (UK), observed and reported by ACER in its report published pursuant to Article 
27(3) of Regulation 2017/460.  

58. The details of the calculation of the tariffs are given in Annex 3 of the present decision, in a 
didactic model which serves as a proxy for the complete model. 

59. As regards the entry tariffs, they remain stable between 2019 and 2020. They are determined 
by the equalisation of these tariffs and the entry-exit split. The choice of a 33/67 split for the new 
period, instead of the 30/70 of the current period, was partly motivated to stabilise entry tariffs 
between the two periods. 

60. Below are two figures, as an example, which show in overall amounts (average figures per 
year) the components of Costs and Revenues over the current period and the new period. These tables 
show that the regulatory account has reduced the block of transmission costs, thereby reducing cross-
border and domestic revenues. The tariffs for services for the domestic market and those for adjacent 
markets therefore benefit from the bonuses generated in the past. These tables also show that total 
OPEXs fell by an average of around 13% between these two periods thanks to the incentive mechanism 
introduced by the CREG, in consultation with Fluxys Belgium, which encouraged Fluxys Belgium to 
make efforts to reduce its costs. 
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Chart 1: Regulated costs and revenues - transmission: averages over 2016-2019 in €m/year 

    

Chart 2: Regulated costs and revenues - transmission: averages over 2020-2023 in €m/year 
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61. Like ACER, the CREG observed that information concerning the guarantee that a significant 
volume-related risk, associated in particular with transmission within an entry/exit system, is not borne 
by domestic customers, was missing in Fluxys Belgium's consultation document. 

62. The CREG recalls that this risk was discussed at length during the preparatory work for 
Regulation 2017/460. To the extent that the costs and revenues relating to domestic network use and 
cross-system network use are integrated, there is no such thing as zero risk. Nevertheless, the CREG 
has observed that Fluxys Belgium has been cautious, but correct, in its forecasts for the sale of capacity 
at border exit points, and therefore at entry points. The probability that, during the new period, final 
customers in this entry-exit system will have to bear this volume risk is limited to the strict minimum. 
As such, the CREG believes that the amended tariff proposal corresponds to the requirements of Article 
7(d) of Regulation 2017/460. 

63. Like ACER, the CREG notes that the information aimed at ensuring that the reference prices to 
which it leads do not distort cross-border trade was missing in Fluxys Belgium's consultation document. 

64. Like ACER, the CREG observed that Fluxys Belgium uses the CWD method with an entry-exit 
split of 33/67. By using this CWD method, exit tariffs to adjacent markets (NBP, TTF, NCG, Gaspool and 
PEG) are reduced, meaning that cross-border trade is boosted and not distorted. Moreover, with an 
entry bearing only 33% of the costs and not 50%, the entry to the hub in Belgium is incentivised, which 
also boosts cross-border trade from other countries. Finally, conditional transport capacity services 
such as OCUC's and Wheelings, for which there are tariff reductions (corresponding to the restricted 
conditions of the service) make flows between cross-border hubs attractive, thereby contributing to 
an increase in the liquidity, depth and churn rate of these hubs. The CREG therefore believes that Fluxys 
Belgium's amended tariff proposal meets the criterion set out in Article 7(e) of Regulation 2017/460.  

65. The other advantages of an entry-exit split of 33/67, compared to 50/50 are:  

- firstly, that a 50/50 entry-exit split would have led to increases in entry tariffs of more 
than 50%, allowing network users to eventually get out of their contracts, which would 
have had a negative effect on all tariffs;  

- on the other hand, that the market prefers to have stable tariffs over time. The 33/67 split 
is the split that ensures the least variation in domestic entry and exit tariffs compared to 
2019 tariffs, and therefore greater tariff stability. The exit tariffs at interconnection points 
will evolve in any case as a result of the change in methodology. 

66. Moreover, the CREG considers that the decision to allocate 33% of costs to entries produces 
entry tariffs that better correspond to the underlying costs. In effect, since the network user at the 
entry to a country has not yet used the network at all, it would be abnormal to charge him a significant 
part of the network costs. The CWD method, the reference method in Regulation 2017/460, shows 
very clearly that distance plays an important role in determining a tariff.  

