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DECISION OF TUE AGENCY FOR THE COOPERATION OF ENERGY
REGULATORS No 06/2016

of 17 November 2016

ON THE ELECTRICITY TRANSMISSION SYSTEM OPERATORS’
PROPOSAL FOR THE DETERMINATION OF

CAPACITY CALCULATION REGIONS

THE AGENCY FOR THE COOPERATION OF ENERGY REGULATORS,

HAVING REGARD to the Treaty on the Functioning ofthe European Union,

HAVING REGARD to Regulation (EC) No 7 1 3/2009 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 13 July 2009 establishing an Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators1, and,
in particular, Article 8( 1 ) thereof,

HAVING REGARD to Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 of 24 July 2015 establishing a
guideline on capacity allocation and congestion management2, and, in particular, Article 9(11)
thereof,

HAVING REGARD to the outcome of the consultation with the concerned national regulatory
authorities and transmission system operators,

HAVING REGARD to the favourable opinion of the Board of Regulators of 8 November 2016,
delivered pursuant to Article 1 5(1) of Regulation (EC) No 713/2009,

WHEREAS:

1. INTRODUCTION

(1) Commission Regulation (EU) 201 5/1222 of 24 July 201 5 establishing a guideline on
capacity allocation and congestion management (‘CACM Regulation’) laid down a range
of requirements for cross-zonal capacity allocation and congestion management in the day-
ahead and intraday markets in electricity. These also include specific requirements for
capacity calculation regions which, according to the definition in Article 2(3) of the
CACM Regulation, are the geographic areas in which coordinated capacity calculation is
applied. The determination of the capacity calculation regions is the first step towards the

1 OJL211, l4.$.2009,p. 1.
2 j L 197, 25.7.2015, p. 24.
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implementation of the CACM Regulation and, as such, the basis for further implementing
acts.

(2) Under Article 9( 1 ) and (6)(b) and Article 1 5( 1 ) of the CACM Regulation, transmission
systems operators (‘T$Os’) are required jointly to develop a common proposal regarding
the determination of capacity calculation regions and submit it to all regulatory authorities
for approval. Then, according to Article 9(10) of the CACM Regulation, the regulatory
authorities receiving the proposal on the determination of capacity calculation regions shall
reach an agreement and take a decision on that proposal, in principle, within six months
after the receipt of the proposal by the last regulatory authority. According to Article 9(11)
of the CACM Regulation, if the regulatory authorities fail to reach an agreement within the
six-month period, or upon their joint request, the Agency is called upon to adopt a decision
concerning the TSOs’ proposal.

(3) The present Decision of the Agency follows from the regulatory authorities’ failure to
reach an agreement on the proposal concerning the determination of capacity calculation
regions which the TSOs submitted to the regulatory authorities for approval. Annex I to
this Decision sets out the capacity calculation regions, pursuant to Article 15(1) of the
CACM Regulation, as determined by the Agency.

2. PROCEDURE

2.1 Proceedings before Regulatory Authorities

(4) On 24 August 201 5, the European Network of Transmission System Operators for
Electricity (‘ENTSO-E’) and the TSOs responsible under Article 15(1) of the CACM
Regulation published an ‘All TSOs’ draft proposal for Capacity Calculation Regions’
(‘draft CCRs Proposal’) for public consultation. The consultation lasted from 24 August
until 24 September 2015.

(5) Following the public consultation, the draft CCRs Proposal was updated with respect to the
following elements:

a) the inclusion, in the Central East Europe (CEE) region, of the bidding zone borders
between Croatia and Slovenia, between Croatia and Hungary, and between Romania
and Hungary from the beginning and of a bidding zone border between
Germany/Luxembourg and Austria ‘in line with the implementation calendar agreed
upon by the relevant regulatory authorities and TSOs in accordance with the Agency
Opinion No 09/20 1 5 and at the latest when implementation of flow-based capacity
calculation takes place in the CEE CCR in accordance with the CACM Regulation’;

b) the commitment from the TSOs in the Central West Europe (CWE) and the CEE
regions to cooperate towards a merger of those two CCRs, on the basis of existing
solutions for the flow-based day-ahead and intraday capacity calculation methodology.
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(6) On 1 3 November 20 1 5, ENTSO-E published and submitted ‘on behalf of all TSOs’ to the
Agency an ‘All TSOs’ proposal for Capacity Calculation Regions (CCRs) in accordance
with Article 15(1) of the Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 of 24 July 2015
establishing a Guideline on Capacity Allocation and Congestion Management’ dated 29
October 2015 (‘CCRs Proposal’), together with an explanatory document4.

(7) By 1 7 November 2015, all TSOs required by the CACM Regulation submitted the CCRs
Proposal and the explanatory document to their respective regulatory authorities.

(8) On 3 March 2016, the TSOs of the CWE and CEE regions signed a ‘Memorandum of
Understanding on the development of a common CWE and CEE CCR’s day-ahead flow-
based capacity calculation methodology and the merger of the CEE and CWE CCR’
(‘MoU of 3 March 2016’). The MoU of 3 March 2016 indicates the intention of all TSOs
from the CWE and CEE regions to develop a common flow-based capacity calculation
methodology for the day-ahead timeframe within the deadline provided for in the CACM
Regulation and to implement it by Qi of2019 at the latest.

(9) By letter of 13 May 201 6, the Austrian regulatory authority, Energie-Control Austria für
die Reguliemng der Elektrizitäts- und Erdgaswirtschaft (‘E-Control’), requested
unilaterally all European T$Os (as listed in the annex to the letter) to amend the CCRs
Proposal to the effect that the bidding zone border between Germany/Luxembourg and
Austria is removed and that the CEE CCR and CWE CCR are merged into one common
CWE-CEE CCR.

2.2 Proceedings before the Agency

( 1 0) In a letter of 1 7 May 20 1 6, the Chair of the Energy Regulators’ Forum - i.e. the regulatory
authorities’ platform to consult and cooperate for reaching a unanimous agreement on a
TSOs proposal - informed the Agency that the regulatory authorities, despite their best
endeavours, could not reach a unanimous decision on the CCRs Proposal and that,
therefore, the Agency should adopt a decision concerning the CCRs Proposal within six
months, in accordance with Article 9(1 1) of the CACM Regulation and Article 8(1) of
Regulation (EC) No 7 13/2009. In the letter, the regulatory authorities’ positions were
summarised as follows:

https://www.entsoe.eu/Documents/Network%2Ocodes%2Odocuments/Implementationlccr/15 1 103_CCRs%2OPropos
aLapproved_updated_clean_and_final_for_submision.pdf
4

https://www.entsoe.euJDocumentslNetwork%2Ocodes%2Odocuments/Implementation/ccr/1511O3CCRs_explanato
ly_documentapproved_final_and_clean_for_submlssion.pdf
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a) All regulatory authorities agreed with the majority of the CCRs Proposal. However,
there appeared to be a common agreement that an amendment to the CCRs Proposal is
required, in order to merge the CWE and CEE regions to create a CORE region, subject
to appropriate governance arrangements. In addition, there appeared to be a common
agreement that the CCRs Proposal should be amended to require T$Os to resubmit a
revised translation of the original English proposal if there is a translation issue.

b) Regulatory authorities did not agree on whether the German-Austrian border should be
included in the CCRs Proposal.

(1 1) By letter of 7 June 2016, the Agency’ s Director asked the services of the European
Commission’s Directorate-General for Energy for their view on the decision-making
process for the CCRs Proposal, in particular with regard to E-Control’s request of 13 May
2016 and potential amendments to the CCRs Proposal which the Agency may consider
necessary.

(12) On 22 June 2016, the Agency launched a public consultation - PC_2016_E_02 - with
regard to the CCRs Proposal, inviting interested stakeholders to submit their comments by
20 July 2016. In that context, the Agency raised five questions, seeking comments on
specific issues of the CCRs Proposal, as well as general comments regarding the elements
ofthe CCRs Proposal which were introduced after the public consultation held by ENTSO
E from 24 August to 24 September 2015. A summary and evaluation of the responses
received is attached as Annex II to this Decision.

(1 3) On 22 June 2016, the Agency also directly informed the TSOs which submitted the CCRs
Proposal and the respective regulatory authorities about the opening of public consultation
PC_2016_E_02 and invited them to send any comment they may have on the CCRs
Proposal, in particular on the questions listed in the consultation document, by 20 July
2016.

(14) By letter of 4 July 2016, the services of the European Commission’s Directorate-General
for Energy informed the Agency that, in their view, first, E-Control’s unilateral request of
13 May 2016 did not trigger the amendment process under Article 9(12) of the CACM
Regulation so that the responsibility to take a decision on the CCRs Proposal passed to the
Agency as of 1 8 May 2016, and, second, the Agency can decide on the CCRs Proposal in
full, including by introducing any change that it considers necessary.

(1 5) By email of 24 August 201 6, the Agency consulted the regulatory authorities about its
preliminary findings and conclusions. As regards the issues singled out in the letter of 17
May 201 6 (see above para. 10), of those regulatory authorities which responded, all
supported the merger of the CWE and CEE CCRs into one CCR5 and only E-Control

5 Two regulatory authorities however stressed that this merger should not impact the ongoing regional projects both
in the CWE and CEE regions.
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opposed the inclusion of a bidding zone border between Germany/Luxembourg and
Austria; the German regulatory authority, Bundesnetzagentur für Elektrizität, Gas,
Telekommunikation, Post und Eisenbahnen, stated the need for congestion management on
the German-Austrian border.

( 1 6) In addition, the Agency also provided the services of European Commission’s Directorate-
General for Energy with an opportunity to comment on the Agency’s preliminary findings.
In their reply of 1 5 September 2016, the Commission’ s services provided comments with
regard to the potential inclusion of a bidding zone border between Germany/Luxembourg
and Austria and with regard to a potential merger of CCRs. They expressed concerns over
the inclusion of a bidding zone border between Germany and Austria, as in their view
decisions on bidding zones should be taken in the framework of the bidding zone review
under the CACM Regulation; therefore, the Agency’s decision on the CCRs Proposal
should at least make clear that any inclusion of a bidding zone border between
Germany/Luxembourg and Austria would not pre-empt the outcome of the bidding zone
study. However, they supported the merger of the CWE and CEE CCRs as the best way to
ensure the consistency of capacity calculations in Central Europe, and moreover proposed
also to merge the ‘Channel’ and ‘Hansa’ regions with other regions and to set up a
roadmap for merging the ‘SWE’, ‘Baltic’ and ‘SEE’ regions with neighbouring regions as
soon as possible.

(17) By email of 1 5 September 2016, the Agency consulted the regulatory authorities and the
TSOs on its preliminary draft decision, which indicated that the CCRs should be defined as
proposed in the CCRs Proposal (including the Germany/Luxembourg - Austria biding zone
border) subject to the only amendment of merging the CWE and CEE CCRs. Of those
regulatory authorities who replied, only E-Control disagreed on substance in that it
repeated its objection against the inclusion of the Germany/Luxembourg - Austria bidding
zone border. The TSOs, in a joint response of all TSOs, expressed concerns over a merger
ofthe CWE and CEE CCRs. In its individual response, the Austrian TSO APG supported a
merger of the CWE and CEE CCRs, while objecting to the inclusion of the
Germany/Luxembourg - Austria bidding zone border. A summary and evaluation of the
responses received is attached as Annex III to this Decision.

3. THE AGENCY’S COMPETENCE TO DECIDE ON THE CCRs PROPOSAL

3.1 No agreement by the concerned regulatory authorities

(1 8) Pursuant to Article 9(1 1) of the CACM Regulation, where the regulatory authorities have
not been able to reach an agreement on terms and conditions or methodologies within six
months following the receipt of the proposal for such terms and conditions or
methodologies by the last regulatory authority concerned, the Agency shall adopt a
decision concerning the submitted proposal within six months and in line with Article 8(1)
ofRegulation (EC) No 713/2009.
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(19) As evidenced by the letter of the Chair of the Energy Regulators’ Forum of 17 May 2016,
all concerned regulatory authorities received the CCRs Proposal by 1 7 November 201 5 and
were not able to reach an agreement on the CCRs Proposal by 17 May 201 6, i.e. within six
months. In particular, the regulatory authorities could reach an agreement neither on a final
decision concerning the CCRs Proposal, nor on a decision to request an amendment of the
CCRs Proposal by the TSOs.

(20) Therefore, under the provisions of Article 9(1 1) of the CACM Regulation, the Agency has
become responsible to adopt a decision concerning the submitted CCRs Proposal as of 18
May 2016.

3.2 E-Control’s request for an amendment

(2 1) With regard to E-Control’s request of 13 May 2016 for an amendment of the CCRs
Proposal, some stakeholders considered in their responses to public consultation
PC_2016_E02 that this request was not dealt with in line with the procedure outlined in
Article 9(12) ofthe CACM Regulation and that this procedure ought to be upheld.

(22) Article 9(12) of the CACM Regulation provides for the possibility of amendment requests
by regulatory authorities, which may have an impact on the transfer of the responsibility to
take a decision to the Agency:

‘In the event that one or several regulatoiy authorities request an amendment to approve
the terms and conditions or methodologies submitted in accordance with paragraphs 6, 7
and 8, the relevant TSOs or NEMOs shall submit a proposal for amended terms and
conditions or methodologies for approval within two months following the requirement
from the regulatoiy authorities. The competent regulatoiy authorities shall decide on the
amended terms and conditions or methodologies within two months fbilowing their
submission. Where the competent reg;tlatoiy authorities have not been able to reach an
agreement on terms and conditions or methodologies pursuant to paragraphs (6) and (7,)
within the two-month deadline, or upon their joint request, the Agency shall adopt a
decision concerning the amended terms and conditions or methodologies within six months
1...].

(23) The first sentence of Article 9(12) of the CACM Regulation refers to ‘the event that one or
several regulatoiy authorities request an amendment to approve the terms and conditions
or n;ethodologies submitted in accordance with paragraphs 6, 7 and 8 ‘.According to E
Control’s request for amendment, this wording suggests that a single regulatory authority
can request an amendment of the terms and conditions or methodologies which the TSOs
submitted in accordance with Article 9(6), (7) and (8) of the CACM Regulation.

(24) Article 9(6), (7) and (8) of the CACM Regulation divide the terms and conditions or
methodologies which require approval by regulatory authorities into three different layers:
(i) those which are subject to the approval by all regulatory authorities in the EU, pursuant
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to Article 9(6); (ii) those which are subject to the approval by all regulatory authorities of
the concerned region, pursuant to Article 9(7); and (iii) those which are subject to the
individual approval by each regulatory authority or other competent authority of the
Member State concerned, pursuant to Article 9(8).

(25) If a single regulatory authority requested an amendment of the terms and conditions or
methodologies which are subject to the approval by all regulatory authorities in the EU or
by all regulatory authorities of the concerned region, any resubmitted amended terms and
conditions or methodologies would still need the approval by all those regulatory
authorities and all those regulatory authorities would have to reach an agreement on this
approval pursuant to Article 9(1 1) of the CACM Regulation. It is obvious that such an
agreement would not be reached where the request for an amendment had been made
unilaterally by one regulatory authority and not agreed upon by all competent regulatory
authorities. The submission of an amended proposal, on which the other competent
regulatory authorities did not agree, would be of no use. The TSOs cannot reasonably be
expected to submit to their respective regulatory authorities amended terms and conditions
or methodologies which are not agreed by those regulatory authorities.

(26) Therefore, the amendment request procedure under Article 9(12) of the CACM Regulation
is meant to address the concerns of all the regulatory authorities responsible for the
approval and to enable finally the approval of the amended terms and conditions or
methodologies by all those regulatory authorities. Accordingly, the right to request an
amendment can be exercised only in coordination and in agreement with all regulatory
authorities that are responsible for the approval of the specific terms and conditions or
methodologies at issue.

(27) Therefore, with regard to the context and purpose of an amendment request under Article
9(12) of the CACM Regulation, the latter provision is to be interpreted to the effect that
one regulatory authority can request an amendment unilaterally only where it is solely
responsible for approving terms and conditions or methodologies pursuant to Article 9(8)
ofthe CACM Regulation.

(28) Since, for the approval of the CCRs Proposal, all regulatory authorities are competent, an
amendment of the CCRs Proposal could be requested, pursuant to Article 9(12) of the
CACM Regulation, only by all regulatory authorities jointly, but not by one regulatory
authority individually.

(29) For these reasons, and as also confirmed by the services of the European Commission’s
Directorate-General for Energy in the letter of 4 July 2016 (see above para. 0), E-Control’s
request for amendment of 1 3 May 201 6 does not qualify as a valid amendment request
pursuant to Article 9(12) of the CACM Regulation which would require TSOs to resubmit
an amended CCRs Proposal. Therefore, this request does not prevent the Agency from
becoming responsible to decide on the CCRs Proposal due to the regulatory authorities’
failure to reach an agreement.
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4. SUMMARY OF THE CCRs PROPOSAL

(30) The CCRs Proposal defines eleven CCRs: ‘Nordic’, ‘Hansa’, ‘Central-west Europe
(CWE)’, ‘Italy North’, ‘Greece-Italy (GRIT)’, ‘Central Eastern Europe (CEE)’, ‘South-
west Europe (SWE)’, ‘Ireland and United Kingdom (IU)’, ‘Channel’ ‘Baltic’ and ‘ South-
east Europe (SEE)’ (Articles 3 to 8 and 10 to 14).

(3 1) The CCRs Proposal defines the bidding zone borders within the CCRs (Articles 3 to 8 and
10 to 14). According to the CCRs Proposal (Article 1(1)), they include:

a) all existing bidding zones borders within and between Member States to which the
CACM Regulation applies;

b) future bidding zone borders due to interconnections operated by legal entities certified
as TSOs which are under construction and planned to be commissioned before 2018;
and

c) the bidding zone border between Germany/Luxembourg and Austria.

(32) The CCRs Proposal provides a duty on the TSOs of the CWE and CEE CCRs to cooperate
closely towards the merger of the two CCRs and to submit, within four months after the
submission ofthe CCRs Proposal, a roadmap on how to merge the two CCRs (Article 9).

(33) The CCRs Proposal provides that the proposed CCRs shall apply as soon as the regulatory
authorities have approved them or the Agency has decided on them (Article 15).

(34) The CCRs Proposal describes the expected impact of the proposed CCRs on the objectives
ofthe CACM Regulation (Recitals (8) to (16)).

(35) In addition, the explanatory document to the CCR Proposal explains the legal context,
offers justification and further description of the proposed CCRs, assesses the comments
received during the public consultation, provides further information on the inclusion of
the bidding zone border between Germany/Luxembourg and Austria, as well as on the
CWE-CEE cooperation initiative, contains an overview of the future composition of CCRs
(Annex 1) and of future bidding zone borders (Annex 2), presents a roadmap for future
CCRs integration (Annex 3) and lists the comments to the public consultation on the draft
CCRs Proposal (Annex 4).

5. ASSESSMENT OF THE CCRs PROPOSAL

5.1 Legal framework

(36) Article 1 5 of the CACM Regulation sets out specific requirements for the common
proposal regarding the determination of CCRs.
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(37) According to Article 1 5(1), the common proposal shall be subject to consultation in
accordance with Article 12 ofthe CACM Regulation.

(38) According to Article 15(2), the common proposal shall define the bidding zone borders
attributed to TSOs who are members of each CCR and shall meet the following
requirements:

a) the regions specified in point 3.2. of Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 of 13
July 2009 on conditions for access to the network for cross-border exchanges in
electricity and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1228/20036 shall be taken into
consideration;

b) each bidding zone border, or two separate bidding zone borders if applicable, through
which interconnection between two bidding zones exists, shall be assigned to one CCR;
and

c) at least those TSOs shall be assigned to all CCRs in which they have bidding zone
borders.

(39) As a general requirement, Article 9(9) of the CACM Regulation demands that every
proposal for terms and conditions or methodologies includes a proposed timescale for their
implementation and a description of their expected impact on the objectives of the CACM
Regulation.

(40) Further, for coherence reasons and as confirmed by Article 9(9) of the CACM Regulation,
the common proposal must be in line with the objectives of the CACM Regulation defined
in its Article 3.

(4 1 ) Moreover, the CACM Regulation has been adopted on the basis of Article 1 8(3)(b) and (5)
of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009.

(42) According to its Recital (33), the CACM Regulation supplements Annex I to Regulation
(EC) No 714/2009, in accordance with the principles set out in Article 16 of that
Regulation. Accordingly, the common proposal must be consistent also with the
requirements of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, including Article 16 and Annex I thereto.

5.2 Public consultation

(43) The draft CCRs Proposal was consulted Union-wide with stakeholders from 24 August to
24 September2015.

60JL211, l4.8.2009,p. 15.
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(44) The explanatory document to the CCRs Proposal describes the comments received from
stakeholders, assesses them and explains why comments have or have not been taken into
account. The explanatory document was published together with the CCRs Proposal on 13
November 2015.

(45) Therefore, the CCRs Proposal has been subject to a public consultation in accordance with
Article 12 of the CACM Regulation and complies with Article 1 5(1) of the CACM
Regulation.

5.3 Definition of the bidding zone borders

(46) The CCRs Proposal includes the bidding zone borders covered by the respective CCRs and
attributed to the TSOs.

(47) All regulatory authorities, all TSOs and the stakeholders who responded to public
consultation PC_2016E_02 agreed with all the bidding zone borders included in the
CCRs Proposal, except for the bidding zone border between Germany/Luxembourg and
Austria in the CEE CCR.

(48) With regard to the bidding zone border between Germany/Luxembourg and Austria in the
CEE CCR, E-Control, Austrian Power Grid AG and a few stakeholders claimed that this
bidding zone border should not be included in the CCRs Proposal. In essence, they argued,
firstly, that a (new) bidding zone border between Germany/Luxembourg and Austria
cannot be considered under Article 15 of the CACM Regulation, but can only be
established after a review process pursuant to Articles 32 to 34 of the CACM Regulation,
and, secondly, that such border is not necessary, contrary to the principle that TSOs shall
not limit interconnection capacity to solve congestion inside their own control area, and an
artificial split of an integrated market, infringing Articles 1 0 1 and 1 02 TFEU, as well as an
artificial trade barrier, infringing Articles 34 and 35 TFEU.

(49) In this context, it is first to note that the CCRs Proposal included new, currently non-
existing bidding zone borders. Besides the envisaged border between
Germany/Luxembourg and Austria (hereafter ‘the DE-AT border’), the CCRs Proposal
included also the new borders between Belgium and Germany/Luxembourg in the CWE
CCR and between Hungary and Slovenia in the CEE CCR. All regulatory authorities —

including E-Control — agreed with the inclusion of these other new bidding zone borders.