67. Like ACER, the CREG notes that Fluxys Belgium has published a simplified tariff calculation 
model, but without giving the possibility to change the underlying capacities or the use of the 
regulatory account. The CREG asks Fluxys Belgium to consider these possibilities in case the forecasted 
capacity bookings can actually change significantly in reality, considering the contracts in place. The 
CREG also asks Fluxys Belgium to bring itself into line with the simplified models published by the other 
TSOs if such possibilities exist elsewhere in Europe. Since modifying the simplified model requires a 
significant IT intervention, the CREG asks Fluxys Belgium to develop it within the coming 6 months, so 
that the model complies with the terms of Article 7(a) of Regulation 2017/460. 

68. Like ACER, the CREG notes that Fluxys Belgium's consultation document did not show how the 
missing revenues from reductions in transmission entry and exit tariffs, to and from the storage facility, 
were recovered. The CREG notes that in the amended tariff proposal, these missing revenues are 
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reconciled by all other entry and exit tariffs. In effect, given that in ex ante situations, anticipated 
revenues must necessarily correspond to budgeted costs, there are no other ways to fill the gap. This 
is a possibility provided for in Regulation 2017/460, and was based, during the preparations for 
Regulation 2017/460, on the principle that a network user should not pay an entry and exit tariff twice 
if he remains in the same network. This tariff reduction therefore corresponds to revenues that may 
be missing, but which should not be invoiced at that location in any case, and can therefore be covered 
by all other tariffs. Specifically, if there is a 50% reduction granted to a point, the Qrefs of the point in 
question are multiplied by 50%. If this point had €100 of costs, it will have €50 of costs after the 
correction, which must be covered by the tariffs. The displayed tariff will be the full tariff, i.e. 
€100/kWh/h on which a 50% discount is applied, thereby generating €50, meaning that the revenues 
equal the budgeted costs. The CREG believes that Fluxys Belgium's amended tariff proposal meets the 
criteria of Regulation 2017/460.  

69. The CREG notes that Fluxys Belgium corrects the tariffs a second time after they are calculated 
by the tariff model, to take into account the L or H quality of the gas transported. The CREG believes, 
as did one of the stakeholders who responded to the consultation, that Regulation 2017/460 does not 
allow for a second correction, after tariffs have been calculated by the calculation model. The CREG 
therefore asked Fluxys Belgium to take into account the difference in transport costs linked to the L or 
H quality of the gas, in order to comply with Regulation 2017/460. Furthermore, the CREG considers 
that Fluxys Belgium needs to apply a correction factor corresponding to the average value measured 
over the year 2018, and not historical or technical, of the quality of gas. This would result in a GCV 
correction factor of 11% instead of 15%. The CREG believes that the transmission of gas with a lower 
energy content is, firstly, more expensive in terms of infrastructure, whether in terms of pipes, 
compressors or operational costs. Secondly, to obtain tariffs which reflect the actual underlying costs, 
it is preferable to use a conversion factor which corresponds to the measured reality.  

70. The CREG notes that the amended tariff proposal takes into account a correction factor of 11%. 
The correction of the cost allocation and tariffs for L-gas is made in the same way as for rebates on 
transmission tariffs to and from storage. The GCV correction factor of 11% is applied to the reference 
quantities, meaning that the costs allocated to the L-gas entry and exit points are increased. The CWD 
model then calculates the general tariffs. The tariffs for L-gas entries and exits are 11% higher (the 
difference between H and L measured), meaning that these tariffs generate the revenue necessary to 
cover their costs. 

71. The CREG has taken on board ACER's remark about the service of injecting renewable gas into 
the transmission system. The CREG understands that Regulation 2018/460, at the current stage, makes 
such zero tariffs difficult in Europe, although the aim was to stimulate the development of renewable 
energy sources to meet climate objectives. The CREG suggests adapting Regulation 2017/460 at the 
earliest opportunity to allow pro-climate initiatives, provided that they are limited in time and cost. 
Nevertheless, the CREG appreciates ACER's suggestion to consider other ways of supporting renewable 
energies, which, for the time being and in the foreseeable future, are unfortunately not feasible. The 
CREG therefore asks Fluxys Belgium to apply the standard entry tariff without reduction in its amended 
proposal. This proposal will then be in compliance with Regulation 2017/460.  