(50) Secondly, the wording of the CACM Regulation does not restrict the bidding zone borders
to be defined in the common proposal for CCRs to such borders which are already existing.
Article 1 5(2) of the CACM Regulation refers to ‘define the bidding zone bordeic attributed
to TSOs who are members of each capacity calculation region ‘ and does not refer to
‘existing’ bidding zone borders or, contrary to Article 32 of the CACM Regulation, to
‘existing bidding zone configurations’. The bidding zone review process under Articles 32
to 34 of the CACM Regulation has also not been set as a prerequisite for the inclusion of a
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bidding zone border in the common proposal for CCRs pursuant to Article 15(2) of the
CACM Regulation. The step of defining the bidding zone borders is explicitly provided for
in Article 15 of the CACM Regulation and, given the deadline set by the CACM
Regulation to submit a common proposal for CCRs, including bidding zone borders, this is
the only possible legal procedure to ‘define’ bidding zone borders by three months after the
entry into force of the CACM Regulation.

(5 1) The CACM Regulation has indeed created a dedicated process for a comprehensive review
of the bidding zones in an entire region in Article 32 to 34. However, the bidding zone
review process under Articles 32 to 34 of the CACM Regulation is not a prerequisite for
the inclusion of a bidding zone border already in the common proposal for CCRs pursuant
to Article 1 5(2). It is also clear that the definition of the bidding zone borders in the context
of the determination of CCRs is without prejudice to the outcome of a subsequent bidding
zone review and that the present Decision would have to be reviewed in case the final
decision taken in the framework of the bidding zone review process resulted in a
configuration of bidding zones different from the one emerging from the definition of
bidding zone borders in this Decision7.

(52) Thirdly, any proposals for capacity allocation based on the CACM Regulation should be in
conformity with the essential requirements laid down in Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, as
the CACM Regulation — which implements Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 — can amend
only non-essential elements of Regulation (EC) No 7 14/2009 pursuant to Article 1 8(5) of
that Regulation. One essential element of Regulation (EC) No 7 14/2009 is the requirement
to implement a capacity allocation procedure in case of congestion pursuant to Article
1 6(1) of Regulation (EC) No 7 1 4/2009 and points 1 .2., 1 .4. and 3 . 1 . of its Annex I. A
derogation from this essential duty would go beyond amending a non-essential element of
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009. Therefore, the CACM Regulation cannot and did not define
whether, at the time of its adoption, the existing capacity allocation practices were
compliant with Regulation (EC) No 714/2009; nor can and did the CACM Regulation
exempt from the requirement to implement a capacity allocation procedure in case of
congestion pursuant to Article 16(1) of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and points 1.2., 1.4.
and 3 . 1 . of its Annex I. This context confirms that new bidding zone borders may be
defined also outside the bidding zone review process under Articles 32 to 34 of the CACM
Regulation, to enable the implementation of a capacity allocation procedure that is
compliant with Regulation (EC) No 714/2009; and that it is in the interest of a coherent
application of the law to include such a new bidding zone border in the definition of
bidding zone borders pursuant to Article 1 5(2) of the CACM Regulation.

7 it is to be noted that in the ongoing informal bidding zone review, different scenarios will be considered. While the
model-based scenarios are not defined yet, the expert based scenarios, which focus on the splitting of bidding zones
in order to address congestion problems in the CEE region, do in fact include the DE-AT border as a bidding zone
border.
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(53) Fourthly, it is also in the interest of a coherent application of the law that a new bidding
zone border is included in the definition of bidding zone borders pursuant to Article 15(2)
of the CACM Regulation, where such inclusion is necessary to meet the objectives of the
CACM Regulation as defined in its Article 3.

(54) In the Agency’s view, with which the majority of stakeholders who participated in public
consultation PC_2016_E_02 effectively concur, that the implementation of a capacity
allocation procedure on the DE-AT border is indeed necessary to comply with Regulation
(EC) No 714/2009 and also to meet the objectives of the CACM Regulation as defined in
its Article 3, for the reasons laid out in paragraphs 0 to (61) below.

(55) With regard to the compliance with Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, it is to be noted that this
Regulation and its Annex I laying down ‘Guidelines on the management and allocation of
available transfer capacity of interconnections between national systems’ require capacity
allocation in case of congestion. Pursuant to Article 16(1) of Regulation (EC) No
714/2009, network congestion problems shall be addressed with non-discriminatory
market-based solutions which give efficient economic signals to the market participants
and transmission system operators involved. Pursuant to points 1 .2. and 1 .4. of Annex I to
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, there need be no capacity allocation procedure for access to
a cross-border transmission service where there is usually no congestion, while appropriate
congestion-management methods and arrangements, defined and agreed upon in advance,
shall be implemented immediately by the TSOs if structural congestion appears. Further,
pursuant to point 3.1. of Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, capacity allocation at
an interconnection shall be coordinated and implemented using common allocation
procedures by the T$Os involved in cases where commercial exchanges between two
countries (TSOs) are expected significantly to affect physical flow conditions in any third
country. Regulatory authorities and TSOs shall ensure that no congestion-management
procedure with significant effects on physical electric power flows in other networks is
devised unilaterally.

(56) As shown by the evidence presented in Annex IV to this Decision and as also already
demonstrated in the Agency’ s Opinion No 09/2015 of 23 September 2015 (Annex V to this
Decision), the cross-border exchanges between Germany/Luxembourg and Austria
(hereafter ‘the DE-AT cross-border exchanges’) significantly affect network elements in
other parts of the CWE and CEE regions, which are unambiguously defined as structurally
congested (on average, about 59% of the physical flows resulting from the DE-AT cross-
border exchanges are not realised through the DE-AT border, but are flowing as loop flows
through other borders. See Part 1 of Annex IV to this Decision for further details). The
Agency would like to emphasise that the impact of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges on
the network elements in other parts of the CWE and CEE regions will not significantly
change with the installation of phase-shifting transformers (PSTs)8. The use of a PST to

8 The PTDF values are calculated assuming a constant phase angle of a PST. Thus, the PST has almost no effect on
how the flows resulting from 100 MW of exchange are distributed across the AC network. Nevertheless, some
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alter the physical flows over a congested network element should be seen as a remedial
action which allows accommodating more electricity exchanges causing a physical flow
over such element. In the absence of capacity allocation on the DE-AT border, the PST
would facilitate exchanges between Germany and Austria whose welfare gain is unknown.
On the other hand, a coordinated capacity allocation on the DE-AT border would enable
the PST to facilitate electricity exchanges at regional level, bringing then a higher social
welfare. For this reason, the installation of a PST should not be considered as an efficient
alternative to a coordinated capacity allocation in the case of structural congestion
problems. Further, assuming that all the DE-AT cross-border exchanges actually physically
flow on the DE-AT border, Part 2 of Annex IV to this Decision shows that, 53% of the
time, the network between Germany and the main part of Austria would not be able
physically to accommodate all the requests for DE-AT cross-border exchanges.

(57) As a consequence, the DE-AT border needs to be considered as usually unable to
accommodate all physical flows resulting from international trade requested by market
participants, i.e. as usually and structurally congested pursuant to Article 2(2)(c) of
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and points 1 .2. and 1 .4. of Annex I to the same Regulation,
as well as Article 2(19) of the CACM Regulation. Due to the usual and structural
congestion of the DE-AT border, the implementation of a coordinated capacity allocation
procedure on the DE-AT border is required by Article 16(1) of Regulation (EC) No
714/2009 and points 1 .2., 1 .4. and 3 . 1 . of Annex I to the same Regulation. According to the
Agency’s findings, the implementation of a coordinated capacity allocation on the DE-AT
border is the only measure addressing the congestion on that border in compliance with
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009; the Agency could not identify any alternative measure
which could equally ensure compliance with Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 (see in
particular the analysis in Annex IV, pp. 6 and 7, and Annex V, paras. 114-120).

(58) The Agency deems it important to clarify that the purpose of implementing a coordinated
capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT border is to address usual and structural
congestion on that (congested) interconnection in accordance with Regulation (EC) No
7 14/2009, and not to solve an internal structural congestion elsewhere in the network. In
the Agency’s views, the existence of internal structural congestions elsewhere in the
network — in Austria, Germany or any other Member State — falls outside the scope of this
Decision.

(59) Therefore, a capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT border is legally required under
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 to manage the congestion problems caused by the DE-AT
cross-border exchanges in a market-based way. In fact, it is the legislator’s response to a
situation of inadequate interconnection capacity which, by its nature, is an obstacle to free
cross-border trade in electricity and to a real competitive European electricity market.
Recital ( 1 1 ) of the CACM Regulation makes it particularly clear that the splitting of

limited effect may be observed since a PSI slightly increases the impedance of the transmission corridor (line +

PST).
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bidding zones may also be necessary ‘to ensure efficient congestion management and
overall market efficiency’ . As such, the implementation of a capacity allocation procedure
on the DE-AT border is only enabling competitive access to transmission lines and
promoting non-discriminatory trade in electricity in the CWE and CEE regions. Therefore,
it does not constitute an artificial split of an integrated market infringing Articles 101 or
102 TFEU or an artificial trade barrier infringing Articles 34 or 35 TFEU; on the contrary,
it contributes to competition and market integration by creating a level-playing field for
market participants on the European wholesale market.

(60) With regard to the objectives of the CACM Regulation as defined in its Article 3, it has to
be pointed out that the non-inclusion of this border in the CCRs Proposal would clearly
prevent meeting the obj ectives of the CACM Regulation, as:

. the absence of a coordinated capacity allocation method on the DE-AT border implies
that the DE-AT cross-border exchanges, while having a significant impact on
stmctural congestions in the CWE and CEE regions, do not have to compete with
other cross-border exchanges in the CWE and CEE regions for the limited capacity of
these congested network elements. This defacto gives DE-AT cross-border exchanges
priority access over other cross-border exchanges in the CWE and CEE regions, which
constitutes a clear violation of objectives (a) (“promoting effective competition in the
generation, trading and supply of electricity”), (b) (“ensuring optimal use of the
transmission infrastructure”), (e) (“ensuring fair and non-discriminatory treatment of
[. . .] market participants”), (h) (“respecting the need for a fair and orderly market and
fair and orderly price formation”) and (j) (“providing non-discriminatory access to
cross-zonal capacity”) in Article 3 of the CACM Regulation;

. the fact that a significant and variable volume of cross-border exchanges on the DE
AT border is accepted unconditionally by the Austrian and German TSOs implies that
the TSOs on other CWE and CEE borders need to reduce the cross-border capacities
on those borders not only for the expected volume of physical flows resulting from the
cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border, but also due to the uncertainty of their
level (i.e. actual flows may be larger than the expected ones). This situation implies
that TSOs in the regions cannot rely on transparent and reliable information (objective
(0 in Article 3 of the CACM Regulation) to optimise the calculation and allocation of
cross-zonal capacity in the regions (objective (d)) and ensure operational security
(objective (c));

. finally, the absence of a coordinated capacity allocation method on the DE-AT border
and all the distortive effects it creates do not give the right investment signals and
therefore do not contribute to the efficient long-term operation and development of the
electricity transmission system and of the electricity sector in the Union (objective (g)
in Article 3 ofthe CACM Regulation).
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(6 1) Further details about the various concerns raised by stakeholders during the consultation
process regarding the inclusion of the DE-AT border, as well as how the Agency evaluated
them, can be found in Annexes II and III to this Decision.

(62) Therefore, the CCRs Proposal may and shall include a bidding zone border between
Germany/Luxembourg and Austria in defining the bidding zone borders attributed to the
TSOs who are members of each CCR in accordance with Article 15(2) of the CACM
Regulation.

5.4 Consideration of the regions pursuant to point 3.2. of Annex I to Regulation (EC) No
714/2009

(63) The eleven CCRs proposed in the CCRs Proposal cover all the regions specified in point
3.2. ofAnnex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009.

(64) Therefore, the CCRs Proposal took those regions into consideration in accordance with
Article 1 5(2)(a) of the CACM Regulation.

5.5 Proposed timescale for the implementation

(65) Article 1 5 of the CCRs Proposal provides that the proposed CCRs shall apply as soon as
approved by all regulatory authorities or decided upon by the Agency.

(66) Therefore, the CCRs Proposal complies with the requirement of the implementation
timescale in Article 9(9) of the CACM Regulation.

5.6 Expected impact on the objectives of the CACM Regulation.

(67) Recitals (8) to (16) of the CCRs Proposal describe the expected impact of the proposed
CCRs on the objectives listed in Article 3 ofthe CACM Regulation.

(68) Therefore, the CCRs Proposal complies with the requirement of the impact description in
Article 9(9) ofthe CACM Regulation.

(69) As regards the substance of the described impact, the Agency agrees with the description in
the CCRs Proposal with the exception of the impact concerning the merger of the CWE
and CEE regions (see below paras. 0 to 0).

5.7 Consistency with the requirements for coordinated capacity allocation and congestion
management - the merger of the CWE CCR and CEE CCR

(70) Articles 5 and 8 of the CCRs Proposal propose a CCR for CWE and a CCR for CEE. With
regard to a merger of those two CCRs, Article 9 of the CCRs Proposal provides for a close
cooperation of the TSOs concerned towards such a merger, which shall take place as soon
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as possible, and the submission of a clear roadmap within four months after the submission
of the CCRs Proposal. The TSOs of the CWE and CEE regions signed the MoU of 3
March 2016 and indicated the T$Os’ intention to develop a common flow-based capacity
calculation methodology for the day-ahead timeframe within the deadline provided for in
the CACM Regulation and to implement it by Qi of 2019 at the latest.

(71) The majority of the stakeholders who responded to public consultation PC_2016_E02
considered the commitment from the CWE and CEE TSOs to cooperate towards a merger
of the CWE and CEE CCRs and the MoU of 3 March 2016 as insufficient to ensure that
the CWE and CEE regions will develop and implement a common congestion management
procedure.

(72) The majority of TSOs expressed concerns over a merger of the CWE and CEE CCRs in
that the deadlines in the CACM Regulation are too short and hence very challenging in
case of a direct merger; a direct merger would also risk to put ongoing regional proj ects on
hold as the prime focus in the merged region would be on developing a common flow-
based day-ahead capacity calculation methodology. By contrast, Austrian Power Grid AG
supported a merged CWE-CEE CCR, inter alia, because the existing two regions consist of
a highly meshed transmission grid and therefore this approach will ensure best compliance
with the required common congestion management procedures and also because it is
important that the CWE and CEE TSOs together continue to develop one common flow-
based capacity calculation concept.

(73) In that context, it is to be noted that point 3. 1 . of Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009
requires that ‘[Un cases where conm;ercial exchanges between two countries (TSOs) are
expected to affect physical flow conditions in any third-co;tntiy (TSO) significantly,
congestion-management methods shall be coordinated between all the TSOs so affected
through a common congestion-rnanagernentprocethtre.’

(74) The commercial exchanges within the CWE and CEE regions are significantly
interdependent in the sense that exchanges in one region induce significant physical flows
over network elements which are considered critical network elements for capacity
calculation in the other region. This strong interdependency is particularly obvious for the
DE-AT cross-border exchanges as a significant share (58.8% on average) of these
exchanges (which represented respectively 28.9% (35.3%)9 and 38.3% (42.5%) of all
cross-border exchanges observed in the CWE and CEE regions in 2014 (201 5)) is being
realised through the neighbouring CWE and CEE networks. Therefore, pursuant to point
3.1. of Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, this strong interdependency requires a
common congestion management procedure for the CWE and the CEE regions.

9 Assuming the DE-AT border as part of the CWE region.
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(75) This common congestion management procedure for the CWE and the CEE regions must
also achieve the objectives of Article 3 of the CACM Regulation, in particular the
obj ectives of promoting effective competition in the generation, trading and supply of
electricity (paragraph (a)), of ensuring optimal use of the transmission infrastructure
(paragraph (5)), of ensuring operational security (paragraph (c)), of optimising the
calculation and allocation of cross-zonal capacity (paragraph (d)), of ensuring and
enhancing the transparency and reliability of information (paragraph (f)), and of providing
non-discriminatory access to cross-zonal capacity (paragraph (j)).

(76) In the Agency’s view, a common congestion management procedure for the CWE and the
CEE regions can only achieve the above-mentioned objectives of Article 3 of the CACM
Regulation if it is applied at the level of a single CCR resulting from the merger of the
CWE CCR and the CEE CCR. The absence of a common congestion management
procedure at the level of the two regions would inevitably lead to inefficiencies in the
calculation and allocation of cross-zonal capacity, in the overall use of transmission
infrastructure, as well as in the management of the operational security of the network, and
would therefore prevent TSOs from fulfilling the aforementioned objectives.

(77) Defining separate CWE and CEE CCRs would indeed result in cross-zonal electricity
exchanges within one region causing unscheduled allocated flows10 on another region.
These unscheduled allocated flows would, in turn, significantly reduce the amount of
cross-zonal capacities on the other region and thus inevitably lead to a significant loss of
social welfare”. On the contrary, a merged CWE-CEE CCR would establish a common
capacity calculation procedure which would not result in any unscheduled allocated flows
in the CWE region created by exchanges in the CEE region and vice versa.

(78) The merger of CWE and CEE CCRs is also important for the coordination of remedial
actions (i.e. redispatching), as the latter may have significant effect both in terms of
operational security and capacity calculation. This is particularly true when internal
exchanges within a given bidding zone area create severe congestion problems in both the
CWE and CEE regions’2, which, in the absence of capacity allocation procedures to
manage these congestions, can only be managed with remedial actions (i.e. redispatching).
It is therefore essential that these remedial actions are fully coordinated and optimised

10 Unscheduled allocated flows are physical flows created by cross-zonal electricity exchanges on bidding zone
borders where capacity calculation is not coordinated with the bidding zone borders where these flows are observed.
I 1 E.g. in the case where the bidding zone border between Germany/Luxembourg and Austria were to be allocated to
the CEE region as per the draft CCRs Proposal, this would result in 220 MW of unscheduled allocated flows on the
DE-NL, NL-BE, BE-FR borders and 163 MW on the DE-FR border (this estimation is done by multiplying the
average exchanges on the DE-AT border (3189 MW) by the average PTDF values on the DE-NL, NL-BE, BE-FR
and DE-FR borders). A maximum exchange observed so far on the DE-AT border (i.e. 768$ MW) would result in
530 MW ofunscheduled allocated flows on the DE-NL, NL-BE, BE-FR borders and 392 MW on the DE-FR border.
As shown in the Agency’s Market Monitoring Report 2015, the unscheduled flows result in a significant loss of
cross-zonal capacities and social welfare.
12 See paragraph 120 ofthe Agency’s Opinion No 9/20 15.
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within a common region and involve all TSOs and networks which are potentially affected.
The coordination requirement stipulated by point 3 . 1 . of Annex I to Regulation (EC) No
714/2009 should in this case apply not only to exchanges between Member States, but also
to exchanges between and within TSO areas13.

(79) While the commitment of all TSOs from the CWE and CEE regions in the MoU of 3
March 2016 to develop a common flow-based capacity calculation methodology for the
day-ahead timeframe within the deadline provided for in the CACM Regulation and to
implement it by Qi of 2019 is indeed very welcomed, it is also to be noted that this
commitment is not legally binding and, more importantly, does not cover all the aspects of
a common congestion management procedure. In particular, it does not cover the
methodologies to calculate capacity for the intraday timeframe, to coordinate redispatching
and countertrading and to share the costs of remedial actions. Accordingly, this
commitment does not guarantee that the CWE and the CEE regions will develop and then
implement a common congestion management procedure as required by point 3 . 1 . of
Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and in accordance with the objectives in Article
3 ofthe CACM Regulation.

(80) Therefore, the CCRs Proposal is not compliant with point 3. 1 . of Annex I to Regulation
(EC) No 7 14/2009 and the objectives a), b), c), d), I) and j) in Article 3 of the CACM
Regulation to the extent that it does not merge the CWE CCR and the CEE CCR into one
CCR. The CWE CCR and the CEE CCR as described in Articles 5 and 8 of the CCRs
Proposal need to be merged.

(8 1) Finally, with regard to the TSOs ‘ concerns about the potential consequences of a direct
merger, i.e. the impact on the ongoing regional projects and the risk of not meeting the
ambitious deadlines set in the CACM Regulation, the Agency considers that the following
aspects mitigate these concerns:

. Article 9(9) of the CACM Regulation explicitly allows TSOs to propose the
appropriate implementation timescale for each methodology;

. the CACM Regulation does not prohibit the TSOs to propose the implementation of
the requirements through a step-by-step approach and sub-regional projects, provided
the latter are consistent with the common methodologies developed at regional level;

. the efforts and progress achieved already in the framework of the ongoing regional
projects should actually foster the development of common methodologies at the level
of the merged region.

13 le in cases where commercial exchanges within a ISO or between two TSOs are expected to affect physical
flow conditions in any third ISO significantly, congestion-management methods shall be coordinated between all
the TSOs so affected through a conimon congestion-management procedure.
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5.8 Overall number of CCRs and its evolution over time

(82) With the exception of the CWE-CEE CCR merger, the Agency broadly agrees with the
TSOs that the CCRs Proposal represents a pragmatic approach, which will need
progressively to evolve towards a smaller number of CCRs.

(83) To ensure such an evolution, the Agency considers important that the relevant TSOs
regularly review the definition of CCRs in the light of forthcoming developments (in
particular regarding infrastructure developments, bidding zone reconfiguration, level of
interdependencies between regions and with respect to the conditions set out in Article
15(3) and Article 20(5) of the CACM Regulation) and propose amendments when
appropriate with a view to reducing the number of CCRs as defined in this Decision.

(84) Since the CACM Regulation aims at extending market coupling beyond the EU borders’4,
the Agency stresses the importance to prepare the future extension of CCRs to third
countries well in advance. The Agency therefore welcomes that the CCRs Proposal
provides for a planning for the future extension of the current CCRs, including to third
countñes15.

5.9 Conclusion

(85) For all these reasons, the Agency considers the CCRs Proposal in line with the
requirements of the CACM Regulation and Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, provided that
the CWE CCR and the CEE CCR are merged. Point 3. 1 . of Annex I to Regulation (EC) No
714/2009 and the objectives a), b), c), d), I) and j) in Article 3 of the CACM Regulation
require that the CWE CCR and the CEE CCR as described in Articles 5 and 8 of the CCRs
Proposals be merged into one CCR.

(86) Therefore the Agency approves the CCRs Proposal subject to the necessary amendments
related to:

. the merger of the CWE CCR and the CEE CCR into one CCR, i.e. the inclusion of a
CORE CCR combining the CWE CCR and the CEE CCR, the deletion of the
commitments to work towards a merger of the CWE and CEE CCRs and the
corresponding renumbering of the subsequent provisions and CCRs, and

. the Agency’s decision taking, i.e. omission of the references to the regulatory
authorities ‘ approval.

To provide clarity, Annex I to this Decision sets out the CCR Proposal as approved,
including the amendments.

14 See e.g. Article 20(4) ofthe CACM Regulation.
15 See page 33 et seq. of the “Explanatory document to all TSOs’ proposal for Capacity Calculation Regions
(CCRs)” of 29.10.2015.
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(87) The definition ofbidding zone borders in this Decision is without prejudice to the outcome
of the bidding zone review process under Articles 32 to 34 of the CACM Regulation and
shall be reviewed if such a process results in a different bidding zone configuration.

(88) The Agency invites ENTSO-E, in the framework of its biennial report on capacity
calculation and allocation pursuant to Article 3 1 of the CACM Regulation, to develop
statistical indicators to evaluate the level of interdependency between the defined CCRs
and the expected efficiency gains that further mergers could bring. When doing so, the
relevant TSOs are invited to focus, in particular, on the level of interdependency between
the CWE-CEE region and the Channel, Italy-North, South-east, Hansa and Nordic regions.

HAS ADOPTED THIS DECISION:

Article 1

The capacity calculation regions pursuant to Article 1 5 of Regulation (EU) 20 1 5/ 1 222 shall be
determined as set out in Annex I of this Decision.

Article 2

The definition of bidding zone borders in Annex I of this Decision is without prejudice to any
decision which will be taken in the framework of the bidding zone review process under Articles
32 to 34 of Regulation (EU) 2015/1222. If such decision results in a configuration of bidding
zones different from the one emerging from the definition of bidding zone borders in this
Decision, this Decision shall be reviewed.

Article 3

This Decision is addressed to 5OHertz Transmission GmbH, Amprion GmbH, Austrian Power
Grid AG, AS Augstspñeguma tikls, BritNed Development Limited, CEPS, a.s., Creos
Luxembourg S.A., Croatian Transmission System Operator Ltd. (HOPS d.o.o.), East-West
Interconnector Company, EirGrid plc, Elering AS, ELES d.o.o., Elia System Operator SA,
Energinet.dk, Electroenergien Sistemen Operator EAD, Fingrid Oyj, Independent Power
Transmission Operator S.A., Litgrid AB, MAVIR Magyar Villamosenergia-ipari Atviteli
RendszerirányItó Zártkörüen Müködô Részvénytársaság, Moyle Interconnector Limited,
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc, National Grid Interconnectors Limited, Poiskie Sieci
Elektroenergetyczne S.A., Red Elécthca de España S.A.U., Rede Eléctñca Nacional S.A.,
Réseau de Transport d’Electricité, Slovenská elektrizaná prenosová süstava a.s., System
Operator for Northern Ireland Ltd, Affãrsverket Svenska kraftnät, TenneT TSO By, TenneT
TSO GmbH, Tema — Rete Elettrica Nazionale SpA, Compania Nationala de Transport al
Energiei Electrice “TRANSELECTRICA” S.A., TransnetBW GmbH, Vorarlberger
Ubertragungsnetz GmbH.

N5
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Done at Ljubljana on 17 November 2016.

For the Agency:

A1beo Pototschnig
DIrector
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Annexes:

Annex I - Definition of the Capacity Calculation Regions (CCRs) in accordance with Article
1 5(1) of the Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 of 24 July 201 5 establishing a Guideline
on Capacity Allocation and Congestion Management

Annex Ia — Track change version of Annex I compared to the CCRs Proposal (for information
only)

Annex II - Evaluation of responses to the public consultation on the CCRs Proposal

Annex III - Evaluation of responses to the NRA and TSO consultation on the preliminary draft
Agency Decision on the CCRs Proposal

Annex IV - Technical Justification document for the inclusion of the border between
Germany/Luxembourg and Austria in the determination of CCRs

Annex V - Agency’s Opinion No 09/201 5 of 23 September 201 5 on the compliance of national
regulatory authorities’ decisions approving the methods of allocation of cross-border
transmission capacity in the Central-East Region with Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and the
Guidelines on the management and allocation of available transfer capacity of interconnections
between National Systems contained in Annex I thereto
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Annex I

Definition of the Capacity Calculation Regions

(CCRs) in accordance with Article 15(1) of the

Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 of 24 July

2015 establishing a Guideline on Capacity

Allocation and Congestion Management (CACM

Regulation)

1 7 November2016
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TITLE 1

General Provisions

Article 1
Subject matter and scope

1 . The CCRs cover the following:
a) all existing bidding zones borders within and between Member States, to which the CACM

Regulation applies;
b) future bidding zone borders due to interconnections operated by legal entities certified as TSOs

which are under construction at the time of the approval of this proposal and planned to be
commissionedbefore 2018; and

c) the Germany/Luxembourg — Austria bidding zone border (DE/LU - AT) in accordance with
Article 5 of this document.

2. Based on the CACM Regulation, the following terms and conditions or methodologies shall be
developed in each CCR and submitted for approval to the competent regulatory authorities:
a) the common capacity calculation methodology in accordance with Article 20 of the CACM

Regulation;
b) the methodology for coordinated redispatching and countertrading in accordance with Article 3 5(1)

of the CACM Regulation;
c) the fallback procedures in accordance with Article 44 of the CACM Regulation; and
d) the redispatching or countertrading cost sharing methodology in accordance with Article 74(1) of

the CACM Regulation.

3 . Any changes in the bidding zone border configuration in the Member States shall be taken into account
for amendment proposals concerning this document in accordance with Article 9(1 3) of the CACM
Regulation.

Article 2
Definitions and interpretation

1 . Terms used in this document shall have the meaning of the definitions included in Article 2 of the
CACM Regulation.

2. In this document, unless the context requires otherwise:
a) the singular indicates the plural and vice versa;
b) the table of contents, headings and examples are inserted for convenience only and do not affect the

interpretation of this document;
c) any reference to legislation, regulations, directive, order, instrument, code or any other enactment

shall include any modification, extension or re-enactment of it then in force; and
d) in case of inconsistency between any of the provisions in Title 2 and the maps included in the

Appendix to this document the provisions in Title 2 shall prevail; and
e) any reference to the bidding zones of Germany/Luxembourg (DE/LU) or Austria (AT) for the

definition of the bidding zone borders in this document shall also be read as the bidding zone of
Germany/Austria/Luxembourg (DE/AT/LU) for the purposes of capacity allocation on the affected
bidding zone borders until the requirements described in Article 5(3) of this document are fulfilled.
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3. This document shall be binding upon and shall ensure to the benefit of the TSOs as referred to herein
and their permitted successors and assigns and irrespective of any change in the TSOs’ names.

TITLE 2

Capacity Calculation Regions

Article 3
Capacity Calculation Region 1 : Nordic

The CCR Nordic shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 1 included
in the Appendix to this document as attributed to the referred TSOs:
a) Denmark 1 - Sweden 3 (DK1-5E3), Energinet.dk and Svenska kraftnat;
b) Denmark 2 - Sweden 4 (DK2-5E4), Energinet.dk and Svenska kraftnat;
c) Denmark 1 - Denmark 2 (DK1-DK2), Energinet.dk;
d) Sweden 4 - Sweden 3 (5E4-SE3), Svenska krafinat;
e) Sweden 3 - Sweden 2 (5E3-5E2), Svenska kraftnät;
f) Sweden 2 - Sweden 1 (SE2-SE1), Svenska kraftnät;
g) Sweden 3 - Finland (SE3-FI), Svenska kraftnät and Fingrid Oyj; and
h) Sweden 1 - Finland (SE1 -Fl), Svenska kraftnät and Fingrid Oyj.

Article 4
Capacity Calculation Region 2: Hansa

The CCR Hansa shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 2 included
in the Appendix to this document as attributed to the referred TSOs:
a) Denmark 1 - Germany/Luxembourg (DK1-DE/LU), Energinet.dk and TenneT TSO GmbH;
b) Denmark 2 - Germany/Luxembourg (DK2-DE/LU), Energinet.dk and 5OHertz Transmission GmbH;

and
c) Sweden 4 - Poland (SE4 — PL), Svenska Krafinät and PSE S.A..

Article 5
Capacity Calculation Region 3: Core

1 . The CCR Core shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 3
included in the Appendix to this document as attributed to the referred TSOs:
a) France - Belgium (FR - BE), RTE — Réseau de transport d’électñcité and Elia System Operator

NV/SA;
b) Belgium - Netherlands (BE - NL), Elia System Operator NV/SA and TenneT TSO B.V.;
c) France - Germany/Luxembourg (FR - DE/LU), RTE— Réseau de transport d’électricité; Amprion

GmbH and TransnetBW GmbH;
d) Netherlands - Germany/Luxembourg (NL - DE/LU), TenneT TSO B.V. and TenneT TSO GmbH

and Amprion GmbH; and
e) Belgium - Germany/Luxembourg (BE-DE/LU), Elia System Operator NV/SA and Creos

Luxembourg S.A..
f) Germany/Luxembourg - Poland (DE/LU - PL), 5OHertz Transmission GmbH and PSE S.A.;
g) Germany/Luxembourg - Czech Republic (DE/LU - CZ), TenneT TSO GmbH, 5Ollertz

Transmission GmbH and EPS, a.s.;
h) Austria - Czech Republic (AT - CZ), Austrian Power Grid AG and EPS, as.;
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i) Austria - Hungary (AT - RU), Austrian Power Grid AG and MAVR Rungarian Independent
Transmission Operator Company Ltd.;

j) Austria - Slovenia (AT - SI), Austrian Power Grid AG and ELES, d.o.o.;
k) Czech Republic - Slovakia (CZ - $K), EPS, a.s. and $lovenská elektrizaná prenosová süstava,

a.s.;
1) Czech Republic - Poland (CZ - PL), EPS, a.s. and PSE $.A.;
m) Rungary - $lovakia (RU - $K), MAVIR Rungarian Independent Transmission Operator Company

Ltd. and $lovenská elekthzaáná prenosová süstava, a.s.;
n) Poland - $lovakia (PL - SK), PSE S.A. and Slovenská elektrizaná prenosová süstava, a.s.;
o) Croatia - Slovenia (HR - SI), Croatian Transmission System Operator Ltd. (HOPS d.o.o.), ELES,

d.o.o.;

p) Croatia - Hungary (HR - RU), Croatian Transmission System Operator Ltd. (HOPS d.o.o.),
MAVIR Hungarian Independent Transmission Operator Company Ltd.;

q) Romania - Hungary (RO - HU), Compania Nationalã de Transport al Energiei Electrice
“Transelectñc&’ S.A., MAVIR Hungarian Independent Transmission Operator Company Ltd.;

r) Hungary - Slovenia (RU - SI), MAVR Hungarian Independent Transmission Operator Company
Ltd., ELES, d.o.o.; and

s) Germany/Luxembourg - Austria (DE/LU - AT), Austrian Power Grid AG, TransnetBW GmbH,
TenneT TSO GmbH and Amprion GmbH.

2. The assignment ofthe bidding zone border BE-DE/LU to the CCR Core shall be effective from the date
of operation of the interconnection on this bidding zone border.

3 . For the avoidance of doubt, capacity allocation on the DE/LU - AT border shall be introduced in line
with an implementation calendar to be agreed upon by the relevant regulatory authorities and TSOs and
at the latest when implementation of flow-based capacity calculation takes places in the CCR Core in
accordance with the CACM Regulation.

4. The assignment of the bidding zone border RU-SI to the CCR Core shall be effective from the date of
operation of the interconnection on this bidding zone border.

Article 6
Capacity Calculation Region 4: Italy North

The CCR Italy North shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 4
included in the Appendix to this document as attributed to the referred TSOs:
a) Italy NORD - France (NORD - FR), TERNA Rete Elettñca Nazionale S.p.A. and RTE— Réseau de

transport d’électricité;
b) Italy NORD - Austria (NORD - AT), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale S.p.A. and Austrian Power Grid

AG; and
c) Italy NORD - Slovenia (NORD - SI), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale S.p.A. and ELES d.o.o.

Article 7
Capacity Calculation Region 5: Greece-Italy (GRIT)

The CCR GRIT shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 5 included in
the Appendix to this document as attributed to the referred TSOs:
a) Italy BRNN - Greece (BRNN - GR), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale S.p.A. and Independent Power

Transmission Operator S .A.;

Page 4



ACER
— Agency for the Cooperation

of Energy Regulators

b) Italy NORD - Italy CNOR (NORD - CNOR), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale S.p.A.;
c) Italy CNOR - Italy CSUD (CNOR - CSUD), TERNA Rete Eletthca Nazionale S.p.A.;
d) Italy CNOR - Italy $ARD (CNOR - SARD), TERNA Rete Elettñca Nazionale S.p.A.;
e) Italy SARD - Italy CSUD (SARD - C$UD), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale S.p.A.;
0 Italy CSUD - Italy SUD (CSUD - $UD), TERNA Rete Eleftrica Nazionale S.p.A.;
g) Italy SUD - Italy BRNN (SUB - BRNN), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale S.p.A.;
h) Italy SUD - Italy FOGN (SUD - FOGN), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale S.p.A.;
1) Italy SUD - Italy ROSN ($UD - ROSN), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale S.p.A.;
j) Italy ROSN - Italy SICI (ROSN - $ICI), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale $.p.A; and
k) Italy SICI - Italy PRGP (SICI - PRGP), TERNA Rete Elettñca Nazionale S.p.A.

Article 8
Capacity Calculation Region 6: South-west Europe (SWE)

The CCR SWE shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 6 included in
the Appendix to this document as attributed to the referred TSOs:
a) France - Spain (FR - ES), RTE - Réseau de transport d’ëlectñcité and REE - Red Eléctrica de Espafla,

S.A.U.; and
b) Spain - Portugal (ES - PT), REE - Red Eléctrica de España, S.A.U. and REN - Rede Eléctrica Nacional,

S.A..

Article 9
Capacity Calculation Region 7: Ireland and United Kingdom (IU)

The CCR IU shall include the bidding zone border between Great Britain and Single Energy Market in
Ireland and Northern Ireland attributed to the EirGrid, Moyle Interconnector (Moyle), National Grid
Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) and SONI. The IU CCR is shown on the map No 7 included in the
Appendix to this document.

Article 10
Capacity Calculation Region 8: Channel

The CCR Channel shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 8 included
in the Appendix to this document as attributed to the referred TSOs:
a) France - Great Britain (FR - GB), RTE - Réseau de transport d’électricité, National Grid Electricity

Transmission plc (NGET) and National Grid Interconnectors Limited (NGIC); and
b) Netherlands - Great Britain (NL - GB), BritNed Development Limited (BritNed) and TenneT TSO

B.V..

Article 11
Capacity Calculation Region 9: Baltic

The CCR Baltic shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 9 included in
the Appendix to this document as attributed to the referred TSOs:
a) Estonia - Latvia (EE - LV), Elering AS and Augstsprieguma tikls;
b) Latvia - Lithuania (LV - LT), Augstsprieguma tikis and Litgrid AB; and
c) Estonia - Finland (EE - Fl), Elering AS and Fingrid Oyj;
d) Lithuania — Sweden 4 (LT-5E4), Litgrid AB and Svenska kraftnat; and

Page 5 of 11

N



ACER
— Agency for the Cooperation

of Energy Regulators

e) Lithuania- Poland (LT-PL), Litgrid AB and PSE $.A..

Article 12
Capacity Calculation Region 10: South-east Europe (SEE)

The CCR SEE shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 10 included in
the Appendix to this document as attributed to the referred TSOs:
a) Greece - Bulgaria (GR - BG), Independent Power Transmission Operator S.A. and Elektroenergien

Sistemen Operator (ESO) EAD; and
b) Bulgaria - Romania (BG - RO), Elektroenergien Sistemen Operator (ESO) EAD and Compania

Nationalã de Transport al Energiei Electrice “Transelectñc&’ S.A..

TITLE 3

final provisions

Article 13
Implementation date of CCRs

The TSOs shall apply the CCRs as described in Title 2 as soon as the decision has been taken by the
Agency in accordance with Article 9(1 1) and 9(12) of the CACM Regulation.

Article 14
Language

The official language for this document shall be English. For the avoidance of doubt, where TSOs need to
translate this document into their national language(s), in the event of inconsistencies between the English
version published by TSOs in accordance with Article 9(14) of the CACM Regulation and any version in
another language, the interpretation of the English version published by TSOs shall prevail.
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Appendix: Maps of the proposed CCRs

1 . Capacity Calculation Region 1 : Nordic
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2. Capacity Calculation Region 2: Hansa (PL-DE/LU, DK2-SE4 and DK1-DK2 bidding zone borders are
not part ofthis CCR)
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3 . Capacity Calculation Region 3 : Core

4. Capacity Calculation Region 4: Italy North (AT-SI bidding zone border is not part of this CCR)
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5 . Capacity Calculation Region 5 : Greece-Italy (GRIT)

6. Capacity Calculation Region 6: South-west Europe (SWE)
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9. Capacity Calculation Region 9: Baltic ($E4-PL bidding zone border is not part ofthis CCR)

V

10. Capacity Calculation Region 10: South-east Europe (SEE)

Page 11 of11



All I SUS f)fOpOSal 101 Jaicuiation Keglons (IJ(Ks) m accoruance
Article 15(1) ofthe Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 of2’l July 2t)15
establishing a Guideline on Capacity Allocation and Congestion Management

‘4 entso

Annex Ia

(for information only)

All TSOs’ proposal for Capacity Calculation
Regions (CCRs) in accordance with Article 15(1)
of the Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 of

24 July 2015 establishing a Guideline on Capacity
Allocation and Congestion Management

Definition of the Capacity Calculation Regions

(CCRs) in accordance with Article 15(1) of the
Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 of 24 July

2015 establishing a Guideline on Capacity
Allocation and Congestion Management (CACM

Regulation)

29 October2015

ENT-SQ

4





A 17 fCf-’ 4:’:_.. r

Whereas

:ordancewith e n t S O

(1) This document is a common proposal developed by all Transmission System Operators (hereafter
referred to as “TSOs”) regarding the determination of capacity calculation regions (hereafter
referred to as “(‘CR(s)”) (hereafter refened to as “CCRs Proposal”). The QCRs Proposal takes
into consideration the regions specified in point 3(2) ofMnex I to Regulation (EC) No11/2Ot)9
of the European Parliament and of the Council of 13 July 2009 on conditions for access to the
network for cross border exchanges in elec’icity (hereafter refelTed to as “Regulation (EC) No
714/2009”) including all existing bidding zone borders from EU member states that joined the
EU after the entry into force ofAnnex I ofRegulation (EC) No 714/2009 and that were not yet
listed this Annex I.

(2) This (‘CRa Proposal takes into account the general principles and goals set in the Cornission
Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 establishing a guideline on capacity allocation and congestion
management (hereafter referred to as the “CACM Regulation”) as well as Regulation (EC) No
711/2009. The goal ofthe CAUM Regulation is the coordination and harmonisation of capacity’
calculation and allocation in the day ahead and inn’aday cross border markets, and it seft
requirements for the TSOs to co operate on the level of C’CRs, on a pan European level and
across biddg zone borders.

(3) Capacity calculation for the day’ ahead and intrnday market tirneframes should be coordinated at
least at the regional level to ensure that capacity’ calculation is reliable and that optimal capacity
is made available to the market. For this purpose, regions where such coordination is needed
should be defined by all ISOs. In accordance with icle 2 (Defmifions) of the CACM
Regulation these regions are defmed as “capacity calculation regions”, meaning “the geographic
area in which coordinated capacity calculation is applied”. Therefore, a CCR needs to consist of
a set ofbidding zone borders for which the capacity calculation shall be coordinated by’ TSOs in
accordance with the CAt’M—Regulation.

(4) This CC’Rs Proposal includes a detailed description ofthe CCRs, coveng the existing biddg
zone borders between and within European Union (EU) Members States, to which the (‘ACM
Regulation applies, and some new ones expected to be established by the end of2Ol S and to be
operated by TSOs certified at the moment of submission of this proposal to all regulatory
authorities. The inclusion of ffithre bidding zone borders allows for an early approval of the
assignment of these bidding zones borders in the relevant CCR and as such for a smooth
implementation ofthe CACM Regulation.

(5) The CCRs Proposal also includes the Gesmany/Luxembourg Ausu’ia (DE/LU AT) bidding
zone border iimier the fnllnwin orounds:

-l.... F’U/TTT Am 1.1 r’uu r’r’D i.,. ._..I_f:...p. LU1I ., included ,
consultation period, following the Opinion of the Agency for the Cooperation of Energy
Regulators No 09/2015 dated 23 September 2015 (hereinafter refeired to as ‘e Agency
Opinion No 09/2015”). In this opinion the Agency stated that the “implementation of a
capacity allocation proccdurc on the DL’ .1 T border is rcguircdpursuant to Article 16(1) of
Regulation (EQ No 71 1/2009 and points 12, 1.4 and 3.1 ofArrncx I to this Regulation.
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Moreover; such implcrncntation shall be coordinated at icast at thc lci’cl ofthc CEE rcgion.
Thus, thc DE A Tboidcrshouldform a constitucntpart ofthe CEE rcgionfor thc application
ofcoordinatcd capacity calculation, optimisation ofallocation and sccurc opcration of thc
nctwork, as required bypoint 3.5 ofAnncx I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009. The Agency
asks further the TSOs and the rcgulatoiy authorities ofthe CEE region to “commit, within 4
tnonths of tlw datc in which this Opinion is adoptcd and publishcd, to thc adoption of a
cooidii;atcd capacity’ allocation proccdurc on thc DE AT bordcr, with a realistic but
ambitious implcrncntation calcndar with concrctc stcps” for the capacity allocation on this
hefde

b. All ISOs understand that the Agency Opion No 09/2015 explicitly regufres the
implementation of a capacity allocation procedure on the DE AT border which according
to the same opinion shall form a constituent paft of the CEE region. All TSOs undetand
that this opinion has been approved by regulatoiy authoñcs in accordance with the
applicable governance rules of the Agency’s Board of Regulators. The Agency Opinion No
09/2015 therefore reflects a common position ofthe re1atory authoties. With this QCRs
Proposal all fSOs take over and implement this coion decision ofregulatory authorities,
also in anticipation of an amendment requirement or an Agencys decision according to
Article 9 (12) of the CAC’M Regulation which would othenvise be imposed. With the
aprtwa-1 ofthis (CRs Proposal according to £icle 9 (6) b) ofthe CACM Regulation the
appong regulatory authOflties nrc able to inherently reconfirm the decision included in the
Agency Opinion No 09/2015 requesting an assignment ofthc bidding zone border Germany
A1]2frifl (r\L’ AT\ fn f1i CPF region and the understanding T’f1 niitlincrI in thi

paragraph.