72. The CREG has received ACER's request for clarification regarding the parameters and 
thresholds that would lead to a change in tariffs for the new tariff period. The CREG understands 
ACER's comments regarding anticipated capacity variations and tariff levelling throughout a given 
period. Given that the forecasted costs and revenues for the period 2020-2023 are in balance, the 
CREG therefore believes that, during the period and in an ex ante situation, there is no cross-
subsidisation between users. It is true that Fluxys Belgium could have calculated different tariffs each 
year, but the stakeholders themselves, in previous consultations, expressed their preference to have 
tariff stability rather than tariff volatility. Moreover, sometimes significant differences between the 
forecasts made up to 6 years before the various components of the tariff model will occur every year. 
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Regulation 2017/460 does not provide for a refund of these variations year by year, but only in 
subsequent periods. Furthermore, the CREG considers that it was right to include in the tariff 
methodology the obligation for Fluxys Belgium to nonetheless rectify tariffs along the way if it appears, 
for the annual accounts or half-yearly reports, that the intended trajectory, to end the period with a 
regulatory account of maximum €100 million at the end of 2023, had not been achieved. The CREG 
reiterates that European legislation provides that tariff changes during periods are possible, to 
maintain the proportionality of tariffs. Finally, the CREG considers that the components of the tariff 
model, the parameters used and the materiality thresholds are sufficiently robust and consistent to 
avoid major fluctuations. These parameters include ones for an appropriate return on investments, 
contracted and forecasted long-term capacities, step-out clauses in contracts with shippers (hence the 
importance of stable tariffs and robust calculations), the distances between entry and exit points, the 
10-year Investment Plan, depreciation rates and incentives on manageable OPEXs, which make the 
cost and revenue path relatively predictable. To intervene and change the tariffs during the period, it 
is normal to use a materiality threshold, for example 15% of the threshold amount of the regulatory 
account at the end of 2023.  

73. The CREG observed in Fluxys Belgium's amended tariff proposal considerable reductions in 
forecasted cross-border capacity compared to the contracted capacity for 2018. This development was 
explained in the amended tariff proposal. At the request of the CREG, Fluxys Belgium provided 
clarifications. The CREG noted these forecasts, explained by the gradual expiry of long-term contracts 
and a trend towards short-term contracts (as a result of a sharp reduction in contracts in the same 
year).  

74. In its report on the Fluxys Belgium consultation document, ACER states that the Fix/Flex service 
should be considered as a transmission service. To the extent that it allows a significant tariff reduction 
compared to the domestic exit tariff, it does not meet the criteria of Regulation 2017/460, as it 
introduces cross-subsidisation between users. The CREG understands ACER's remarks, and admits that 
this tariff does not fully meet the criteria of Regulation 2017/460, although this tariff was requested 
by the market following a consultation, and the market welcomed it. It is true that users with very high 
peak consumption levels, but who only used this capacity in exceptional situations and unpredictably, 
considered themselves rather disadvantaged. The CREG suggests that Regulation 2017/460 reconsider 
this tariff possibility in its next revision. In the meantime, the CREG asks Fluxys Belgium to delete this 
tariff in its amended proposal.  

75. The CREG notes that a respondent to the public consultation, FEBEG, wishes to modify the 
methodology for allocating costs to DSOs. If there were a spill-over of costs from transmission to 
distribution, in addition to the great complexity, and the mandatory agreement of the DSOs, which is 
non-existent at this stage, this should include both entry and exit costs. At this stage, the CREG is 
therefore not asking Fluxys Belgium to review its amended tariff proposal on this subject. 