(6) This (CRs Proposal, with the oposed CCRs configuintion, represents a dynnmic and pragmatic
pan European approach with a shoft and mid tenn view ofthc geographical scope ofCCRs that
supports coordination across the bidding zone borders—where there is the highest observed
interdependence. The need for larger CCRs will be assessed in due time and as early as possible
by the relevant TSOs after some experience on coordination within a (‘CR and between CCRs in
accordance with the CACM Regulation has been gained.

(7) According to Article 9 (9) ofthe (‘ACM Regulation, the expectedimpact ofthe proposed CCRs
on the objectives of the CMM Regulation has to be described. The impact is presented below
(points 8 to 16 of the Whereas) taking into account that the CACM Regulation places the
definition of these CCRs as well as the methodologies to be applied in these regions within a
framework of continuous harmonisation, applying the most efficient capacity calculation
methodology within each (‘CR.

(8) The proposed C’Rs conibute to and do not in any way hamper the achievement of the
obiectives of Article 3 of (‘ACM Reaulation. In narticular. the omnosed CCRs serve the

interuepenoencies oet’’een tile cross zonai capacities can ne moueiiea most accumteiy anu
efficiently, and the optimal level ofeross zonal capacity can be given to the market. The number
of CCRs across Europe also affects the opl use of sission infrascthre and the
calculation of cross zonal capacity. rgc number —of--CCRs decrease the coordination

ENTS
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infrastructure.

(9) However, some smaller (‘CRa are-proposed in order to ensure operational efficiency and better
consideration of regional features, such as generution x, consumption behavior and gid
topology, in capacity calculation. This possiblli)’ implies an optimallevelofcross zonal capacity
for the market without endangering the operational security in case the need for coordination
across bidding zone borders is low. On the other hd, where coordination needs across bidding
zone borders are high, as in highly meshed tt’ansnssion gds, a geographically larger CCR (and
a smaller number ofCCRs) is beneficial to ensure the optimal use oftransmission infrastructure.
Thus, the optimal number of CCRs is a ixture of CCRs, according to which in continental
Europe a few, geographically large C’CRs exist, and in other pafts of Europe, smaller CCRs are
proposed. This CCR configuruüon conthbutes to the optimal use of ünsission frastrncture
in-accordance with Article 3(b) ofthc (‘ACM Regulation.

(10) The proposed CCRs configuration also affects-positively operational security in accordance with
Article 3(c) ofthe (‘ACM Regulation. If interdependency bct’veen bidding zone borders is not
correctly taken into account in capacity calculation, cross zonal capacity given to the market
might be too high, enabling too high power flows on transmission lines and thus, endangering
the operational security of the transmission system. Usually in these cases, less cross zonal
capacity would be given to the market to ensure operational secu; at the expense of opümal
use of ttnnsission infinshcturc. The proposed CCRs configuration allows for a proper
coordination between bidding zone borders and for modelling of regional features based on a
common grid model, which give a high level of cross zonal capacity to the market without
endangering operational security.

(1 1) The CCRs serve the objective ofoptirnising the calculation and allocation ofcross zonal capacity
in accordance with Article 3(d) ofthe CACM Regulation as QCRs lay down coordination within
a CCR and between CCRs. This is the fwst time that (‘CRa will be commonly and
comprehensively defined in Europe, laying the ground for the development ofregional common
capacity calculation methodologies and establishment of Coordinated Capacity Calculator for
each CCR. Given, for example, the need for manual operations during the calculation process,
the proposed number and size of CCRs are the most feasible approach towards the objective of
optirnising capacity calculation. Coordination and compatibility across the regions is also
explicitly required by the CAQM Regulation in ticles 21 (1) (b) (vii) and 29 (9). By respective
standardization and coordination, TSOs will ensure both compatible capacity calculation
methodologies across CCRs and a coordinated application of the methodologies across the
regions.

(12) One of the objectives of the CACM Regulation is to contribute to the efficient long term
oper-ation and development of the electricity transmission system (Article 3(g) of the CAQM
Regulation). The coordinated capacity calculation within a CCR will reveal constraining
elements in the traasmission network that contribute to the long tenn operation and development
ofthe electricity transmission system and electricity sector in the Union.

(13) When preparing the C’CRs Proposal, TSOs took careful consideration ofunderstanding the long
tenTs target of the CACM Regulation with regard to capacity calculation and allocation. As a
long-tenn target, the (‘ACM Regulation aims at harmonisation of the capacity calculation
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methodology within the CCRs and merging of CCRa when efficiency reasons justify doing so.
iiiis C’CRs Proposal is an important step on the rondmap towards this long-term target. It is
crucial that this roadmap is efficient and does not jeopardise progress towards the long term
target. The CCRs Proposal builds, thus, on cuffent practice and existing projects, and represents
a progressively pragmatic harmonisation ofcapacity calculation.

(14) The CCRs Proposal conbutes somewhat to the objective ofpromoting effective competition in
generation, trading and supply ofelecthcity (Article 3(a)) ofthe QACM Regulation) because it
takes into account market specificities on bidding zone borders by allowing optimally confired
cc-Rs to be established.

(15) Regarding the objective oftransparency and reliability ofinformation (Article 3(f) ofthe (‘ACM
Regulation), the CCRs, being proposed by all TSOs and approved by all regulato’ nuthorffies,
will be the basis for ffi;her work towards market integration in the most nsparent way. The
proposed (‘CR configuration shows where coordination between bidding zone borders in
capacity calculation is necessary and all TSOs ofeach (‘CR will develop common methodologies
ns defined in (‘ACM Regulation. Ihese methodologies will be consulted upon, npproved by
regulatory authorities when applicable and published by TSOs, thus, increasing bnnspnrency and
reliability of infonnation.

(16) In conclusion, the limited number of CCRs conibutes to the geneml objectives of (‘ACM
Regulation to the benefit of all market participants and electricity end consumers.

SUBMIT THE FoLLOWING C’CRs PROPOSAL TO ALL REGULATORY AUTHORITIES:

TITLE 1

General Provisions

Article 1
Subject matter and scope

1 . Ihe CCRs as determined in this (‘(‘Ra Proposal shall be considered as the common-proposal of all
TSOs in accordance with Article 15 of (‘ACM Reculation and followinc the A (A

&‘.-‘‘—..y’,tj”

1 . The (‘(‘P.s cover the followine:
a) all existing bidding zones borders within and between Member States, to which the (‘ACM

Regulation applies;
b) future bidding zone borders due to interconnections operated by legal entities certified as TSOs

which are under construction at the time of the approval of this proposal and planned to be
commissioned before 201 8; and

c) the Germany/Luxembourg Austria bidding zone border (DE/LU - AT) flowing-Thc Agency
opinion No 09/2015 dated 23 September 201 5 in accordance with Article % of this
Proposaldocument.

2. I3ased on the CACM Regulation, the following terms and conditions or methodologies shall be
developed in each (‘CR and submitted for approval to the competent regulatory authorities:
a) the coimnon capacity calculation methodology in accordance with Article 20 of the (‘ACM

Regulation;

EN504
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b) the methodology for coordinated redispatching and counterbading in accordance with Article
35(1) ofthe CACM Regulation;

c) the failback procedures in accordance with Article 44 ofthe CACM Regulation; and
d) the redispatching or countertrading cost sharing methodology in accordance with Article 74(1)

ofthe CACM Regulation.

3 . Any changes in the bidding zone border configuration in the Member States shall be taken into

account for amendment proposals of this CCRs in accordance
with Article 9(13) ofthe CACM Regulation.

Article 2
Definitions and interpretation

1 . for the purposes of the Ct Ra Proposal, termslerms used in this document shall have the nieanmg
ofthe definitions included in Article 2 ofthe CACM Regulation.

2 In this ( t P Piopo alpppt unless thc context icquues otherwise
a) the singular indicates the plural and vice versa;
b) the table ofcontents, headings and examples are inserted for convenience only and do not affect

the interpretation of this €;hicument:
c) any reference to legislation, regulations, directive, order, instrument, code or any other enactment

shall include any modification, extension or re-enactment of it then in force; and
d) in case of inconsistency between any of the provisions in Title 2 and the maps included in the

Appendix to this t--Rs-Proposal (“Maps of the Propo;ed CCRs”)pgjiept the provisions in
Title 2 shall prevail; and

e) any reference to the bidding zones of Germany/Luxembourg (DE/LU) or Austria (AT) for the
definition of the bidding zone boideis m this (-R-Pi-opo’a1docuinuit shall also be iead as the
bidding zone of Germany/Austria/Luxembourg (DE/AT/LU) for the purposes of capacity
allocation on the affected bidding zone bcrders untilthe requirements described in Article
ofthis (‘(Ra Proposaljgupnj are fulfilled.

3. This tf’R&1kopesaMocument shall be binding upon and shall ensure to the benefit ofthe TSOs as
referred to herein and their permitted successors and assigns and inespective of any change in the
TSOs’ names.

TITLE 2

Capacity Calculation Regions

Article 3
Capacity Calculation Region I : Nordic

The CCRNordic shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the mapNo 1 included

in the Appendix to this CCRs Proposaljpjipt as attributed to the refeiTed TSOs:
a) Denmark I - Sweden 3 (DK1-SE3), Energinet.dk and Svenska kraftnät;
b) Denmark 2 - Sweden 4 (I)K2-5E4), Energinet.dk and Svenska kraftnät;
c) Denmark 1 - I)enmark 2 (I)Kl -I)K2), Energinet.dk;
d) Sweden 4 - Sweden 3 (5E4-5E3), Svenska kraflnät;
e) Sweden 3 - Sweden 2 (SE3-5E2), Svenska kraftnbt;
f) Sweden 2 - Sweden 1 (SE2-SEl), Svenska kraftnät;
g) Sweden 3 - Finland (SF3-fl), Svenska kraftnät and fingrid Oyj; and
h) Sweden 1 - Finland (SF1-fl), Svenska kraftnbt and Fingrid Oyj.

entso
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Article 4
Capacity Calculation Region 2: Hansa

The CCR Hansa shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 2 included

in
the Appendix to this (URs Proposalckctiinent as attributed to the referred TSOs:

a) Denmark 1 - Gennany/Luxembourg (DK1-DE/LU), Energinet.dk and TenneT iSO GmbH;
b) I)emuark 2 - Germany/Luxembourg (I)K2-DE/LU), Energinet.dk and 5Olleitz Transmission

GmbH; and
c) Sweden 4 - Poland (SF4 — PL), Svenska Kraftnät and PSE S.A..

Article 5
Capacity Calculation Region 3: Central west Europe (CVE)e

1. The CCR 4WhUore shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No
3 included in the Appendix to this as attributed to the referred TSOs:
a) France - Belgium (FR - 13E), RTE — Réseau de transport d’électricité and Elia System Operator

NV/SA;
b) Belgium - Netherlands (BE - NE), Elia System Operator NV/SA and TenneT TSO By.;
c) France - Germany/Luxembourg (FR - I)E!LU), RIE— Réseau de transpoitd’electricite; Amprion

GinbH and TransnetBW Gmbll;
d) Netherlands - Germany/Luxembourg (NL - DE/Ul), TenneT TSO By. and TenneT TSO GmbH

and Amprion GmbH; and
g)Belgium - Germany/Luxembourg (BE-DE/LU), Elia System Operator NV/SA and Creos

Luxembourg S.A..
eflGci nrnny/Luxcmbouig Poland (QE/LU PL) 0Hei1z 1iansmiion GmbIl and PSLjj..
3g)Qgjjpany/Luxembourg - Czech Republic (DE/LU - CZ), TenneT TSO GmbH, 50Hertz

Transmission OmbIl and EPS, as.;
gjj\ustha-CzscfrRepubjjçj -CZ).
hiLAustria - Hungary (AT- HUI. Austrian Power Grid AG and MAVIR hungarian lndpendent

Tnmjnjssion
ijLAustria - Slovenip (AT - Si), Ausfljan Power Grid AG and ELd.oo.;
jjzech Retwbhc - Sloyakia (CZ - S1,EP&as. and Slovenská elektrizaná prenosová süstava.

kiLCzcch Republic - Poland (QZ - PL), EPS. as. and PSE S.A.:
jJImjaySkyakiajUSJMAVIR Hppgarian hdepgndeniansrnisiQnipei

Companyit&an4SiQvenskáelektnzaèná prcnosovã s4pyp
PSE S.A.

*J____croaua- SQYRtll! -
SI), Qroatjan Transmission System Operator Ltd. H0PS d.o.oJ

(HR.- HU),
MWlRIlimgadaa1ndependent Transmission Oprator pan Ud.

Hungay{RO HU) _ppppnia N.ation’ula de 1;anpo;t alLne1g1L1Elcciuce
“Transejgctrica’ S.A.. MAVIR Hungariap Independent Transmission Operator Qompany Ltd.;

(14I1_c1 MA’JIP F4
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lennei TSO GmbH aniAmimii3inbll.
s)

.;__:g aosiicnt of the bidding zon—bordcr BE DE/LU to tho CCR CWE in accordance with
paragraph 1 item e) ofthia Article shall be effective from the date ofopemtion ofthe interconnection
00 this bidding zone border, which is under consUction at the date of submission of this CCR
Proposal.

3. For coordination purposes and due to existing interdepcndenciea, 5OHertz Transmission GmbH,
‘7reos Luxembourg tad Austrian Power Grid AG haI1 be also attributed to th ( IR (\k’f- Onrn

the approval ofthis CCRs Proposal.

2. The assignment ofthe bidding zone border BE-DE/LU to the CCR Core shall be effective from the

dateotoperationofthemterconnection on thisbidding zone border.

3 . For the avoidance ofdoubt. capacity allocation on the I)E/LU - AT border shall be introduced in line
with an implementation calendar to be aeed upon by the relevant regulato authorities and TSOs

and at the latest when implementation of flow-based capacity calculation takes places in the (CR
(ore in accordance with the CACM Regulation.

4. The assignment ofthe bidding zone border IIU-SI to the (CR Core shall be effective from tcgte
ofoperation ofthe interconnection on this bidding zone border.

Article 6
Capacity Calculation Region 4: Italy North

The CCR Italy North shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 4

included
in the Appendix to this as attributed to the referred ISOs:

a) Italy NORD - France (NORI) - FR), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale SpA. and RTE Réseau
de transport d’électricité;

b) Italy N()RI) - Austria (NORI) - AT), lERNA Rete Elettiica Nazionale SpA. and Austrian
Power Grid AG; and

c) Italy N()RD - Slovenia (NORD - SI), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale SpA. and ELES d.o.o.

Article 7
Capacity Calculation Region 5: Greece-Italy (GRIT)

The CCR GRIT shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 5 included

in the Appendix to this CCRs Proposaldocument as attributed to the referred ISOs:
a) Italy BRNN - Greece (BRNN - GR), TERNA Rete Flettrica Nazionale SpA. and Independent

Power Transmission Operator S.A.;
b) Italy NORD - Italy CNOR (NORD - CNOR), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale S.p.A.;
c) Italy CNOR - Italy CSUD (CNOR - CSUD), TERNA Rete Eleftrica Nazionale S.p.Aj
d) Italy (NOR - Italy SARD (CNOR - SARD), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale SpA.;

e) Italy SARD - Italy CSUD (SARD - CSUD), IERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale SpA.;

fnatted:ItaIian(ItaIy)
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f) Italy CSUD - Italy SUD (CSUD - SUD), TERNA Rete Eleftrica Nazionale SpA.;
g) Italy SUD - Italy I3RNN (SUD - BRNN), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale SpA.;
h) Italy SliD - Italy FOGN (SUD - FOGN), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale SpA.;
1) Italy SUD - Italy ROSN (SUI) - ROSN), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale SpA.;
j) Italy ROSN - Italy 5K] (ROSN - SICI), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale SpA; and
k) Italy SKi - Italy PRGP (SICI - PRGP), TERNA Rete Elettrica Nazionale SpA.

)trticlc 8
- . - —

Capacity Calculation Rcgion 6: Central Eastern Europe (CEE)

1. The CC’R (‘FE shall include the bidding zone borders Hated below and shown on the map No 6
included in the ‘0)pendix to this C’CRs Proposal as allributed to the refened ISOs:

cr1Dir IT Dl \ f..5.TJ ..,1 nci: c A
I -j’ ‘‘‘““—“.b ‘-‘ -—, . —I, —,,‘.‘—. ‘...‘-. ..--- —,

u) Gcrrnany’Lmtombourg Czech Republic (DE/LA] (‘Z), TcnnoT [EQ CrnbIl, 5OIIorft
Tmnarnioaion Cmbll and cEPE, no.;

v) Austria Qzoh Pop±Ec (T -QZ), ,ustrim Pcwo Grid A.G o EPS,
w) ustlia Iluugai Po i; Cnd ( and M IR Ilunganan Indopondont

x) Aut:s EIcv=i (PT Sl, As±r Powor C-rid AC .nd ELES, icc.;
y) Czech Ropublic Slovnkin (QZ EK), EPE, no and £lovonoká olokbiznnã pronooová oüotnva,

c.,.;

z) (‘zcth Republic Poland (CZ PL), EPE, p.o and PE E.A.;
aa) hungary Elo;nlda (IIU EK), t’VIR hungarian Indopondont Tmnomiooion Opomtor

Cccpc’-Ltd. :md !cvcsk cIc!c’izc pcccccv cfstcvc, co.;
bb) Poland Elovnkin (PL BK), PEE E.. and Elovcnokã oloktrirnóná pron000vá oüotan, no.;
o) Crcotc SIcvcc.io (UR s!), Qrcotioc T:no:ioocc yctcmOp ratc Lti (HOPE icc.), ELE,
4

dd)Qccia !hcgcry RU), Qcccthm T:cmiDocc Sytcco Occtc Ltd. (MOPS d.o.c);
MAVIR hungarian Independent Transmission Opomtor Company Ltd.

ee) Remocic -—Uungary P9 HU), Qanpccic Ncicca! do Trocpcc cI Eoccgi:i E!cctccc
“Tmaoolcotñoa” E,., MU/IR Ilungnrinn Indcpondcnt Trnnominoion Opcrntor Compony Ltd.;

if) Hung.; S’- cn . (FJ E “ -‘ig.n I-d p m . co Opwa c

gg) Gcrmany/Luccciboccg at’i: (TYE,’LU —PJ), Aaot’ian Pawoc C’d A2, Tconzti2W Gm!oH,
Fcnnci lEO CrnbII nnd Amprion GrnbII.

2. The assigjiment ofthe bidding zonobordorBE DE/LU to the CCR In accordance with the Agency
)pinion 09/2015 doted 23 September 2015 regarding the compliance ofthe congestion management
rules on the Germany/Luxembourg Austria border with existing European legislation the bidding
zone border DE/LtJ AT described in pamgraph 1 item a) shall be assigned to the CCR CEE. This
assignment shall, without prejudice to paragraph 3, be effective from the approval of this C’CRs
Proposal by all regulatory’ authorities or a decision by the Agency in accordance with Article 9 of the
CACM Regulation. from the approval ofthis C’CRs Proposal, the TSOs responsible for the DE/LU

AT bidding zone border and not already listed for any other border under pamaph (1) a) in)
shall, without prejudice to paragraph 3, cooperate with the TSOs from the CCR CEE for the
preparation ofthe methodologies and proposals to be developed by the QCR CEE in accordce with
A-rti’i 7 (1\ ‘this CCRs Proposal.

C formatted: Spanish (Spain, Traditional Sort)
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I . For the avoidance ofdoubt, capacity allocation on the DE/LU AT border ball be intioduced in line
with the implementation calendar agreed upon by the relevant regulatory authorities and ISOs in
accordance with the Agency Opinion No 09/2015 and at the latest when implementation of flow
based capacity calculation takes places in the (CR CEE in accordance with the CAtM Regulation.

5. The assignment ofthc bidding zone border HU SI to the CCR CEE in accordance with paragraph 1
item in) of this Article shall be effective from the date of operation of the interconnection on this
bidding zone border, which is under consction at the date ofsubinission ofthis CCRs Proposal.

Article 9
Merger of the CCRs CWE and CEE

Under ENTSO F facilitation the TS()s flom the CCRs (YE and the (‘FE shall closely cooperate from the
moment ofthe submission ofthis (‘CRs Proposal to all regulatory authorities towards the merger ofthe two
(‘CRs, which shall take place as soon as possible. In order to defme a clear roadmap, the TSOs from the
CCRs C\VE and the (FE shall submit within thur (1) months after the submission ofthis CCRs Proposal to
the relevant regulatory authorities of the proposed (CRs CWE and CEE a joint roadmap on how to merge
the two CCRs. This joint roadmap shall use, as a basis, existing solutions on the flow based day ahead and
intmday capacity calculation methodology, which shall be amended where necessai’ to adapt, among others,
to the different grid structures ofCWF and (‘FE ISOs.

Article 4-Oh
Capacity Calculation Region 76: South-west Europe (SWE)

The CCR SWE shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No T included in
the Appendix to this GR’&cument as attributed to the referred TSOs:

a) France - Spain (FR - ES), RIE - Réseau de transport d’électñcité and REF - Red Elécfriea de
España, S.A.U.; and

b) Spain - Portugal (ES - PT), REE - Red Eléctrica de España, S.A.U. and REN - Rede Eléctrica
Nacional, S.A..

Article 142
Capacity Calculation Region g7: Ireland and United Kingdom (IU)

The CCR IU shall include the bidding zone borderbetween Great Britain and Single Energy Market in Ireland
and Northern Ireland attributed to the EirGrid, Moyle Interconnector (Moyle), National Grid Electricity
Transmission plc (NGEI) and SONI. The IU CCR is shown on the map No % included in the Appendix to
this C(Rs Proposaldocument.

Article 14jQ
Capacity Calculation Region: Channel

The (CR Channel shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 9 included
in the Appendix to this (+R-P-itpeald()ci11t as attributed to the referred ISOs:

a) France - Great Britain (FR - GB), RTE - Réseau de transport d’électheité, National Grid
Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) and National Grid Intereonneetors Limited (NGIC); and
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b) Netherlands - Great I3ritaii (NL - GB), BritNed I)evelopment Limited (BritNed) and TenneT
TSO B.V..

Article 1-;3il
Capacity Calculation Region 4-02: Baltic

-h The (‘CR Baltic shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No -l-0
included in the Appendix to this CCR; Proposa1jgpjpgpt as attributed to the referred TSOs:

a) Estonia - Latvia (EE - LV), Elering AS and Augstspriegurna tilds;
b) Latvia - lithuania (LV - LT), Augstsprieguina tilds and Litgrid AB; and
c) Estonia - Finland (EE - Fl), Elering AS and fingrid Oyj;
d) Lithuania Sweden 4 (LT-SE4), Litgrid AB and Svenska kiaflnät; and
e) Lithuania- Poland (LT-PL), Litgrid AB and PSE SA..

t Formatted: No bullets or numbering

ofthis C(’Rs Proposal.

Article 1411
Capacity Calculation Region 14jj: South-east Europe (SEE)

The CQR SEE shall include the bidding zone borders listed below and shown on the map No 14j included
in the Appendix to this (CRs Proposaldoctiment as attributed to the referred TSOs:

a) Greece - Bulgaria (GR - BG), Independent Power Transmission Operator S.A. and
Elektroenergien Sistesnen Operator (ESO) FAD; and

b) Bulgaria - Romania (BG - RO), Elektroenergien Sistemen Operator (ESO) EAD and Compania
Naionalä de Transport al Energiei Electrice “Transelectrica’ S.A..

TITLE 3

Final provisions

I Article 1-j2
Implementation date of CCRs

The TSOs shall apply the proposed CCRs as described in Title 2 as soon as all regulatory authorities have
approved the nrooosed tCRs or athe decision has been taken by the Agency in accordance with Article 9(1 1)
and 9(12) ofthe (ACM Regulation.

Article I6j4
Language

The official language for this shall be English. For the avoidance ofdoubt, where
TSOs need to translate this CCRs1upoaldocument into their national language(s), in the event of
inconsistencies between the English version published by TSOs in accordance with Article 9-(14) of the
(‘ACM Regulation and any version in another language, the interpretation of the English version published
by TSOs shall prevail.

-
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I 3. Capacity Calculation Region 3

4. Capacity Calculation Region 4: Italy North (AT-SI bidding zone border is not part ofthis CCR)
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5. Capacity Calculation Region 5: Greece-Italy (GRIT)
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I Capacity Calculation Region 9: Channel

apggo-E

4

I -t4)L......Capacity Calculation Region -l-05: Baltic (SE4-PL bidding zone border is not part ofthis CCR)
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Agency for the Cooperation
of Energy Regulators

Annex II

Evaluation of responses to the public consultation on the CCRs Proposal

1 Introduction

Pursuant to Article 9(6)(b) and 15(1) of Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/12221 (the CACM
Regulation), all Transmission System Operators (TSOs) submitted a common proposal
regarding the determination of capacity calculation regions (the CCRs Proposal) to their
respective national regulatory authorities (NRAs) for approval. The date on which the last
NRA received the CCRs Proposal was 1 7 November2015.

The NRAs were unable to reach a unanimous decision on the CCRs Proposal within six
months from 1 7 November 201 5. Therefore, in accordance with Articles 9(1 1 ) of the CACM
Regulation and Article 8(1) of Regulation (EC) No 713/20092, the Agency became
responsible for adopting a decision concerning the CCRs Proposal as of 18 May 2016.

In order to take an informed decision on the CCRs Proposal, the Agency invited, on 22 June
2016, all interested stakeholders to express in writing their views on the elements of the
CCRs Proposal introduced after the public consultation held by ENTSO-E3. When doing so,
stakeholders were asked to take into account that, according to the Agency, the CCRs
Proposal should be compliant with the requirements of the CACM Regulation, as well as of
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and, in particular, point 3.1 of its Annex I.

The Agency’s complete consultation document can be found

The deadline for comments was 20 July 201 6, 23.59 hrs (CET).

2 Responses

By the end of the consultation period, the Agency received responses from 58 stakeholders.

1
j L 197, 25.7.2015, p. 24.

2 j L211, 14.8.2009, p. 1.
3 24 August to 24 September 2015.
40J L211, 14.8.2009, 15.

Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators
Irg Republike 3

Ljubljana - Slovenia
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The Agency would like to take this opportunity to thank all stakeholders for responding to the
Agency’s public consultation. The list of respondents is provided in Annex 1 of this evaluation
paper, and the responses are accessible on the Agency’s website5.

The purpose of this evaluation paper is to summarise all stakeholders’ comments and to
respond to the views. The table below is organised according to the five questions in the
consultation and provides the respective views from stakeholders.

5 http://wwwacereuropa.eu/Official_documents/Public_consultations/Pages/PC_2016_E_02.aspx

2/32



A
C

E
R

A
g
n
e
y

fo
r

th
e
C

p
e
r
t

O
fl

—
o
f

tn
e
rg

v
R

eg
u
ta

to
rs

29
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

co
ns

id
er

ed
th

e
co

m
m

it
m

en
t

fr
om

th
e

C
W

E
an

d
C

E
E

T
S

O
s

to
co

o
p
er

at
e

to
w

ar
ds

a
m

er
ge

r
of

th
e

O
W

E
an

d
C

E
E

C
C

R
s

an
d

th
e

M
oU

si
gn

ed
on

3
M

ar
ch

20
16

as
in

su
ff

ic
ie

nt
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
C

W
E

an
d

C
E

E
re

gi
on

s
w

ilt
de

ve
lo

p
an

d
im

pl
em

en
t

a
co

m
m

on
co

ng
es

ti
on

m
an

ag
em

en
t

pr
oc

ed
ur

e.

G
en

er
al

fe
ed

b
ac

k
fr

om
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

co
n
si

st
ed

of
th

e
fo

llo
w

in
g:

.
A

m
er

ge
r

is
th

e
on

ly
so

lu
ti

on
fo

r
en

su
ri

ng
th

at
th

e
tw

o
C

C
R

s
w

ill
de

ve
lo

p
an

d
im

pl
em

en
t

a
co

m
m

on
co

ng
es

ti
on

m
an

ag
em

en
t

pr
oc

ed
ur

e
co

m
pl

ia
nt

w
ith

th
e

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n.
.

It
w

ill
in

cr
ea

se
th

e
le

ve
l

of
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
in

bo
th

m
ar

ke
ts

.
.

P
ar

al
le

l
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

tw
o

di
ff

er
en

t
m

et
ho

do
lo

gi
es

m
ay

ev
en

tu
al

ly
de

la
y

th
e

C
E

E
-C

W
E

m
er

ge
r.

M
or

e
sp

ec
if

ic
re

as
o

n
s

fo
r

th
e

su
pp

or
t

of
an

im
m

ed
ia

te
m

er
ge

r
br

oa
dl

y
co

n
si

st
ed

of
th

e
fo

llo
w

in
q:

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ag
re

es
w

ith
th

e
m

aj
or

it
y

of
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

th
at

th
e

co
m

m
it

m
en

t
fr

om
th

e
O

W
E

an
d

th
e

C
E

E
T

S
O

s
to

co
o

p
er

at
e

to
w

ar
ds

a
m

er
ge

r
of

th
e

O
W

E
an

d
C

E
E

C
C

R
s

an
d

th
e

M
oU

si
gn

ed
on

3
M

ar
ch

20
16

ar
e

in
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

C
W

E
an

d
C

E
E

re
gi

on
s

w
ill

de
ve

lo
p

an
d

im
pl

em
en

t
a

co
m

m
on

co
ng

es
ti

on
m

an
ag

em
en

t
pr

oc
ed

ur
e

co
m

pl
ia

nt
w

ith
th

e
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n,

as
w

el
l

as
of

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

(E
C

)
N

o
71

4/
20

09
(s

ee
th

e
ar

g
u
m

en
ts

in
th

e
D

ec
is

io
n)

.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

1
.

D
o

y
o
u

co
n
si

d
er

b
o

th
th

e
co

m
m

it
m

en
t

fr
o

m
th

e
C

W
E

an
d

th
e

G
E

E
T

S
O

s
to

co
o

p
er

at
e

to
w

ar
d
s

a
m

er
g
er

of
th

e
C

W
E

an
d

C
E

E
C

C
R

s
an

d
th

e
M

oU
si

g
n

ed
o

n
3

M
ar

ch
20

16
a
s

su
ff

ic
ie

n
t

to
en

su
re

th
at

th
e

C
W

E
an

d
C

E
E

re
g

io
n

s
w

il
l

d
ev

el
o

p
an

d
im

p
le

m
en

t
a

co
m

m
o

n
co

n
g

es
ti

o
n

m
an

ag
em

en
t

p
ro

ce
d

u
re

co
m

p
li

an
t

w
it

h
th

e
re

q
u

ir
em

en
ts

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
u
la

ti
o
n
,

a
s

w
el

l
as

of
R

eg
u
la

ti
o
n

(E
C

)
N

o
7

1
4

/2
0

0
9

?

O
r,

sh
o
u
ld

th
e

d
ef

in
it

io
n

of
th

e
C

C
R

s
p

ro
v

id
e

fo
r

a
C

C
R

al
re

ad
y

m
er

g
in

g
th

e
p
ro

p
o
se

d
C

W
E

an
d

C
E

E
re

g
io

n
s

to
en

su
re

co
m

p
li

an
ce

w
it

h
th

e
re

q
u

it
ed

co
m

m
o
n

co
n
q
es

ti
o
n

m
an

ag
em

en
t

p
ro

ce
d
u
re

?

_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_
_

16
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

ra
is

ed
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

co
nc

er
n

th
at

cu
rr

en
t

ef
fo

rt
s

so
le

ly
pr

ov
id

e
fo

r
da

y
ah

ea
d

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
in

th
e

m
er

Q
ed

C
E

E
C

W
E

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ag
re

es
.

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

al
so

ac
kn

ow
le

dg
es

th
at

th
e

m
er

ge
r

of
th

e

C
C

R
.

T
h
es

e
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

co
ns

id
er

ed
th

e
C

C
R

s
P

ro
po

sa
l

an
d

M
oU

as
C

W
E

an
d

C
E

E
re

gi
on

s
(i

nt
o

th
e

C
or

e
re

gi
on

)
w

ill
br

in
g

ad
di

ti
on

al
ch

al
le

n
g

es

in
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

to
en

su
re

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

an
d

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

a
co

m
m

on
an

d
sh

ou
ld

no
t,

in
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

,
un

de
rm

in
e

on
go

in
g

in
it

ia
ti

ve
s,

e.
g.

to
im

pl
em

en
t

co
ng

es
ti

on
m

an
ag

em
en

t
pr

oc
ed

ur
e

in
co

m
pl

ia
nc

e
w

ith
th

e
ab

ov
e-

an
In

tr
ad

ay
F

lo
w

-B
as

ed
pr

oj
ec

t
in

th
e

O
W

E
re

gi
on

or
to

im
pr

ov
e

th
e

re
gu

la
to

ry
-i

eñ
ti

o
n

ed
le

gi
sl

at
io

n
fo

r
th

e
in

tr
a-

da
y

ti
m

ef
ra

m
e.

T
he

re
fo

re
,

th
es

e
fr

am
ew

or
k

fo
r

co
or

di
na

te
d

re
di

sp
at

ch
in

g
an

d
co

un
tr

et
ra

di
ng

in
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
.

3/
32



A
C

E
R

—
t\

g
en

cy
fo

r
th

e
C

oo
pe

ra
tt

on
c)

[
[:

ne
rg

y
R

g
u
la

co
rs

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
s

re
co

m
m

en
de

d
th

at
th

e
de

fi
ni

ti
on

ot
th

e
C

C
R

s
sh

ou
ld

pr
ov

id
e

fo
r

an
im

m
ed

ia
te

m
er

ge
r

of
th

e
pr

op
os

ed
O

W
E

an
d

C
E

E
re

gi
on

s.
O

f
th

es
e

st
ak

eh
o

ld
er

s,
1

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
sp

ec
if

ic
al

ly
st

re
ss

ed
th

at
:

.
it

w
ou

ld
le

ad
to

m
or

e
co

or
di

na
ti

on
of

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

cl
os

e
to

re
al

-t
im

e
re

su
lt

in
g

in
a

be
tt

er
u

sa
g

e
of

av
ai

la
bl

e
tr

an
sm

is
si

on
ca

pa
ci

ty
,

an
d

th
at

an
y

ad
v

er
se

im
pa

ct
of

in
tr

od
uc

in
g

th
e

D
E

-A
T

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
w

ou
ld

be
si

gn
if

ic
an

tl
y

re
du

ce
d

if
T

S
O

s
m

ak
e

av
ai

la
bl

e
m

or
e

ca
pa

ci
ty

to
th

e
m

ar
ke

t
th

ro
ug

h
co

or
di

na
te

d
in

tr
ad

ay
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
an

d
al

lo
ca

ti
on

.
A

re
li

ab
le

an
d

pr
ed

ic
ta

bl
e

pr
oc

ed
ur

e
w

ou
ld

be
be

ne
fi

ci
al

fo
r

m
ar

ke
t

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

.
4

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
s

su
pp

or
te

d
an

im
m

ed
ia

te
m

er
ge

r
in

th
e

O
O

R
s

de
fi

ni
tio

n
b

ec
au

se
it

w
ou

ld
pr

ov
id

e
le

ga
l

an
d

op
er

at
io

na
l

ce
rt

ai
nt

y
w

hi
ch

cu
rr

en
t

co
m

m
it

m
en

ts
(s

uc
h

as
bi

la
te

ra
l

co
m

m
it

m
en

ts
an

d
th

e
M

oU
of

3
M

ar
ch

20
16

)
ar

e
un

ab
le

to
pr

ov
id

e.
In

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
,

th
ey

em
p
h
as

is
ed

th
e

n
ee

d
fo

r:

.
cl

ea
r

g
o

v
er

n
an

ce
ru

le
s

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
at

th
e

cu
rr

en
t

O
W

E
in

it
ia

ti
ve

s
sh

al
l

be
co

nt
in

ue
d

an
d

fi
na

li
se

d
w

it
ho

ut
an

y
de

la
y

an
d

di
sr

up
ti

on
.

.
a

bi
nd

in
g

ag
re

em
en

t
on

m
et

ho
ds

an
d

th
ei

r
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

an
d

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n

fo
r

co
or

di
na

te
d

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

an
d

ot
he

r
re

la
te

d
is

su
es

su
ch

as
un

de
rl

yi
ng

in
pu

t
d

at
a

an
d

re
di

sp
at

ch
in

g
co

or
di

na
ti

on
.

.
m

ax
im

is
in

g
co

or
di

na
ti

on
th

ro
ug

h
a

co
m

m
on

go
ve

rn
an

ce
sc

h
em

e
w

hi
ch

co
ul

d
co

or
di

na
te

cr
o
ss

re
gi

on
al

an
d

in
te

rr
eg

io
na

l
sc

h
em

es
.

an
d

co
m

m
on

le
ga

l
ob

li
ga

ti
on

s
w

ith
re

sp
ec

t
to

di
sp

ut
e

re
so

lu
ti

on
.

3
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

su
pp

or
te

d
an

im
m

ed
ia

te
m

er
ge

r
bu

t
in

si
st

ed
th

at
m

ar
ke

t
co

up
li

ng
sh

ou
ld

st
ar

t
w

ith
th

e
cu

rr
en

t
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
ba

se
li

ne
(a

s
in

O
E

E
:

N
T

O
/A

T
O

)
an

d
th

en
co

nt
in

ue
w

ith
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

a
co

m
m

on
fl

o
w

b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
.

T
h
es

e
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

cQ
n
si

d
er

ed
th

is
tw

o-
st

eo
ao

o
ro

ac
h

as
im

oo
rt

an
t

fo
r

th
e

te
st

in
o

o
h
as

e
of

th
e

In
th

at
re

sp
ec

t,
th

e
A

ge
nc

y
en

co
u
ra

g
es

O
W

E
an

d
C

E
E

T
S

Q
s

an
d

N
R

A
s

to
ta

ke
ut

m
os

t
ad

v
an

ta
g

e
of

th
e

on
go

in
g

ef
fo

rt
s

an
d

p
ro

g
re

ss
ac

hi
ev

ed
in

th
e

re
sp

ec
ti

ve
re

gi
on

s
in

or
de

r
to

sp
ee

d
up

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

an
d

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

co
m

m
on

co
ng

es
ti

on
m

an
ag

em
en

t
m

et
ho

do
lo

gi
es

at
th

e
le

ve
l

of
th

e
tw

o
re

gi
on

s.

T
o

th
e

ex
te

nt
n

ec
es

sa
ry

,
so

m
e

fl
ex

ib
ili

ty
co

ul
d

be
gr

an
te

d
to

th
e

O
W

E
-O

E
E

T
S

O
s,

e.
g.

to
de

ve
lo

p
le

ss
de

ta
il

ed
m

et
ho

do
lo

gi
es

an
d/

or
to

p
ro

p
o

se
a

st
ep

-
w

is
e

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

th
e

m
et

ho
do

lo
gi

es
co

m
m

on
ly

de
ve

lo
pe

d
at

th
e

O
or

e
re

gi
on

’s
le

ve
l.

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ag
re

es
th

at
a

op
er

at
io

na
l

ce
rt

ai
nt

y.
O

W
E

-O
E

E
m

er
ge

r
w

ou
ld

pr
ov

id
e

m
or

e
le

ga
l

an
d

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

d
o
es

no
t

ha
ve

st
ro

ng
vi

ew
s

on
w

he
th

er
m

ar
ke

t
co

up
li

ng
co

ul
d

st
ar

t
w

ith
th

e
cu

rr
en

t
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
ba

se
li

ne
(a

s
in

O
E

E
:

N
T

C
/A

T
C

)
an

d
th

en
co

nt
in

ue
w

ith
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

a
co

m
m

on
fl

ow
b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
.

It
h

as
ho

w
ev

er
do

ub
ts

th
at

su
ch

a
st

ep
-w

is
e

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

4/
32



A
C

E
R

m
A

g
en

cy
fo

r
th

e
C

o
o
p
er

at
io

n
(
)

L
ne

rg
v

R
eg

u
la

to
rs

T
io

w
-b

as
ed

m
et

ho
ao

io
gy

im
ie

m
en

ta
ti

o
n

.
01

th
es

e
st

ak
eh

ol
de

rs
,

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
re

fe
rr

ed
th

e
un

re
so

lv
ed

sp
li

tt
in

g
of

th
e

A
us

tr
ia

-G
er

m
an

y
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
,

w
hi

ch
m

ay
p
o
se

a
ch

al
le

ng
e

du
ri

ng
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

a
co

m
m

on
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
sp

ec
if

ic
al

ly
co

n
si

d
er

ed
th

at
an

im
m

ed
ia

te
m

er
ge

r
w

ou
ld

en
su

re
co

m
pl

ia
nc

e
w

ith
th

e
re

qu
ir

ed
co

m
m

on
co

ng
es

ti
on

m
an

ag
em

en
t

pr
oc

ed
ur

e
pu

rs
ua

nt
to

P
oi

nt
3.

1
of

A
nn

ex
I

of
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
71

4/
20

09
,

b
ec

au
se

th
e

O
W

E
an

d
C

E
E

re
gi

on
s

fo
rm

a
ve

ry
hi

gh
ly

m
es

h
ed

tr
an

sm
is

si
on

gr
id

in
co

nt
in

en
ta

l
E

ur
op

e.
T

he
re

fo
re

,
th

ey
m

us
t

de
ve

lo
p

a
co

m
m

on
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

co
nc

ep
t

an
d

p
ro

ce
ss

to
ge

th
er

no
t

se
p

ar
at

el
y

,
an

d
in

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
th

ey
m

us
t

de
ve

lo
p:

.
ru

le
s

fo
r

th
e

g
o
v
er

n
an

ce
of

th
e

m
er

ge
d

re
gi

on
,

w
hi

ch
en

su
re

th
at

on
go

in
g

lo
ca

l
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

pr
oj

ec
ts

in
th

e
re

gi
on

s
(i

.e
.

in
tr

ad
ay

)
sh

ou
ld

be
co

nt
in

ue
d

on
su

b-
re

gi
on

al
le

ve
l

un
til

th
e

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
m

ar
ke

t
co

up
li

ng
is

im
pl

em
en

te
d

an
d/

or
th

es
e

lo
ca

l
pr

oj
ec

ts
co

ul
d

be
ex

te
n

d
ed

to
th

e
w

ho
le

m
er

ge
d

re
gi

on
.

ap
pr

oa
ch

co
ul

d
pr

ov
e

to
be

im
po

rt
an

t
fo

r
th

e
te

st
in

g
p

h
as

e
ot

th
e

fl
ow

b
as

ed
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

.
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
h

as
al

so
so

m
e

co
n

ce
rn

s
th

at
su

ch
a

pr
oj

ec
t

m
ay

fu
rt

he
r

de
la

y
th

e
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
a

co
or

di
na

te
d

D
A

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
m

ar
ke

t
co

up
li

ng
so

lu
ti

on
at

th
e

le
ve

l
of

th
e

O
W

E
-O

E
E

re
gi

on
.

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ag
re

es
.

S
ee

ab
ov

e.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
sa

w
m

er
it

in
an

im
m

ed
ia

te
m

er
ge

r
b
ec

au
se

it
w

ou
ld

en
su

re
eq

ua
l

tr
ea

tm
en

t
of

th
e

T
S

O
s

ac
co

rd
in

g
to

th
e

pr
ov

is
io

ns
in

th
e

C
A

C
M

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ag
re

es
.

S
ee

ab
ov

e.

R
eg

ul
at

io
n.

A
ls

o,
b
ec

au
se

an
im

m
ed

ia
te

m
er

ge
r

w
ou

ld
ad

d
re

ss
bo

th
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
ti

m
ef

ra
m

es
(a

lt
ho

ug
h

th
is

co
ul

d
eq

ua
ll

y
be

ad
d
re

ss
ed

in
a

su
b
se

q
u
en

t
M

0U
).

U
lti

m
at

el
y,

th
e

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
en

tr
u
st

s
A

C
E

R
in

us
in

g
its

di
sc

re
ti

on
w

he
n

co
ns

id
er

in
g

th
e

op
ti

on
s,

an
d

re
q
u
es

ts
th

at
A

C
E

R
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

e
ch

al
le

n
g
es

st
em

m
in

g
fr

om
an

im
m

ed
ia

te
m

er
ge

r.