76. The CREG observed that Fluxys Belgium sets implementation rates for incentives below 100%. 
The CREG is of the opinion that Fluxys Belgium must be more ambitious and revise these 
implementation rates upwards. This had indeed been corrected by Fluxys Belgium in its amended 
Proposal.  
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4. GENERAL RESERVE  

In the present draft decision, the CREG has given its opinion on Fluxys Belgium's budgets and forecasts 
for the years 2020-2023. These figures and forecasts will be updated when the accounts are drawn up 
on the basis of the figures generated and verified by the CREG. Although the CREG refers to certain 
2018 figures from the 2018 Tariff Report of Fluxys Belgium, this is without prejudice to the approval of 
this 2018 Tariff Report.  

In accordance with Article 41(2), in fine, of Directive 2009/73, this draft decision is without prejudice 
to any duly justified future use of its powers. The CREG has the power to adapt tariffs or the method 
continuously, even in the current regulatory period, based on Articles 41(6) and 41(10) of Directive 
2009/73 and/or their transposition into Belgian law. 

5. DECISION  

In view of Fluxys Belgium's amended tariff proposal of 16 April 2019; 

In view of the foregoing; 

Pursuant to Articles 15/5bis, §7 and 15/14, 9°bis of the Gas Law, the CREG has decided to approve the 
request for approval of the tariffs for connecting and using the transmission system of Fluxys Belgium 
for the years 2020-2023; 

The approved tariffs can be found in Annex 4 to the present decision. 

 

For the Commission of Electricity and Gas Regulation: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Laurent JACQUET  Koen LOCQUET 
Director  Acting President of the Management Committee 
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ANNEX 1: REACTIONS TO THE CONSULTATION BY FLUXYS BELGIUM 

Q&A from the market consultation. Document prepared by Fluxys Belgium 

 

  

From Confidential? Topic Questions / Comments by Stakeholders Answers / Comments by Fluxys Belgium

Transparency

FEBEG would like more transparency and a more robust assessment of the tariff methodology, including a sensitivity 

simulation without the contribution from the regulatory account. 

The tariff methodology was explained on the basis of what the EU tariff network code (TAR NC) lists as 

consultation requirements. The steps in the cost allocation assessment and the resulting cross-

subsidization ratios were published in the consultation document. The tariff calculation was done using 

the regulatory account as set in the tariff methodology (i.e. ending at 100M€ at end 2023). Without any 

use of the regulatory account the 2020-2023 tariffs would be in the range of 20% higher. 

Transparency

Fluxys BE should provide a cost allocation assessment including sensitivities and give more information on the 

forecasted contracted capacities to allow market parties to forecast future levels of tariffs (2024-2027), in order to 

reduce the risks for market participants.

A lot of details have been provided in the consultation document regarding the methodology used to 

estimate the forecasted contracted capacities. 2024-2027 tariffs will mainly depend on the forecasted 

contracted capacities during that period which is a difficult exercice to run 6 to 9 years in advance and 

even more difficult in a context of transition from long term contracts environment.

Domestic exit 

tariff

FEBEG pleads to modify the way transport costs are passed on to the distribution grid users. Therefore, they propose 

to introduce a uniform fixed tariff in EUR/year.

This would be a major change in how the costs are billed to the users which is not possible to analyse in 

the allowed time according to the TAR NC schedule. Nevertheless Fluxys Belgium is ready to discuss and 

analyse these more in details in a next step.

Regulatory 

account

It would be better that the surpluses on the regulatory accounts are as soon as possible redistributed to the market to 

avoid discrimination between grid users. 

A substantial part of the forecasted end 2019 regulatory account is already returned over the period 

(255M€). The possible surpluses during the period, if any, will be returned to the market in the period 

thanks to the adjustment rule correcting tariffs in case of deviation of the regulatory account decrease 

trajectory. The remaining 100M€ will be returned in the following period.

Extra
FEBEG also proposes that in case of excess IUK revenues by IUK, a certain amount should be integrated into Fluxys 

Belgium and contribute to the allowed revenue. 

Fluxys Belgium takes note of the remark. Please note that possible sharing of excess revenues could also 

imply a possible sharing of shorfall revenues.

Tariffs

 Apart from the abovementioned cost allocation assessment and sensitivity analysis, market parties should also be 

made aware of the expected tariff increase in 2024 for entry and domestic exit. Backhaul tariff at unidirectional 

points’ and the ‘Fix/flex tariff for CCGT should also be added to the tariff proposal.