16
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

co
ns

id
er

ed
th

e
co

m
m

it
m

en
t

fr
om

th
e

O
W

E
an

d
C

E
E

T
S

O
s

to
co

o
p
er

at
e

to
w

ar
ds

a
m

er
ge

r
of

th
e

O
W

E
an

d
C

E
E

C
O

R
s

an
d

th
e

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

d
is

ag
re

es
(s

ee
th

e
ar

g
u

m
en

ts
in

th
e

D
ec

is
io

n
an

d
A

C
E

R
’s

vi
ew

s

M
cU

si
gn

ed
on

3
M

ar
ch

20
1

6
as

su
ff

ic
ie

nt
to

en
su

re
th

at
th

e
O

W
E

an
d

ab
ov

e)
.

5/
32



A
C

E
R

A
ge

nc
y

fo
r

th
e

C
oo

pe
ra

ti
on

of
tn

cr
g
y

R
eg

ul
at

or
s

C
E

E
re

gi
on

s
w

ill
de

ve
lo

p
an

d
im

pl
em

en
t

a
co

m
m

on
co

ng
es

ti
on

m
an

ag
em

en
t

pr
oc

ed
ur

e.

G
en

er
al

fe
ed

b
ac

k
fr

om
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

co
n
si

st
ed

of
th

e
fo

llo
w

in
g:

.
T

he
C

C
R

s
P

ro
po

sa
l

an
d

th
e

M
oU

ha
ve

re
ce

iv
ed

po
si

ti
ve

fe
ed

b
ac

k
in

th
e

F
lo

re
nc

e
F

or
um

.
.

T
he

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l
pr

ov
id

es
a

so
li

d
ba

se
li

ne
fo

r
th

e
gr

ad
ua

l
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

a
co

m
m

on
da

y
ah

ea
d

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
.

S
ta

k
eh

o
ld

er
s

ra
is

ed
th

e
is

su
e

of
po

te
nt

ia
l

ch
al

le
n
g
es

fr
om

an
im

m
ed

ia
te

m
er

ge
r,

an
d

in
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

w
ar

ne
d

of
g
o
v

er
n
an

ce
an

d
le

ga
l/

pr
oc

ed
ur

al
is

su
es

w
hi

ch
m

ay
ar

is
e

du
ri

ng
an

im
m

ed
ia

te
m

er
ge

r
of

th
e

tw
o

re
gi

on
s,

w
hi

ch
m

ay
ca

u
se

de
la

ys
an

d
in

ef
fi

ci
en

ci
es

:

.
E

sp
ec

ia
ll

y
du

ri
ng

th
e

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

ha
rm

on
is

ed
re

m
ed

ia
l

ac
ti

on
s

an
d

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
in

tr
ad

ay
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
ar

ra
n
g
em

en
ts

.
.

G
iv

en
th

e
sh

or
t

ti
m

ef
ra

m
es

pr
ov

id
ed

in
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n,
w

hi
ch

ar
e

no
t

ac
hi

ev
ab

le
,

an
d

ex
te

ns
io

n
of

de
ad

li
ne

s
w

ou
ld

re
qu

ir
e

a
re

vi
si

on
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n.

.
C

on
si

de
ri

ng
th

e
nu

m
be

r
an

d
co

m
pl

ex
it

y
of

re
fo

rm
s

n
ee

d
ed

to
im

pl
em

en
t

d
ay

-a
h
ea

d
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

m
ar

ke
t

co
up

li
ng

th
ro

ug
ho

ut
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
,

a
m

er
ge

r
w

ou
ld

no
t

sp
ee

d
up

th
e

p
ro

ce
ss

.
.

C
on

si
de

ri
ng

th
e

st
at

u
s

of
th

e
X

B
ID

pr
oj

ec
t,

pu
sh

in
g

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
in

th
e

in
tr

ad
ay

w
ou

ld
no

t
be

ra
ti

on
al

e,
as

th
e

C
W

E
in

tr
ad

ay
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
m

ay
fa

il
in

de
li

ve
ri

ng
ex

pe
ct

ed
re

su
lt

s.
.

Q
ui

ck
w

in
s,

lik
e

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

e
in

tr
ad

ay
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

m
et

ho
do

lo
gy

or
in

cr
ea

se
d

tr
an

sp
ar

en
cy

,
m

ay
-9

be
de

la
ye

d

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ac
kn

ow
le

dg
es

th
at

th
e

m
er

ge
r

of
th

e
O

W
E

an
d

C
E

E
re

gi
on

s
w

ill
br

in
g

ad
di

ti
on

al
ch

al
le

ng
es

an
d

sh
ou

ld
no

t,
in

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
,

un
de

rm
in

e
on

go
in

g
in

it
ia

ti
ve

s,
e.

g.
to

im
pl

em
en

t
an

In
tr

ad
ay

F
lo

w
-B

as
ed

pr
oj

ec
t

in
th

e
O

W
E

re
gi

on
or

to
im

pr
ov

e
th

e
re

gu
la

to
ry

fr
am

ew
or

k
fo

r
co

or
di

na
te

d
re

di
sp

at
ch

in
g

an
d

co
un

te
rt

ra
di

ng
in

th
e

C
E

E
re

gi
on

.
In

th
at

re
sp

ec
t,

th
e

A
ge

nc
y

en
co

u
ra

g
es

C
W

E
an

d
C

E
E

T
S

O
s

an
d

N
R

A
s

to
ta

k
e

ut
m

os
t

ad
v
an

ta
g
e

of
th

e
on

go
in

g
ef

fo
rt

s
an

d
p
ro

g
re

ss
ac

hi
ev

ed
in

th
e

re
sp

ec
ti

ve
re

gi
on

s
in

or
de

r
to

sp
ee

d
up

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

an
d

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

co
m

m
on

co
ng

es
ti

on
m

an
ag

em
en

t
m

et
ho

do
lo

gi
es

at
th

e
le

ve
l

of
th

e
tw

o
re

gi
on

s.

T
o

th
e

ex
te

nt
n

ec
es

sa
ry

,
so

m
e

fl
ex

ib
ili

ty
co

ul
d

be
gr

an
te

d
to

th
e

C
W

E
-C

E
E

T
S

Q
s,

e.
g.

to
de

ve
lo

p
le

ss
de

ta
il

ed
m

et
ho

do
lo

gi
es

an
d/

or
to

p
ro

p
o

se
a

st
ep

-
w

is
e

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

th
e

m
et

ho
do

lo
gi

es
co

m
m

on
ly

de
ve

lo
pe

d
at

th
e

C
or

e
re

gi
on

’s
le

ve
l.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

6/
32



A
C

E
R

:\
g

fl
c
v

fo
r

th
e

C
o
o
p
ra

ti
o
n

o
l

L
nc

rg
y

R
eg

ul
at

or
s

.
G

iv
en

th
e

di
ve

rg
in

g
ch

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s/
m

ar
ke

t
co

nd
it

io
ns

of
th

e
tw

o
re

gi
on

s,
an

im
m

ed
ia

te
m

er
ge

r
w

ou
ld

no
t

be
ef

fi
ci

en
t.

.
E

n
d

an
g

er
cu

rr
en

t,
pr

og
re

ss
iv

e
an

d
pr

ag
m

at
ic

ha
rm

on
iz

at
io

n
of

th
e

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

m
et

ho
do

lo
gy

at
re

gi
on

al
an

d
E

U
le

ve
l.

A
m

er
ge

r
co

ul
d

en
d

an
g

er
cu

rr
en

t
ac

h
ie

v
em

en
ts

an
d

en
v
is

ag
ed

m
ea

su
re

s
in

th
e

O
W

E
re

gi
on

.

S
ta

k
eh

o
ld

er
s

co
ns

id
er

ed
th

at
IS

O
s

ha
ve

ta
ke

n
th

e
m

os
t

pr
aQ

m
at

ic
,

re
al

is
ti

c
an

d
ef

fi
ci

en
t

ap
pr

oa
ch

b
ec

au
se

:

.
It

w
ill

le
ad

to
su

cc
es

sf
u
l

de
li

ve
ry

of
a

co
m

m
on

d
ay

-a
h

ea
d

fl
ow

-
b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
pr

oc
ed

ur
e.

.
It

w
ill

en
ab

le
re

ac
hi

ng
so

lu
ti

on
s

in
an

ea
si

er
an

d
ti

m
el

y
w

ay
,

an
d

w
ill

m
ee

t
gr

id
u
se

rs
/c

it
iz

en
s

ex
pe

ct
at

io
ns

,
in

cl
ud

in
g

be
in

g
w

el
co

m
ed

by
a

m
aj

or
it

y
of

C
E

E
T

S
O

s.
.

It
is

th
e

pr
ac

ti
ca

l
ap

pr
oa

ch
,

by
pu

tt
in

g
pr

io
ri

ty
on

th
e

m
or

e
liq

ui
d

d
ay

-a
h
ea

d
ti

m
e

fr
am

e.
.

It
ac

kn
ow

le
dg

es
th

e
co

m
pl

ex
it

y
of

th
e

p
ro

ce
ss

,
w

hi
ch

re
qu

ir
es

a
st

ep
-b

y
-s

te
p

ap
p
ro

ac
h

th
at

fa
ci

li
ta

te
s

so
lv

in
g

te
ch

ni
ca

l
is

su
es

on
an

in
di

vi
du

al
an

d
ca

se
-b

y
-c

as
e

ba
si

s,
th

er
ef

or
e

co
nt

ri
bu

ti
ng

to
a

sm
oo

th
er

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
.

.
It

en
ab

le
s

pa
rt

ie
s

to
be

aw
ar

e
of

th
e

le
ve

ls
of

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

io
n

be
tw

ee
n

th
e

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
in

g
m

em
be

rs
,

by
ac

kn
ow

le
dg

in
g

th
e

un
iq

ue
op

er
at

io
na

l
ch

al
le

n
g
es

an
d

se
cu

ri
ty

is
su

es
th

at
m

ay
ar

is
e.

.
It

ac
co

u
n
ts

fo
r

th
e

co
m

pl
ex

it
y

an
d

se
ns

it
iv

it
y

of
re

la
te

d
is

su
es

fo
r

M
em

be
r

S
ta

te
s

an
d

st
ak

eh
ol

de
rs

.
F

or
ex

am
pl

e,
th

e
C

E
E

T
S

O
s’

co
nc

lu
si

on
of

th
e

in
ab

ili
ty

to
im

pl
em

en
t

th
e

O
W

E
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

m
et

ho
do

lo
gy

as
th

ey
w

ou
ld

lo
se

fl
ex

ib
ili

ty
to

so
lv

e
te

ch
ni

ca
l

is
su

es
,-

;f
(C

E
E

T
S

O
s

ar
e

de
ve

lo
pi

ng
th

ei
r

ow
n

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
).

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

7/
32



A
C

E
R

/\
g
n
ty

fo
r

th
e

C
oo

pe
ra

ti
on

o
f

In
er

g
v

R
eg

ul
at

or
s

.
L

ea
vi

ng
in

tr
ad

ay
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n,
re

di
sp

at
ch

in
g

an
d

co
st

al
lo

ca
ti

on
ou

t
of

th
e

M
oU

is
th

e
ea

si
es

t
w

ay
fo

rw
ar

d
fo

r
bo

th
re

gi
on

s.

of
th

e
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

th
at

co
ns

id
er

ed
cu

rr
en

t
ef

fo
rt

s
as

su
ff

ic
ie

nt
,

th
er

e
w

er
e

n
ev

er
th

el
es

s
so

m
e

su
g

g
es

te
d

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

.
In

cl
ud

in
g:

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
in

si
st

ed
th

at
:

.
T

S
O

s
co

m
m

it
to

en
su

ri
ng

th
at

th
e

m
er

ge
r

w
ill

ef
fe

ct
iv

el
y

m
at

e
ri

al
is

e
in

th
e

lo
ng

er
te

rm
w

ith
in

re
as

o
n
ab

le
tim

in
cj

,
by

pr
ov

id
in

g
a

st
ri

ct
an

d
de

ta
il

ed
ti

m
el

in
e,

an
d

th
at

th
er

e
sh

ou
ld

be
an

in
cr

ea
se

d
le

ve
l

of
tr

an
sp

ar
en

cy
in

th
e

p
ro

ce
ss

.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
in

si
st

ed
th

at
:

.
N

R
A

s
w

ith
in

bo
th

C
C

R
s

an
d

A
C

E
R

m
us

t
fo

llo
w

th
e

p
ro

g
re

ss
m

ad
e

to
w

ar
ds

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
a

co
m

m
on

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

m
et

ho
do

lo
gy

an
d

th
e

m
er

ge
r

of
th

e
tw

o
C

C
R

s
ve

ry
cl

os
el

y,
to

en
su

re
th

at
ti

m
el

in
es

ar
e

re
sp

ec
te

d
.

2
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

su
g
g
es

te
d
:

.
lm

pr
ov

in
c

th
e

p
ro

cr
es

s
in

br
id

gi
ng

th
e

im
pl

ic
it

au
ct

io
ns

be
tw

ee
n

m
ul

ti
-r

eg
io

na
l

co
up

li
ng

an
d

th
e

4M
m

ar
ke

t
co

up
li

ng
pr

oj
ec

t
(R

O
H

U
-S

K
-C

Z
m

ar
ke

t
co

up
li

ng
)

b
ec

au
se

it
w

ou
ld

re
su

lt
in

be
tt

er
re

fe
re

nc
e

d
at

a
fo

r
co

m
pa

ri
ng

N
T

C
m

ar
ke

t
co

up
li

ng
an

d
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

m
ar

ke
t

co
up

li
ng

re
su

lt
s

be
fo

re
‘g

oi
ng

liv
e’

.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

8/
32



A
C

E
R

—
\g

&
nc

y
fo

r
th

e
C

c
o

p
ra

to
n

o
f

E
n
e
rg

y
R

cg
u

Ia
)r

s

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
m

ad
e

a
ge

ne
ra

l
st

at
em

en
t

in
fa

vo
ur

of
st

re
nQ

th
en

E
ng

th
e

co
op

er
at

io
n

be
tw

ee
n

th
e

tw
o

re
gi

on
s

b
ec

au
se

it
is

th
e

w
ay

fo
rw

ar
d

fo
r

th
e

im
pl

em
en

ta
fl

on
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n.

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ag
re

es
.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
di

d
no

t
ex

pr
es

sl
y

st
at

e
th

at
th

e
C

C
R

s
P

ro
po

sa
l

an
d

M
oU

w
er

e
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

ho
w

ev
er

,
it

di
d

no
t

su
pp

or
t

an
im

m
ed

ia
te

m
er

ge
r

of
th

e
ab

ov
e.

C
E

E
a
n

d
C

W
E

C
C

R
s
.

I
t

a
d
v
o
c
a
t
e
d

f
o
r

a
m

e
r
g
e
r

i
n

t
h
e

s
h

o
r
t
-
t
e
r
m

w
h
i
c
h

m
us

t
be

b
al

an
ce

d
w

ith
a

hi
gh

qu
al

it
y

st
an

d
ar

d
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
.

It
al

so
em

p
h
as

is
ed

th
at

th
e

cu
rr

en
t

M
oU

d
o
es

no
t

pr
ov

id
e

a
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

le
ve

l
of

de
ta

il
.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
di

d
no

t
ar

g
u
e

on
th

e
su

ff
ic

ie
nc

y
of

cu
rr

en
t

ef
fo

rt
s

ho
w

ev
er

,
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
ac

kn
ow

le
dg

es
th

e
n

ee
d

fo
r

an
im

pr
ov

ed
tr

an
sp

ar
en

cy
in

th
e

in
si

st
ed

th
at

th
e

qu
al

it
y

of
m

ar
ke

t
co

up
li

ng
an

d
m

ar
ke

t
in

te
Q

ra
tio

n
w

ith
in

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

an
d

re
di

sp
at

ch
in

g
m

et
ho

ds
an

d
is

co
m

m
it

te
d

to
ta

ki
ng

th
e

O
W

E
O

C
R

m
us

t
be

im
pr

ov
ed

fi
rs

t
be

fo
re

m
ov

in
g

on
to

ex
te

nd
in

g
th

e
ac

ti
on

in
th

is
im

po
rt

an
t

ar
ea

bu
t

co
n

si
d

er
s

th
is

po
in

t
fa

ll
s

ou
ts

id
e

th
e

sc
o
p
e

of
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

m
ar

ke
t

co
up

li
ng

to
C

E
E

,
as

it
in

tr
od

uc
es

a
ri

sk
of

sl
ow

in
g

qu
ic

k
th

e
C

O
R

s
de

fi
ni

tio
n

p
ro

ce
ss

.
ev

ol
ut

io
n

in
th

is
fi

el
d.

1
1

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
s

pr
ov

id
ed

no
co

m
m

en
ts

on
Q

ue
st

io
n

1.

2.
D

o
y
o
u

h
av

e
co

m
m

en
ts

o
n

th
e

d
es

cr
ip

ti
o

n
of

th
e

g
eo

g
ra

p
h
ic

al
ev

o
lu

ti
o

n
of

th
e

C
C

R
s

o
v

er
ti

m
e,

a
s

p
ro

p
o

se
d

by
al

l
T

S
O

s
in

A
n

n
ex

3
to

th
e

E
x

p
la

n
at

o
ry

d
o

cu
m

en
t

to
th

e
C

C
R

s
P

ro
p
o
sa

l?

7
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

co
m

m
en

te
d

on
th

e
la

ck
of

de
ta

il
,

cl
ea

r
pl

an
ni

nQ
an

d
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
ag

re
es

th
at

th
e

C
O

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l
la

ck
s

de
ta

il
,

cl
ea

r
pl

an
ni

ng
an

d
ti

m
el

in
es

as
w

el
l

as
a

cr
ed

ib
le

ro
ad

m
ap

fo
r

an
in

cr
ea

si
ng

ly
la

rg
er

O
C

R
.

In
ti

m
el

in
es

w
ith

re
ga

rd
to

th
e

ne
xt

m
er

ge
rs

.
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

A
nn

ex
3

m
us

t:
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

at
th

e
de

fi
ni

ti
on

of
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
re

gi
on

s
sh

ou
ld

.
D

ef
in

e
an

d
pr

ov
id

e
in

di
ca

ti
ve

ti
m

el
in

es
fo

r
m

er
gi

ng
H

an
sa

,
C

ha
nn

el
be

re
gu

la
rl

y
re

-a
ss

es
se

d
in

lig
ht

of
fo

rt
hc

om
in

g
de

ve
lo

pm
en

ts
an

d
th

e
an

d
B

al
tic

re
gi

on
s

w
ith

on
e

of
th

ei
r

ne
ig

hb
ou

ri
ng

C
C

R
s

ta
ki

ng
in

to
ev

ol
ut

io
n

of
th

e
le

ve
l

of
in

te
rd

ep
en

de
nc

y
be

tw
ee

n
re

gi
on

s.
ac

co
u

n
t

ev
ol

ut
io

n
of

ot
he

r
co

or
di

na
ti

on
pr

oj
ec

ts
w

ith
in

E
ur

op
e

(e
.g

.
m

er
ge

r
of

C
E

E
an

d
O

W
E

C
O

R
s

or
co

ns
tr

uc
ti

on
of

ne
w

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

in
vi

te
s

th
e

E
N

T
S

O
-E

,
in

th
e

fr
am

ew
or

k
of

its
bi

en
ni

al
re

po
rt

on

9/
32



A
C

E
R

\g
n

c
y

b
r

th
e

C
oc

ip
.’

ra
ti

on
of

ln
e
rg

v
R

eg
u
la

to
rs

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

or
s)

.
T

he
re

fo
re

,
m

ar
ke

t
pa

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
w

ill
ha

ve
n
ec

es
sa

ry
ti

m
e

ho
ri

zo
ns

fo
r

es
ta

bl
is

hi
ng

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
in

al
l

C
C

R
s.

.
M

us
t

do
m

or
e

to
st

re
am

li
ne

co
or

di
na

ti
on

an
d

in
te

gr
at

io
n

ef
fo

rt
s.

T
he

M
oU

pr
ov

id
es

m
or

e
de

ta
il

in
or

de
r

to
ur

ge
T

S
O

s
to

w
or

k
m

or
e

cl
os

el
y

to
ge

th
er

,
an

d
en

ab
le

p
ro

g
re

ss
in

pa
rt

s
of

th
e

re
gi

on
s.

.
N

ee
d

m
or

e
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
fr

om
T

S
O

s
on

th
ei

r
pl

an
fo

r
co

m
pl

et
in

g
m

ar
ke

t
in

te
gr

at
io

n
at

ea
ch

st
ep

,
ta

ki
ng

in
to

ac
co

un
t

pr
ev

io
us

ex
pe

ri
en

ce
,

in
cl

ud
in

g
gu

id
an

ce
fr

om
N

R
A

s.
.

In
cl

ud
e

tr
an

sp
ar

en
cy

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

fo
r

th
e

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
an

d
A

T
C

b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n.
.

M
ai

nt
ai

n
th

e
st

ep
-w

is
e

ap
p
ro

ac
h

to
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
lik

e
w

ith
th

e
C

W
E

C
C

R
.

.
C

om
pl

em
en

t
w

ith
ef

fi
ci

en
cy

st
ud

ie
s

co
m

pa
ri

ng
al

te
rn

at
iv

e
pa

th
to

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n.

.
B

as
ed

on
an

im
pa

ct
as

se
ss

m
en

t,
in

cl
ud

in
g

cr
it

er
ia

,
m

od
el

s
or

sc
en

ar
io

s,
to

ju
st

if
y

th
e

pr
op

os
ed

ou
tl

oo
k

an
d

ti
m

el
in

es
fo

r
fu

tu
re

en
la

rg
em

en
t

or
m

er
ge

r
of

C
C

R
s.

.
P

ro
vi

de
a

lo
ng

-t
er

m
ou

tl
oo

k
w

ith
an

in
di

ca
ti

ve
ro

ad
m

ap
,

to
ge

th
er

w
ith

a
pe

ri
od

ic
al

re
vi

ew
of

th
e

C
C

R
s

fo
llo

w
in

g
st

ru
ct

ur
al

ev
ol

ut
io

n,
ac

co
m

p
an

ie
d

by
a

fu
ll

im
pa

ct
as

se
ss

m
en

t
of

th
e

cu
rr

en
t

si
tu

at
io

n
an

d
po

ss
ib

le
ch

an
g
es

,
to

fa
ci

li
ta

te
th

e
po

te
nt

ia
l

ev
ol

ut
io

n
of

O
C

R
co

nf
ig

ur
at

io
n.

A
n

ou
tl

oo
k

sh
ou

ld
in

cl
ud

e
fu

tu
re

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

or
s

to
be

co
m

m
is

si
on

ed
be

yo
nd

20
18

,
su

ch
as

FA
B

L
in

k,
lE

A
2,

V
ik

in
g,

N
SN

pr
oj

ec
ts

.
.

N
ot

pr
ev

en
t

T
S

O
s

fr
om

an
in

cr
ea

se
d

co
or

di
na

ti
on

in
cr

o
ss

-b
o
rd

er
re

di
sp

at
ch

in
g

m
ea

su
re

s
an

d
co

or
di

na
te

d
u

se
of

H
V

D
C

an
d

P
h

as
e

Sh
if

tin
g

tr
an

sf
or

m
er

s
w

ith
in

a
la

rg
er

O
C

R
su

ch
as

th
e

ne
w

H
V

D
C

lin
k

on
th

e
F

ra
nc

e
—

S
pa

in
bo

rd
er

(d
es

pi
te

di
ff

ic
ul

tie
s

to
de

ve
lo

p
a

;

4

c
a
p
a
c
y

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

m
et

ho
do

lo
gy

on
D

C
ca

bl
es

).

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

an
d

al
lo

ca
ti

on
p

u
rs

u
an

t
to

A
rt

ic
le

31
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n,

to
de

ve
lo

p
st

at
is

ti
ca

l
in

di
ca

to
rs

to
ev

al
ua

te
th

e
le

ve
l

of
in

te
rd

ep
en

de
nc

y
be

tw
ee

n
th

e
de

fi
ne

d
C

O
R

s
an

d
th

e
ex

p
ec

te
d

ef
fi

ci
en

cy
ga

in
s

fu
rt

he
r

m
er

ge
rs

co
ul

d
br

in
g.

W
he

n
do

in
g

so
,

th
e

re
le

va
nt

T
S

O
s

ar
e

in
vi

te
d

to
fo

cu
s,

in
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

,
on

th
e

le
ve

l
of

in
te

rd
ep

en
de

nc
y

be
tw

ee
n

th
e

O
W

E
-C

E
E

re
gi

on
an

d
th

e
C

ha
nn

el
,

It
al

y-
N

or
th

,
S

ou
th

-E
as

t,
H

an
sa

an
d

N
or

di
c

re
gi

on
s.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

10
/3

2



C
la

ri
fy

ti
m

el
in

es
an

d
tr

ig
ge

rs
fo

r
a

re
vi

ew
an

d
po

ss
ib

le
re

de
li

ne
at

io
n

of
C

C
R

s.
A

pe
ri

od
ic

re
vi

ew
of

th
e

C
C

R
s,

ev
er

y
fo

ur
or

fi
ve

y
ea

rs
,

ac
co

m
p
an

ie
d

by
a

fu
ll

im
pa

ct
as

se
ss

m
en

t
of

th
e

cu
rr

en
t

si
tu

at
io

n
an

d
of

po
ss

ib
le

ch
an

g
es

to
th

e
C

C
R

5
is

su
g
g
es

te
d

to
fil

l
th

e
cu

rr
en

t
ga

p
in

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

w
hi

ch
d
o
es

no
t

pr
ov

id
e

fo
r

a
C

C
R

re
vi

ew
p
ro

ce
ss

.
P

ro
vi

de
a

p
re

ci
se

ti
m

el
in

e
fo

r
C

C
R

ex
te

ns
io

n
an

d
pu

bl
is

h
an

in
di

ca
ti

ve
ti

m
el

in
e

id
en

ti
fy

in
g

th
e

pr
oj

ec
te

d
m

er
ge

rs
of

C
C

R
5

in
th

e
co

m
in

g
y
ea

rs
,

ac
co

rd
in

g
to

th
e

av
ai

la
bl

e
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
on

th
e

ev
ol

ut
io

n
of

th
e

va
ri

ou
s

on
-g

oi
ng

co
or

di
na

ti
on

pr
oj

ec
ts

in
E

ur
op

e.

R
es

p
o
n
d
en

ts
’

vi
ew

s
A

C
E

R
’S

vi
ew

S

__
__

__
__

__
__

5
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

re
co

m
m

en
de

d
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
S

w
it

ze
rl

an
d

fr
om

th
e
s
t
a

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

re
m

in
ds

th
at

,
re

g
ar

d
le

ss
of

th
e

m
an

y
be

ne
fi

ts
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

eC
C

R
s

de
fi

ni
ti

on
(O

W
E

an
d

N
or

th
It

al
y

C
C

R
SI

L
pr

ov
id

in
g

a
ra

ng
e

of
so

m
e

th
ir

d-
pa

rt
ie

s
co

un
tr

ie
s,

in
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d,
co

ul
d

pr
ov

id
e,

su
ch

re
as

o
n
s

in
cl

ud
in

g:
in

cl
us

io
n

re
qu

ir
es

sp
ec

if
ic

ag
re

em
en

ts
be

tw
ee

n
th

e
U

ni
on

an
d

th
o
se

co
un

tr
ie

s
an

d
th

e
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
re

le
va

nt
U

ni
on

le
gi

sl
at

io
n

in
th

o
se

co
un

tr
ie

s
(s

ee
.

It
s

ce
nt

ra
l

ge
og

ra
ph

ic
al

lo
ca

tiO
n

it
m

us
t

be
ta

ke
n

in
to

ac
co

un
t

in
A

rt
ic

le
1(

4)
an

d
1(

5)
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

w
ith

re
ga

rd
to

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d)
.

th
e

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

p
ro

ce
ss

es
,

ot
he

rw
is

e
im

po
rt

an
t

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

or
s

w
ill

be
ig

no
re

d
w

he
n

ca
lc

ul
at

in
g

ca
pa

ci
ti

es
in

C
en

tr
al

E
ur

op
e.

F
or

ex
am

pl
e:

se
cu

ri
ty

is
su

es
ca

n
ar

is
e

w
he

n
ex

ch
an

g
es

in
E

ur
op

e
in

cr
ea

se
an

d
sy

st
em

s
ar

e
o
p
er

at
ed

cl
os

er
to

th
ei

r
lim

its
(S

w
it

ze
rl

an
d

ac
co

u
n
ts

fo
r

ab
ou

t
1 0

%
of

al
l

el
ec

tr
ic

it
y

ex
ch

an
g
es

in
E

ur
op

e)
.

It
s

in
cl

us
io

n
is

th
er

ef
or

e
re

le
va

nt
fo

r
sa

fe
an

d
se

cu
re

ne
tw

or
k

op
er

at
io

n.
.

It
s

ex
cl

us
io

n
ca

n
ha

ve
im

pl
ic

at
io

ns
on

gr
id

se
cu

ri
ty

in
S

w
it

ze
rl

an
d.

.
T

he
S

w
is

s
ne

tw
or

k’
s

ro
le

in
th

e
sa

fe
op

er
at

io
n

of
th

e
E

U
gr

id
is

fu
rt

he
r

un
de

rl
in

ed
in

th
e

S
ys

te
m

O
pe

ra
ti

on
G

ui
de

li
ne

(S
O

G
L

).
.

It
s

in
cl

us
io

n
is

a
te

ch
ni

ca
l

po
in

t
th

at
sh

ou
ld

be
co

ns
id

er
ed

de
sp

it
e

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d’
s

re
la

ti
on

sh
ip

w
ith

E
U

le
gi

sl
at

io
n

ta
1

th
e

5
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
S

ab
o
v
e

5
ec

if
ic

al
l

re
u
es

te
d

th
at

an
fu

rt
he

r

/:
;/

.
.
.

.
.

.

.

.
.

.
.

.

.
.

A
C

E
R

A
g
en

cy
fo

r
th

C
oo

pe
ra

ti
on

of
L

nc
rg

y
R

eg
ul

at
or

s

.

11
/3

2



A
C

E
R

—
A

gc
nc

y
fo

r
th

c
(
o

o
p

e
T

t
t
o

n

o
l

L
nc

rg
v

R
cg

u1
ac

rs

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

in
im

pl
em

en
ti

ng
th

e
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

ap
pr

oa
ch

sh
ou

ld
w

ai
t

un
til

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d
io

in
s

si
ng

le
d
ay

-a
h
ea

d
m

ar
ke

t
co

up
li

ng
.

T
hi

s
st

ak
eh

ol
de

r
su

g
g
es

te
d

th
at

T
S

O
s

ag
re

e
to

ex
te

nd
th

e
de

ad
li

ne
fo

r
su

bm
is

si
on

of
th

e
pr

op
os

al
fo

r
a

co
m

m
on

co
or

di
na

te
d

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
to

up
to

6
m

on
th

s
af

te
r

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d
jo

in
s.

8
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

re
q
u
es

te
d

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

S
er

bi
an

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
in

th
e

C
E

E
O

C
R

as
it

w
ou

ld
ha

ve
a

po
si

ti
ve

im
pa

ct
on

ov
er

al
l

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

iv
it

y
in

th
e

re
gi

on
.

S
pe

ci
fi

c
re

as
o

n
s

in
cl

ud
ed

:

.
S

er
bi

an
bo

rd
er

s
(S

er
bi

a
—

H
un

ga
ry

,
S

er
bi

a
—

R
om

an
ia

)
ar

e
fr

eq
ue

nt
ly

u
se

d
fo

r
tr

ad
in

g
w

ith
in

C
E

E
.

.
S

er
bi

an
PX

an
d

ne
ig

hb
ou

ri
ng

C
E

E
’s

P
X

s
ar

e
co

m
pa

ti
bl

e,
so

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
w

ou
ld

no
t

p
re

se
n

t
te

ch
ni

ca
l

pr
ob

le
m

s.
.

It
s

in
cl

us
io

n
w

ou
ld

re
in

fo
rc

e
H

un
ga

ry
-R

om
an

ia
(H

U
-R

O
)

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

iv
it

y.
.

It
s

in
cl

us
io

n
w

ou
ld

he
lp

av
oi

d
gr

id
an

d
ge

og
ra

ph
y

ch
al

le
n
g
es

fa
ce

d
by

th
e

re
gi

on
.

of
th

e
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

th
at

ad
v

o
ca

te
d

fo
r

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d
an

d
S

er
b

ia
b
ei

n
g

in
cl

u
d

ed
in

th
e

C
C

R
s

d
ef

in
it

io
n
,

3
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

m
ad

e
ge

ne
ra

l
co

m
m

en
ts

ab
ou

t
th

e
be

ne
fi

ts
of

th
ei

r
in

cl
us

io
n:

.
T

he
ir

ex
cl

us
io

n
m

ay
un

de
rm

in
e

th
e

fu
nc

ti
on

in
g

an
d

p
ro

ce
ss

es
of

m
ar

ke
t

co
up

li
ng

on
th

o
se

bo
rd

er
s.

.
T

he
in

cl
us

io
n

en
su

re
s

ef
fi

ci
en

t
an

d
fa

st
er

re
gi

on
al

co
or

di
na

ti
on

.
.

It
ac

kn
ow

le
dg

es
th

e
re

al
it

y
of

th
e

hi
gh

ly
in

te
rc

on
ne

ct
ed

m
ar

ke
t,

an
d

av
oi

ds
u

n
n

ec
es

sa
ry

bu
re

au
cr

ac
y,

by
w

ay
of

te
ch

ni
ca

l
im

jj
le

m
en

ta
ti

on
v
er

su
s

tr
ad

e
ar

ra
n

em
en

ts
.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

12
/3

2



A
C

E
R

m
A

g
en

cy
fo

r
th

’
C

o
o
p
er

at
io

n
o1

E
n
er

g
y

R
e
u
Ia

to
rs

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

.
It

is
n

ec
es

sa
ry

fo
r

sw
if

t
co

up
li

ng
of

th
e

C
E

E
-C

E
E

C
C

R
s.

3
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

re
q
u
es

te
d

th
at

R
om

an
ia

is
in

cl
ud

ed
in

bo
th

th
e

C
E

E
an

d
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
ag

re
es

.
S

E
E

C
C

R
s,

pr
ov

id
in

g
th

e
fo

llo
w

in
g

re
as

o
n
s:

.
S

in
ce

th
e

C
C

R
s

w
er

e
la

st
de

fi
ne

d
in

th
e

ea
rl

y
20

00
s,

th
e

lis
t

n
ee

d
s

to
be

up
da

te
d

to
re

fl
ec

t
th

e
re

al
is

ti
c

si
tu

at
io

n.
.

T
he

C
C

R
s

de
fi

ni
ti

on
sh

ou
ld

co
ns

id
er

th
e

eq
ua

l
ge

og
ra

ph
ic

al
po

si
ti

on
of

R
om

an
ia

in
bo

th
C

en
tr

al
-

E
as

te
rn

E
ur

op
e

an
d

S
ou

th
-

E
as

te
rn

E
ur

op
e

an
d

th
e

en
er

gy
fl

ow
s

be
tw

ee
n

R
om

an
ia

an
d

ne
ig

hb
ou

ri
ng

co
un

tr
ie

s.
.

A
rt

ic
le

20
(4

)
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

su
pp

or
ts

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

R
om

an
ia

in
bo

th
C

E
E

an
d

S
E

E
re

gi
on

s.
.

It
s

ge
og

ra
ph

ic
al

po
si

ti
on

an
d

th
er

ef
or

e
th

e
im

po
rt

an
ce

of
th

e
R

om
an

ia
n

po
w

er
sy

st
em

in
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
su

pp
or

t
su

ch
in

cl
us

io
n.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
sp

ec
if

ic
al

ly
re

co
m

m
en

de
d

th
at

T
S

O
s

rr
ov

id
e

fo
r

o
re

n
,

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ag
re

es
th

at
th

e
de

fi
ni

tio
n

of
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
re

gi
on

s
sh

ou
ld

be
tr

an
sp

ar
en

t
an

d
in

cl
us

iv
e

p
ro

ce
d
u
re

s.
T

he
st

ak
eh

ol
de

r
al

so
su

g
g
es

te
d

th
at

re
gu

la
rl

y
re

-a
ss

es
se

d
in

lig
ht

of
fo

rt
hc

om
in

g
de

ve
lo

pm
en

ts
an

d
th

e
ev

ol
ut

io
n

of
th

o
se

de
li

ve
ra

bl
es

th
at

co
m

e
ou

t
of

A
rt

ic
le

31
(b

ie
nn

ia
l

re
po

rt
)

an
d

32
th

e
le

ve
l

of
in

te
rd

ep
en

de
nc

y
be

tw
ee

n
re

gi
on

s
(a

nd
th

at
th

e
m

en
ti

on
ed

(b
id

di
ng

zo
ne

re
vi

ew
)

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
sh

ou
ld

be
u
se

d
to

st
ip

ul
at

e
de

li
ve

ra
bl

es
co

ul
d

be
a

va
lu

ab
le

in
pu

t
in

th
at

re
sp

ec
t)

.
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

th
e

C
C

R
s

ov
er

ti
m

e,
as

co
m

pa
re

d
to

th
e

ra
th

er
st

at
ic

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l.
38

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
s

pr
ov

id
ed

no
co

m
m

en
ts

on
Q

ue
st

io
n

2
(o

r
ad

di
ti

on
al

co
m

m
en

ts
b
es

id
es

th
o
se

as
so

ci
at

ed
w

ith
Q

ue
st

io
n

1,
w

hi
ch

w
er

e
in

cl
ud

ed
th

er
ei

n.
)

3.
S

h
o
u
ld

th
e

C
E

E
re

gi
on

(o
r

a
m

er
g
ed

re
gi

on
)

in
cl

ud
e

th
e

bi
dd

in
g

zo
n
e

b
o
rd

er
s

b
et

w
ee

n
C

ro
at

ia
an

d
S

lo
ve

ni
a,

b
et

w
ee

n
C

ro
at

ia
an

d
H

un
ga

ry
,

an
d

b
et

w
ee

n
R

om
an

ia
an

d
H

un
ga

ry
?

13
/3

2



A
C

E
R

—
A

g
en

cy
fo

r
th

e
C

oo
pe

ra
t

on
ot

L
nc

rg
v

R
eg

ul
at

or
s

28
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

aq
re

ea
tn

at
m

e
u

lz
z

re
cj

io
n

(o
r

a
m

er
Q

ed
re

gi
on

)
in

cl
ud

e
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
ag

re
es

th
at

th
e

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
s

be
tw

ee
n

C
ro

at
ia

an
d

th
e

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
s

be
tw

ee
n

C
ro

at
ia

an
d

S
lo

ve
ni

a,
be

tw
ee

n
C

ro
at

ia
S

lo
ve

ni
a,

be
tw

ee
n

C
ro

at
ia

an
d

H
un

ga
ry

,
an

d
be

tw
ee

n
R

om
an

ia
an

d
H

un
ga

ry
an

d
H

un
ca

ry
,

an
d

be
tw

ee
n

R
om

an
ia

an
d

H
un

ga
ry

,
an

d
pr

ov
id

ed
re

as
o
n
s,

sh
ou

ld
be

in
cl

ud
ed

in
th

e
C

W
E

-C
E

E
m

er
ge

d
re

gi
on

fr
om

th
e

be
gi

nn
in

g
as

w
hi

ch
ar

e
su

m
m

ar
is

ed
in

th
e

fo
llo

w
in

g
p
ar

ag
ra

p
h

s.
pr

op
os

ed
in

th
e

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l.

3
of

th
e

27
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

pr
ov

id
ed

th
ei

r
su

pp
or

t
b
ec

au
se

th
ey

ar
e

ex
is

tin
Q

bi
dd

in
çj

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
s

an
d

th
er

ef
or

e
fa

ll
w

ith
in

th
e

sc
o
p
e

of
A

rt
ic

le
15

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n.

2
of

th
e

27
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

co
n
si

d
er

ed
th

ei
r

in
cl

us
io

n
as

cr
uc

ia
l

fo
r

th
e

ef
fe

ct
iv

e,
no

n-
di

sc
ri

m
in

at
or

y
an

d
tr

an
sp

ar
en

t
ac

ce
ss

an
d

m
an

ac
ie

m
en

t
of

th
e

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

or
s.

1
of

th
e

27
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

su
pp

or
te

d
th

em
b
ec

au
se

th
ei

r
in

cl
us

io
n

w
ou

ld
en

ab
le

th
e

ac
h

ie
v

em
en

t
of

fu
ll

ca
pa

ci
ty

al
lo

ca
ti

on
,

ef
fi

ci
en

t
co

ng
es

ti
on

m
an

ag
em

en
t

an
d

ov
er

al
l

m
ar

ke
t

ef
fi

ci
en

cy
in

th
e

C
E

E
re

gi
on

.

1
of

th
e

27
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

su
pp

or
te

d
th

em
b
ec

au
se

th
es

e
bo

rd
er

s
ar

e
co

n
g
es

te
d

an
d

co
ng

es
ti

on
m

an
aQ

em
en

t
ir

o
ce

d
u
re

s
ar

e
al

re
ad

y
in

il
ac

e.

18
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

pl
ac

ed
sp

ec
if

ic
em

p
h
as

is
on

th
e

im
po

rt
an

ce
of

im
m

ed
ia

te
ly

in
cl

ud
in

g
th

e
R

O
-H

U
bo

rd
er

in
th

e
C

E
E

C
C

R
m

ai
nl

y
b
ec

au
se

it
w

ou
ld

re
fl

ec
t

th
e

cu
rr

en
t

le
ve

l
of

m
ar

ke
t

in
te

gr
at

io
n.

In
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

,
th

e
bo

rd
er

h
as

b
ee

n
in

cl
ud

ed
in

im
pl

ic
it

ca
pa

ci
ty

al
lo

ca
ti

on
m

ec
ha

ni
sm

in
th

e
C

E
E

C
C

R
si

nc
e

N
ov

em
be

r
20

14
,

w
ith

in
th

e
fr

am
ew

or
k

of
th

e
4M

M
C

pr
oj

ec
t

(R
O

-H
U

-S
K

-C
Z

m
ar

ke
t

co
up

li
ng

).
S

ta
ke

ho
ld

er
s

al
so

ra
is

ed
th

e
fo

llo
w

in
g

po
in

ts
in

su
pp

or
t

of
its

im
m

ed
ia

te
in

cl
us

io
n:

4
•

It
w

as
su

pp
or

te
d

by
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

du
ri

ng
E

N
T

S
O

-E
’s

pu
bl

ic

14
/3

2

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s



A
C

E
R

A
g
en

cy
fo

r
th

4
C

o
o
p
er

at
io

n
o
f

1
tt

er
g
v

R
eg

u
la

to
rs

co
ns

ul
ta

ti
on

.
.

A
rt

ic
le

20
(4

)
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

pr
ov

id
es

th
at

th
e

T
S

O
s

fr
om

M
em

be
r

S
ta

te
s

w
hi

ch
ha

ve
bo

rd
er

s
w

ith
ot

he
r

re
gi

on
s

ar
e

en
co

u
ra

g
ed

to
jo

in
th

e
in

it
ia

ti
ve

s
to

im
pl

em
en

t
a

co
m

m
on

fl
ow

-
b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
w

ith
th

es
e

re
gi

on
s.

.
E

U
’s

en
er

gy
se

ct
o
r

h
as

de
ve

lo
pe

d
si

nc
e

th
e

ad
op

ti
on

of
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
(E

C
)

N
o

71
4/

20
09

(a
nd

th
e

A
nn

ex
th

er
ei

n
co

nt
ai

ni
ng

th
e

re
gi

on
s)

.
.

Sw
if

t
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
ha

rm
on

is
ed

ru
le

s,
p
ro

ce
d
u
re

s
an

d
sy

st
em

s
ac

ro
ss

H
U

bo
rd

er
s

w
ou

ld
he

lp
th

e
H

un
ga

ri
an

m
ar

ke
t.

.
It

en
su

re
s

C
ro

at
ia

h
as

ac
ce

ss
to

th
e

R
O

-B
G

-G
R

bl
oc

k.
.

It
s

ex
cl

us
io

n
w

ill
ha

ve
a

ne
ga

ti
ve

im
pa

ct
on

m
ar

ke
t

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

an
d

en
d

co
n
su

m
er

s
in

R
om

an
ia

,
no

t
al

lo
w

in
g

th
em

to
be

ne
fi

t
fr

om
a

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
ad

v
an

ta
g

e.
.

T
he

H
ar

m
on

is
ed

A
uc

ti
on

R
ul

es
(H

A
R

)
w

er
e

ad
o
p
te

d
fo

r
lo

ng
-t

er
m

al
lo

ca
ti

on
,

w
ith

a
sp

ec
if

ic
bo

rd
er

an
n
ex

ha
rm

on
is

ed
w

ith
C

E
E

ru
le

s
an

d
w

it
ho

ut
m

aj
or

de
vi

at
io

ns
to

th
e

ge
ne

ra
l

ru
le

s.
.