The entry backhaul tariff corresponds to the entry firm tariff discounted with the interruptible discount. 

The fix/flex tariff remains in application as in current tariff period meaning a 50% discount to the 

domestic exith HP tariff plus a variable tariff depending on the allocations defined in such a way that the 

breakeven point corresponds to 2000h capacity usage. The fix/flex tariff will be applicable to the RPS 

service as well. With only 100M€ in the regulatory account the tariffs might increase with more than 20% 

in 2024 depending on the forecasted contracted capacities for that period.

Transparency

EDF Luminus aks for more transparency and calls to fully disclose the cost allocation assessment completed with a 

sensitivity analysis based on other scenarios for the forecast of contracted capacity on entry and exit points as well as 

domestic and interconnection points.

The cost allocation mechanism is based on the capacity weighted distance (CWD) model set by the EU 

tariff network code. The intermediate results of the cost allocation assessment were provided in the 

consultation document as requested by the TAR NC (i.e. revenues and cost drivers at both entry and exit 

points, including domestic and IPs) including the cross-subsidization ratios. The methodology to 

calculate the forecasted contracted capacities was explained in details in the consultation document. 

Because of the wide range of scenarios one could define and not to make it too complex only the 

reference scenario (defined according to this methodology) was calculated 

Domestic exit

EDF Luminus has concerns on the fact that the 5% increase for combined use of entry and domestic exit will increase 

to around 25% from 2024 when no regulatory account can be used. They state that for domestic use (e.g. power 

plants) this can become dangerous as they will become less competitive compared to alternatives. Therefore EDF 

Luminus asks Fluxys to review the assumptions as currently applied within the CWD methodology (as they only see 

benifits for transit from the return of regulatory account), taking into account the longer than 4 years effects, reducing 

the sensitivity for other scenarios and aiming at redistributing more evenly between transit and domestic use.

It is not clear how the 5% tariff increase is calculated. Not only domestic tariff but all tariffs will increase 

in the next period compared to the proposed tariffs for 2020-2023 as the regulatory account will be much 

lower. Therefore it is proposed to keep the 100M€ on purpose to, at least partially, damper this increase. 

Moreover, in the next period, the forecasted contracted capacities will reduce as per the expiry of the 

long term contracts that are not replaced or only partly replaced by short term capacities which will 

further push tariffs upwards. The CWD method is the one proposed by the TAR NC as a reference for cost-

reflectiveness and non-discrimination. Introducing a correction to the domestic would generate cross-

subsidization Fluxys Belgium wanted to avoid.

Questions and Answers 

FEBEG NO

EDF Luminus NO
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Engie has a comment on the treatment of L-Gas points. For calculating the tariffs, Engie suggests that the equalization 

for all entries should be calculated with reference prices expressed in energy units per unit of time. 

The TAR NC specifies the transmission services shall be recovered in capacity-based tariffs and the 

methodology to calculate the tariffs must be cost-reflective. The cost driver for transmission services is 

the volume not the energy transported. In the case of low calorific gas the tariff expressed in €/kWh/h is 

higher because of the difference of volume unit to transport per unit of time. In m³(n)/h, the tariff 

would have been the same as for high calorific gas. 

Engie has a comment on the lack of reflection of actual costs. Engie proposes to adapt the CWD methodology by 

adding discount factors on each exit points to other countries to reflect the level of amortization of the corresponding 

pipelines.

The costs for providing transmission services are one single basket of costs which are allocated to each 

transmission services based on the CWD methodology. Discounting prices based on the depreciation of 

the pipelines does not work in an entry/exit system as, by definition, the concept of route or pipeline 

does not longer exist.

Transparency

EFET supports that the CWD methodology is chosen to derive tariffs for 2020 – 2023. However, they would have liked 

to see analysis carried out using other methodology’s so that network users could get a better understanding of why 

the CWD methodology was chosen. 

No analysis was done on other methodologies. Fluxys Belgium chose for the reference methodology of 

the TAR NC to meet all the criteria the methodology has to respect as per art. 7 of the TAR NC.

Entry/exit 

tariffs

EFET also suggests to maintain tariff stability and predictability where possible, by maintaining the current 30:70 split 

rather than 33:67. 

The 33/67 ratio was chosen to maintain the tariff stability and predictability. The ratio evolving from 

30/70 to 33/67 allows to minimize the variations in entry tariffs and domestic exit tariffs when moving to 

the capacity weighted distance RPM

Regulatory 

account

EFET also finds €100 million a significant number to have in the regulatory account. They rather see part of the amount 

returned to the shippers that contributed to the over-recovery

see previous answers on the subject

EDF NO OCUC tariffs

In order to better balance the supply diversification in Europe and reinforce the security of supply, it is important to 

encourage the attractiveness of the LNG in Belgium, therefore EDF suggest  that the discount applicable to the 

Dunkirk LNG to Zeebrugge OCUC should be at least equal to Zelzate-Zeebrugge discount, and at least equal to 32%.

For the purpose of cost reflectiveness the discount for OCUC is resulting from a unique rule which 

applies to all OCUCs.  The OCUC discounts are based on the pipeline distances between the points the 

OCUC connects to.

Regulatory 

account

ENI supports the change in the cost allocation methodology being proposed by Fluxys. However, according to ENI, the 

regulatory account of €100 million should be significantly lower by 2023, if not at zero, in order to avoid any temporal 

cross-subsidy. They refer to the fact that the sunk costs unduly paid by the shippers, have also contributed to the 

amount on the regulatory account currently held by Fluxys. 

see previous answers on the subject

Storage tariff
They also suggest to stick to the 50% discount provided by the EU Network Code for both entry and exit tariffs from/to 

storage.

Fluxys Belgium proposes to continue with the current tariff discount at the exit to storage for purposes 

of tariff stability and predictability.

Entry/exit 

tariffs

Febeliec hopes this split will evolve further to the 50/50-level suggested by the NC TAR and invites Fluxys to propose 

a medium-term planning for this purpose. 

Fluxys Belgium will take this remark into consideration for the next regulatory period

Regulatory 

account

 Febeliec appreciates that 240 million euros are used to reduce tariffs in the next tariff period. Febeliec does however 

not fully understand the reasoning behind the reservation of 100M€ for future investments “to absorb future shocks”.

The end 2023 100M€ are not reserved for investments. They will be available for the next regulatory 

period to at least partly absorb the foreseeable increase of tariffs in 2024.

Domestic exit 

tariff

 They also insists on a balanced approach, where domestic users get a fair share of the surpluses on the regulatory 

accounts. 

see previous answers on the subject

Domestic exit 

tariff

Febeliec is surprised by the substantial difference in the cross-subsidisation index between 2020 (0,12%) and 2021-

2023 (between 3,19 and 3,63%) and invites Fluxys to explain these differences more in detail.

The components of the allowed revenues evolves over the period. The forecasted contracted capacities 

evolve as well mainly due to the declining already contracted capacities between the first year and the 

next ones while the tariffs are flat (just inflated on the period). The gaps between these evolutions are 

reflected on the evolution of the cross-subsidization ratio 

Tariffs

OMV Gas would like to gain a better understanding as to what type of analysis was made to conclude that a discount 

related to LNG transmission capacity is not considered. The distance component for OCUC is, in their view, already 

fully reflected by using the CWD approach and therefore an additional distance-based discount on OCUC products 

seems unjustified for them.

Referring to art. 9 of the TAR NC, Belgium can not be considered as an isolated Member State in respect 

of the gas transmission system. So, a discount with the purpose of ending this isolation is not 

appropriate. The OCUC discount is based on the distance between its relevant points because the 

shorter the distance is the lower is the load on the network to flow gas through that route. This is not 

reflected yet in the level of tariff of the point itself as this one is done in comparison to all other points 

in a CWD methodology

Regulatory 

account

OMV Gas asks Fluxys to outline the predicted investment scheme (projects, infrastructure etc.) so that the intended 

“over-recovery” can be explained and thus justified.

The remark is not clearly understood. The regulatory account can be used for investments or can be 

returned to tariffs. In the 2020-2023 period, Fluxys Belgium proposes to not use the 50M€ that could be 

used to finance investments and proposes to allocated them to the tariffs. For the following regulatory 

period, 100M€ will remain available.

Entry/exit 

tariffs

OMV Gas recommends to continue the application of the 30/70 split instead of 33/67.  The 33/67 ratio was choosen for the purpose of stability of the tariffs. See previous answer on the 

subject

Transparency

SEEL supports the application of the CWD methodology, but it suggests an open and transparent consultation with a 

comparison within the consultation document, detailing the impact on tariff levels for each network point, 

depending on the tariff methodology chosen, compared to the status quo. 

The status quo model was not analyzed as not corresponding to how a E/E system functions. A price 

methodology derived from routes seems outdated in an E/E system. The TAR NC model serving as a 

reference is choosen.

Entry/exit 

tariffs

SEEL also states that it is not clear why an entry/exit split of 33/67 is proposed, compared to the current split of 30/70. 

They say that a proposed change to the entry/exit split leads to an increase in entry tariffs of 3% that could also have a 

consequential impact on ZTP prices. 

see previous answers on the subject

Regulatory 

account

 As last, to avoid cross-subsidisations, SEEL wants to see the remaining €100m being returned to and apportioned to 

those network users that paid for it.

see previous answers on the subject

EFET NO

ENI S.P.A. NO

ENGIE NO
Entry/exit 

tariffs

Febeliec NO

OMV Gas NO

Shell NO
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Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs Why keeping 100M€ in reserve, how are you going to avoid this in the upcoming period? see previous answers on the subject

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs

Are the new objectives/targets of FLX already incorporated in the budget? In addition to the cost efficiency efforts made in the past years an additional efficiency on opex is 

budgeted in the tariffs. Fluxys BE can keep part of this efficiency as foreseen in the tariff methodology 

fixed by CREG

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs

What do you mean with automatic? After the year, FLX BE submits an Ex-ante report to CREG to close the year. If the regulatory account 

deviates from the budgeted trajectory, then an automatic correction will be done => tariffs will be 

automatically adjusted

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs
What would happen if revenue increase more than Fluxys thinks? The tariffs will be automatically corrected to follow the foreseen regulatory account decrease trajectory. 

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs
Why a 3% change in the E/E ratio? The 33/67 ratio was choosen for the purpose of stability of the tariffs. See previous answer on the 

subject

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs
Will the way how it is marketed change or will it also have a change on PRISMA? It is not foreseen to change the way of marketing products except otherwise communicated to the 

market

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs Why are domestic tariffs stable and exit tariffs changing a lot? Today the tariffs are distance related. With the CWD methodology all exit points are looked at with all 

combinations of entries. Because of the E/E system, the gas can come from all entry points. The costs 

supported by the exit point depends on how much it represents in term of capacity and how close or far 

it is from all the other points. That is why exit tariffs are evolving differently copared to current tariffs

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs No information about Fix/Flex service? It will be maintained, with a breakeven point at 2000 running hours as previously. Also backhaul will be 

maintained at uni-directional points with the same discount as for interruptible capacity.

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs When you take an exit point, what distance do you take. Exit point to 1 other one , or to all other? All other points. This is the principle of the CWD method; See previous answers on the subject.

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs Why do we have more factors, why not only one, will they be changed? The current factors do not fit in the maximum ranges that are allowed in the TAR NC. They were slightly 

adjusted to fall into  the TAR NC limits. We apply them to the IP entries but also to the domestic exits. 

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs Based on which grounds is it possible to apply factors on IP entries but not on IP exits? Fluxys BE proposes to maintain the system as today but, in order to comply with the TAR NC we just 

adapted slightly the numbers.

Info session 24/10 NO Tariffs Daily capacity domestic exit today has a factor 5: correct? will that stay the same? Yes, it will remain the same
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ANNEX 2: REACTIONS TO THE CONSULTATION BY THE CREG 

OFGEM 
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FEBEG 
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FEBELIEC: 

Febeliec would like to thank the CREG for the opportunity to react to the proposed reductions, 
multiplicators and seasonal factors applied to the gas transmission grid tariffs for Fluxys for the tariff 
period 2020-2023. Febeliec has no specific comments on the proposed percentages, but invites the 
CREG to thoroughly analyse the reductions, multiplicators and seasonal factors together with their 
impact on market access and market functioning during and after the considered tariff period.  
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ENI: 
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ANNEX 3: DIDACTIC TARIFF MODEL 

This model is a Proxy for the capacity weighted distance reference price methodology that is used to 
calculate tariffs. This model gives a true and almost complete picture of the tariff calculation model 
used in the amended tariff proposal. The reason that a didactic tariff model is given and not the full 
model is because the latter model needs to go through several iterations before the final calculation 
of the tariffs is achieved. This annex would then take up a lot of space and there would be no more 
room for any other explanations. In effect, the didactic tariff model contains all the building blocks for 
calculating tariffs, as well as the way in which they are calculated. The formulas used in the didactic 
tariff model are exactly the same as what is set out in Article 8 of Regulation 2017/460 and used in 
Annex D on page 195 of the "NC TAR Implementation Document Second Edition September 2017"5. 

The didactic tariff model does not include conditional services (representing less than 10% of total 
transmission revenue) for reasons explained above. The complete tariff model requires several 
iterations. In effect, the revenues to be recovered from entry, domestic exit and IP exit services depend 
on the revenues from OCUCs and wheelings services, which in turn depend on the tariffs for IP entry 
and exit services. 

The tariff model is therefore iterative in the sense that transmission revenues are a first input in the 
CWD model. Based on this input, the distance matrix and the Qref, a first set of transport service tariffs 
is calculated. After this first round, OCUC revenues can be calculated (Qref of OCUCs multiplied by IP 
entry and exit tariffs of the OCUC and minus the applicable discount for the service) and reduce the 
revenues to be recovered from entry, domestic exit and IP exit services. On the basis of this new 
revenue input, a second round of tariffs is calculated which also feeds back into the revenue calculation 
of OCUCs and so on until the tariffs have converged. These are not price corrections but convergences 
towards the actual tariff. 

The final result therefore gives tariffs such that, by applying the discounts of OCUCs to them, the 
revenues of OCUCs complete the standard service revenues to give the allowed revenue for 
transmission services. 

Disclaimer: The didactic tariff model shown below has been developed exclusively to illustrate the 
methodology for calculating reserve prices for entry and exit services. It is based on rounded-up figures 
and, as explained above, does not include all the complexity of the full tariff model of the tariff 
proposal. The figures for forecasted contracted capacity and allowed revenues are averages over the 
4 years of the regulatory period. 

• Matrix of distances, forecasted contracted capacities and allowed revenues: 
 
As regards the distances, 134km is the average distance between all entry points and all 
domestic exit points. The other distances are the shortest distances travelling on pipelines 
between an entry point or group of entry points and an exit point or group of exit points. 
 

  

                                                           

5 https://www.entsog.eu/sites/default/files/entsog-
migration/publications/Tariffs/2018/TAR1004_180501_2nd%20%28revised%29%20Implementation%20Document_High-
Res.pdf  

https://www.entsog.eu/sites/default/files/entsog-migration/publications/Tariffs/2018/TAR1004_180501_2nd%20%28revised%29%20Implementation%20Document_High-Res.pdf
https://www.entsog.eu/sites/default/files/entsog-migration/publications/Tariffs/2018/TAR1004_180501_2nd%20%28revised%29%20Implementation%20Document_High-Res.pdf
https://www.entsog.eu/sites/default/files/entsog-migration/publications/Tariffs/2018/TAR1004_180501_2nd%20%28revised%29%20Implementation%20Document_High-Res.pdf
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As regards capacity, current bookings are published on ENTSOG's transparency platform for 
the years 2020-2023 and even the following years. 
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• Average capacity weighted distance: 

 

 

 

• Cost weighting: 
 

 

 

• Revenues: 
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• Tariffs of the didactic tariff model: 

 

 

 

• Comparison with the proposed tariffs: 
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ANNEX 4: LIST OF TARIFFS 
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