R
om

an
ia

is
in

vo
lv

ed
in

in
it

ia
ti

ve
s

to
ac

hi
ev

e
in

tr
ad

ay
co

up
li

ng
.

.
It

fa
ci

li
ta

te
s

th
e

IE
M

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
.

4
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

pl
ac

ed
sp

ec
if

ic
em

p
h
as

is
on

th
e

bo
rd

er
be

tw
ee

n
C

ro
at

ia
an

d
H

un
ga

ry
,

an
d

3
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

pl
ac

ed
sp

ec
if

ic
em

p
h

as
is

on
th

e
bo

rd
er

be
tw

ee
n

C
ro

at
ia

an
d

S
lo

ve
ni

a,
co

ns
id

er
in

ci
th

at
th

e
la

tt
er

sh
ou

ld
be

w
ith

in
th

e
C

E
E

or
a

la
rg

er
C

W
E

-C
E

E
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
re

gi
on

.
T

he
ir

re
as

o
n
s

ov
er

la
pp

ed
,

an
d

ar
e

su
m

m
ar

is
ed

in
th

e
fo

llo
w

in
g

bu
ll

et
po

in
ts

:

v
/

.
T

he
C

ro
at

ia
n

tr
an

sm
is

si
on

gr
id

is
cu

rr
en

tl
y

af
fe

ct
ed

by
lo

op
-f

lo
w

s
de

ri
vi

ng
fr

om
N

or
th

an
d

W
es

t
E

ur
op

e
in

th
e

C
E

E
re

gi
on

.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

15
/3

2



A
C

E
R

m
A

g
en

:y
fo

r
th

e
C

o
cp

tr
at

o
n

)f
L

xw
rg

v
R

eu
1
at

o
rs

.
C

ro
ss

bo
rd

er
ca

pa
ci

ty
al

lo
ca

ti
on

is
al

re
ad

y
ta

ki
ng

pl
ac

e
on

th
e

SI
-

H
R

an
d

H
U

-H
R

bo
rd

er
s

on
ye

ar
ly

an
d

m
on

th
ly

ti
m

ef
ra

m
e

an
d

al
so

(a
s

a
tr

an
si

ti
on

so
lu

ti
on

on
ly

)
on

th
e

d
ay

-a
h

ea
d

ti
m

ef
ra

m
e.

.
It

en
ab

le
s

be
tt

er
se

cu
ri

ty
of

su
pp

ly
an

d
al

lo
w

s
fo

r
hi

gh
er

pe
ne

tr
at

io
n

of
R

E
S

in
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
si

nc
e

m
os

t
cr

os
s-

bo
rd

er
tr

ad
e

by
C

ro
at

ia
n

m
ar

ke
t

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

is
ca

rr
ie

d
ou

t
on

th
es

e
bo

rd
er

s.
.

It
m

ak
es

m
or

e
ca

pa
ci

ty
av

ai
la

bl
e

to
m

ar
ke

t
pa

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
w

he
re

fl
ow

-
b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
ta

k
es

pl
ac

e.
.

T
he

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
es

e
bo

rd
er

s
is

al
ig

ne
d

w
ith

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n.

.
It

en
ab

le
s

fa
st

er
in

cl
us

io
n

of
C

ro
at

ia
n

bo
rd

er
s

w
ith

no
n-

E
U

co
un

tr
ie

s
in

to
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
.

.
It

co
nt

ri
bu

te
s

to
liq

ui
di

ty
an

d
in

te
gr

at
io

n
in

th
e

C
E

E
C

C
R

.
.

T
he

re
is

an
ac

ti
ve

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
io

n
in

el
ec

tr
ic

it
y

ex
ch

an
g
es

an
d

br
ok

er
ag

e
pl

at
fo

rm
s

in
G

er
m

an
y

(E
P

E
X

,
S

P
E

C
T

R
O

N
),

S
lo

ve
ni

a
(B

S
P

ye
ar

ly
),

H
un

ga
ry

(H
U

PX
iT

F
S

).
.

It
re

fl
ec

ts
a

lo
gi

ca
l

se
q
u
en

ce
of

m
ar

ke
t

co
up

li
ng

in
th

e
re

gi
on

.
.

H
O

P
S

(C
ro

at
ia

T
S

O
)

is
a

sh
ar

eh
o
ld

er
in

JA
O

,
in

vo
lv

ed
in

th
e

C
E

E
C

W
E

m
er

ge
r

pr
oj

ec
t

an
d

a
si

gn
at

or
y

of
th

e
M

oU
fo

r
th

e
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
of

a
co

m
m

on
C

W
E

C
E

E
C

C
R

da
y

ah
ea

d
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

m
et

ho
do

lo
gy

.
.

T
he

re
ex

is
t

hi
st

or
ic

ti
es

be
tw

ee
n

C
ro

at
ia

n
an

d
S

lo
ve

ni
a

po
w

er
sy

st
em

s.
.

R
ec

en
t

in
ve

st
m

en
t

in
cr

o
ss

-b
o
rd

er
in

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

w
ith

H
un

ga
ry

w
as

m
ad

e
w

ith
th

e
ai

m
of

a
si

ng
le

m
ar

ke
t,

re
gi

on
al

ba
la

nc
in

g
an

d
se

cu
ri

ty
of

su
pp

ly
.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

/
I

16
/3

2



A
C

E
R

—
A

ge
nc

y
(o

r
th

C
oo

pe
ra

ti
on

ot
E

ne
rg

y
R

eg
ul

at
or

s

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
w

hi
ls

t
su

pp
or

ti
ng

th
e

C
O

P
s

P
ro

po
sa

l
st

re
ss

ed
th

e
ob

li
ga

ti
on

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ag
re

es
th

at
a

st
ep

-w
is

e
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
co

m
m

on
ly

de
fi

ne
d

to
co

o
p
er

at
e

in
A

rt
ic

le
29

(9
)

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eQ
ul

at
io

n
th

ro
ug

h
ex

ch
an

g
e

co
ng

es
ti

on
m

an
ag

em
en

t
p

ro
ce

d
u

re
s

m
ig

ht
be

a
m

or
e

re
al

is
ti

c
ap

p
ro

ac
h

an
d

an
d

co
nf

ir
m

at
io

n
of

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

on
th

e
in

te
rd

ep
en

de
nc

y
of

C
C

R
s.

co
ns

id
er

s
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
as

su
ff

ic
ie

nt
ly

fl
ex

ib
le

to
al

lo
w

fo
r

it.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
w

hi
ls

t
su

pp
or

ti
ng

th
e

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l
su

ci
ge

st
ed

a
st

ep
w

is
e

ap
p

ro
ac

h
fo

r
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

to
le

ss
en

th
e

im
pa

ct
th

at
th

es
e

ne
w

bo
rd

er
s

m
ay

ha
ve

on
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

ti
m

el
in

es
.

12
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

pr
ov

id
ed

no
co

m
m

en
ts

on
Q

ue
st

io
n

3.

4.
S

h
o
u
ld

th
e

C
E

E
re

g
io

n
(o

r
a

m
er

g
ed

re
g
io

n
)

in
cl

u
d

e
a

b
id

d
in

g
zo

n
e

b
o
rd

er
b
et

w
ee

n
G

er
m

an
y
/L

u
x
em

b
o
u
rg

an
d

A
u
st

ri
a?

30
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

su
pp

or
te

d
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
a

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
be

tw
ee

n
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
ag

re
es

w
ith

a
m

aj
or

it
y

of
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

th
at

,
gi

ve
n

th
e

pr
ov

en
G

er
m

an
y/

L
ux

em
bo

ur
g

an
d

A
us

tr
ia

in
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
(o

r
a

m
er

ge
d

re
gi

on
).

ex
is

te
nc

e
of

a
st

ru
ct

ur
al

co
ng

es
ti

on
on

th
e

D
E

-A
T

bo
rd

er
(s

ee
in

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar

V
:Z

17
/3

2

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

.
T

he
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
bo

rd
er

s
in

th
e

S
E

E
C

C
R

is
un

fe
as

ib
le

gi
ve

n
th

e
R

O
-H

U
bo

rd
er

be
in

g
in

cl
ud

ed
in

th
e

C
E

E
C

C
R

.

16
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

ag
re

ed
th

at
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
(o

r
a

m
er

ge
d

re
gi

on
)

in
cl

ud
es

S
ee

ab
ov

e.
th

e
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

s
be

tw
ee

n
C

ro
at

ia
an

d
S

lo
ve

ni
a,

be
tw

ee
n

C
ro

at
ia

an
d

H
un

ga
ry

,
an

d
be

tw
ee

n
R

om
an

ia
an

d
H

un
ga

ry
,

bu
t

di
d

no
t

pr
ov

id
e

an
y

sp
ec

if
ic

re
as

o
n
s.



A
C

E
R

—
A

g
en

cy
fo

r
d
w

(o
o
p
e
ra

ti
o
n

o
f

[n
cr

g
v

R
g

u
1

tr
s

6

.

T
he

m
aj

or
it

y
of

th
es

e
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

pl
ac

ed
w

ei
gh

t
on

A
C

E
R

’s
O

pi
ni

on
N

o
09

/2
01

56
,

in
si

st
in

g
th

at
th

e
C

C
R

s
P

ro
po

sa
l

m
ai

nt
ai

ns
co

m
pl

ia
nc

e
w

ith
th

e
A

C
E

R
O

pi
ni

on
,

an
d

sp
ec

if
ic

al
ly

ci
tin

g
th

at
th

e
O

pi
ni

on
il

lu
st

ra
te

s:

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

.

A
nn

ex
IV

to
th

is
D

ec
is

io
n)

,
th

e
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
a

ca
pa

ci
ty

al
lo

ca
ti

on
pr

oc
ed

ur
e

on
th

e
D

E
-A

T
bo

rd
er

is
re

qu
ir

ed
p

u
rs

u
an

t
to

A
rt

ic
le

16
(1

)
of

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

(E
C

)
N

o
71

4/
20

09
an

d
po

in
ts

1.
2,

1.
4

an
d

3.
1

of
A

nn
ex

I
to

th
is

R
eg

ul
at

io
n,

an
d

ca
n

be
im

pl
em

en
te

d
th

ro
ug

h
th

e
C

C
R

s
pr

op
os

al
p

ro
ce

ss
.

G
er

m
an

/A
us

tr
ia

n
in

te
rc

on
ne

ct
or

d
o
es

no
t

ha
ve

su
ff

ic
ie

nt
ca

pa
ci

ty
to

ac
co

m
m

o
d
at

e
al

l
fl

ow
s

de
ri

vi
ng

fr
om

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

co
m

m
er

ci
al

co
nt

ra
ct

s,
an

d
th

at
su

ch
fl

ow
s

ar
e

ca
rr

ie
d

ou
t

as
u

n
sc

h
ed

u
le

d
fl

ow
s

w
hi

ch
bu

rd
en

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

or
s

on
ot

he
r

bo
rd

er
s

su
ch

as
:

P
ol

is
h/

G
er

m
an

,
P

ol
is

h/
C

ze
ch

,
C

ze
ch

/G
er

m
an

,
C

ze
ch

/A
us

tr
ia

n.
ab

se
n
ce

of
a

re
gi

on
al

ly
co

or
di

na
te

d
al

lo
ca

ti
on

m
ec

ha
ni

sm
at

th
e

cr
o

ss
-b

o
rd

er
in

te
rc

on
ne

ct
io

n
be

tw
ee

n
G

er
m

an
y

an
d

A
us

tr
ia

w
hi

ch
is

at
va

ri
an

ce
w

ith
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
(E

C
)

N
o

71
4/

20
09

.
D

E
-A

T
in

te
rc

on
ne

ct
io

n
is

us
ua

ll
y

an
d

st
ru

ct
ur

al
ly

co
n
g
es

te
d

an
d

th
er

ef
or

e
re

qu
ir

es
ca

pa
ci

ty
al

lo
ca

ti
on

m
et

ho
ds

to
be

im
pl

em
en

te
d

on
th

e
bo

rd
er

,
in

ac
co

rd
an

ce
w

ith
po

in
t

1 .
2

an
d

po
in

t
1 .

3
of

A
nn

ex
I

to
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
(E

C
)

N
o

71
4/

20
09

,
w

ith
in

th
e

de
fi

ni
tio

n
pr

ov
id

ed
in

A
rt

ic
le

2(
2)

(c
)

of
th

e
sa

m
e

R
eg

ul
at

io
n.

ex
is

ti
ng

m
it

ig
at

in
g

m
ea

su
re

s
ca

nn
ot

re
pl

ac
e

tr
an

sp
ar

en
t,

no
n-

di
sc

ri
m

in
at

or
y

an
d

m
ar

ke
t

b
as

ed
co

ng
es

ti
on

m
an

ag
em

en
t

p
ro

ce
d
u
re

s
co

m
pl

ia
nc

e
w

ith
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
(E

C
)

N
o

71
4/

20
09

.
D

E
-A

T
bo

rd
er

sh
ou

ld
fo

rm
a

co
ns

ti
tu

en
t

pa
rt

of
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
fo

r
th

e
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n
of

co
or

di
na

te
d

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n,

op
ti

m
iz

at
io

n
of

al
lo

ca
ti

on
an

d
se

cu
re

op
er

at
io

n
of

th
e

ne
tw

or
k,

as
re

qu
ir

ed
by

po
in

t
3.

5
of

A
nn

ex
I t

o
R

eq
ul

at
io

n
(E

C
)

N
o

71
4/

20
09

.

. .

T
he

re
ce

nt
m

ea
su

re
s

im
pl

em
en

te
d

on
th

e
D

E
-P

L
bo

rd
er

(in
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

th
e

in
st

al
la

ti
on

of
a

P
S

T
in

M
ik

ul
ow

a
an

d
th

e
op

en
in

g
of

th
e

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

or
V

ie
rr

ad
en

-K
ra

jn
ik

be
tw

ee
n

P
ol

an
d

an
d

G
er

m
an

y)
ai

m
at

re
m

ed
yi

ng
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
th

e
N

or
th

-S
ou

th
ex

ch
an

g
es

w
ith

in
th

e
D

E
-A

T
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
on

th
e

D
E

-P
L

bo
rd

er
,

ho
w

ev
er

,
th

ey
do

no
t

fu
nd

am
en

ta
ll

y
ch

an
g
e

th
e

ph
ys

ic
al

im
pa

ct
of

a
D

E
-A

T
cr

os
s-

bo
rd

er
ex

ch
an

g
e

on
ne

ig
hb

ou
ri

ng
co

un
tr

ie
s.

T
he

y
do

no
t

ch
an

g
e

ei
th

er
th

e
fa

ct
th

at
th

e
ac

tu
al

m
ax

im
um

tr
an

sf
er

ca
pa

ci
ty

be
tw

ee
n

G
er

m
an

y
an

d
th

e
m

ai
n

pa
rt

of
A

us
tr

ia
w

ou
ld

no
t

be
ab

le
to

ac
co

m
m

o
d

at
e

al
l

th
e

re
q
u
es

ts
fo

r
ex

ch
an

g
es

be
tw

ee
n

G
er

m
an

y
an

d
A

us
tr

ia
in

th
e

ab
se

n
ce

of
lo

op
fl

ow
s.

Fi
na

lly
,

th
es

e
m

ea
su

re
s

ca
nn

ot
re

pl
ac

e
tr

an
sp

ar
en

t,
no

n-
di

sc
ri

m
in

at
or

y
an

d
m

ar
k
et

-b
as

ed
co

ng
es

ti
on

m
an

ag
em

en
t

p
ro

ce
d

u
re

s
co

m
pl

ia
nt

w
ith

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

(E
C

)
N

o
71

4/
20

09
,

w
hi

ch
gi

ve
ef

fi
ci

en
t

ec
on

om
ic

si
gn

al
s

to
m

ar
ke

t
pa

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
an

d
th

e
tr

an
sm

is
si

on
sy

st
em

o
p

er
at

o
rs

in
vo

lv
ed

(s
ee

A
nn

ex
IV

to
th

e
D

ec
is

io
n

fo
r

fu
rt

he
r

de
ta

il
s)

.

18
/3

2



A
C

E
R

m
A

g
en

cy
fo

r
th

e
C

c)
c)

pe
rd

ic
)n

of
E

n
c
rg

v
R

g
u
1
at

o
rs

.
a

fi
rs

t
st

ep
to

w
ar

ds
es

ta
bl

is
hi

ng
a

le
ve

l
pl

ay
in

g
fi

el
d

fo
r

el
ec

tr
ic

it
y

tr
ad

e
in

th
e

C
E

E
re

gi
on

(e
sp

ec
ia

ll
y

si
nc

e
th

e
ex

is
ti

ng
se

tt
in

g
di

sc
ri

m
in

at
es

ag
ai

n
st

m
ar

ke
t

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

an
d

is
a

si
gn

if
ic

an
t

o
b

st
ac

le
to

m
er

gi
ng

th
e

C
E

E
an

d
O

W
E

re
gi

on
s

an
d

fu
rt

he
r

m
ar

ke
t

in
te

gr
at

io
n)

.

A
la

rg
e

sh
ar

e
of

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
s

em
p
h
as

is
ed

th
at

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

G
er

m
an

/L
ux

em
bo

ur
g

-
A

us
tr

ia
n

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
(D

E
-A

T
)

in
th

e
C

E
E

O
C

R
re

gi
on

(o
r

a
m

er
ge

d
re

gi
on

)
is

cr
uc

ia
l

fo
r

th
e

ef
fe

ct
iv

e,
no

n-
di

sc
ri

m
in

at
or

y
an

d
tr

an
sp

ar
en

t
ac

ce
ss

an
d

m
an

aQ
em

en
t

of
th

e
in

te
rc

on
ne

ct
or

s.
T

he
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
th

e
bo

rd
er

sh
ou

ld
th

er
ef

or
e

en
ab

le
no

n-
di

sc
ri

m
in

at
or

y
tr

ea
tm

en
t

an
d

br
in

g
eq

ua
l

op
po

rt
un

it
ie

s
fo

r
al

l
in

vo
lv

ed
M

em
be

r
S

ta
te

s.
A

nd
th

at
fu

rt
he

rm
or

e,
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
D

E
/L

U
-A

T
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

,
re

ga
rd

in
g

th
e

G
er

m
an

-A
us

tr
ia

n
in

te
rc

on
ne

ct
or

as
st

ru
ct

ur
al

ly
lim

ite
d,

w
ou

ld
en

ab
le

th
e

es
ta

bl
is

hm
en

t
of

a
ca

pa
ci

ty
al

lo
ca

ti
on

m
et

ho
d

on
th

e
bo

rd
er

.

A
la

rg
e

sh
ar

e
of

sh
ar

eh
o
ld

er
s

em
p
h
as

is
ed

th
at

im
pl

em
en

ti
ng

th
e

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
m

ay
m

ak
e

th
e

tr
ad

e
of

el
ec

tr
ic

it
y

be
tw

ee
n

P
ol

is
h

an
d

G
er

m
an

m
ar

ke
ts

po
ss

ib
le

(c
ur

re
nt

ly
th

e
po

ss
ib

il
it

y
of

en
er

gy
ex

ch
an

g
e

be
tw

ee
n

P
ol

is
h

an
d

G
er

m
an

m
ar

ke
ts

is
ex

cl
ud

ed
).

2
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

co
ns

id
er

ed
th

e
sa

id
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

in
cl

us
io

n
as

an
in

iti
al

st
ep

to
a

su
cc

es
sf

u
l

im
jl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

a
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

m
et

ho
do

lo
Q

y,
by

so
lv

in
g

th
e

lo
op

fl
ow

is
su

e.
It

s
ex

cl
us

io
n

w
ou

ld
ex

p
o

se
th

e
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

m
et

ho
do

lo
gy

to
th

e
ri

sk
of

no
t

ge
tt

in
g

N
R

A
ap

pr
ov

al
.

F
ur

th
er

m
or

e,
th

es
e

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
s

st
re

ss
ed

th
at

th
e

m
ar

ke
t

w
ou

ld
be

ab
le

to
ha

nd
le

th
e

sp
lit

,
i.e

.
no

co
ng

es
ti

on
m

ea
n
s

th
e

ca
pa

ci
ty

al
lo

ca
ti

on
m

ec
ha

ni
sm

w
ill

al
lo

w
fo

r
no

pr
ic

e
di

ff
er

en
ce

s,
w

h
er

ea
s

co
ng

es
ti

on
w

ill
be

re
fl

ec
te

d
in

zo
na

l
pr

ic
es

,

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

19
/3

2



A
C

E
R

A
ge

nc
y

fo
r

th
e

C
o

o
p

tr
at

io
n

of
E

ne
rg

y
R

eg
ul

at
or

s

w
hi

ch
w

ill
in

fo
rm

th
e

fu
rt

he
r

ch
an

g
es

th
at

m
ay

be
n

ee
d

ed
.

4
T

S
O

s
(P

ol
an

d,
C

ze
ch

R
ep

ub
li

c,
S

lo
va

ki
a

an
d

H
un

ga
ry

)
in

si
st

th
at

th
e

lo
op

fl
ow

s
at

th
ei

r
bo

rd
er

s
ca

u
se

bi
g

un
ce

rt
ai

nt
y,

an
d

re
ci

ui
re

th
e

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

co
st

ly
re

m
ed

ia
l

ac
ti

on
s.

S
pe

ci
fi

c
re

fe
re

nc
e

is
m

ad
e

to
tw

o
st

u
d

ie
s

is
su

ed
by

C
ze

ch
,

P
ol

is
h,

S
lo

va
k

an
d

H
un

ga
ri

an
T

S
O

s
on

th
e

im
pa

ct
of

th
e

D
E

-A
T

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

on
ne

ig
hb

ou
ri

ng
sy

st
em

s.
O

ng
oi

ng
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
d
is

cu
ss

io
n
s

si
nc

e
20

06
ha

ve
a

ne
ga

ti
ve

in
fl

ue
nc

e
on

th
e

re
gi

on
al

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
a

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
m

et
ho

do
lo

gy
.

R
ef

er
en

ce
is

m
ad

e
to

ot
he

r
re

po
rt

s:
T

H
E

M
A

(c
on

su
lt

an
t)

,
E

N
T

S
O

-E
’s

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

re
vi

ew
an

d
A

C
E

R
’s

20
15

M
ar

ke
t

M
on

ito
ri

ng
R

ep
or

t.

3
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

in
si

st
on

th
e

fa
ct

th
at

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

D
E

/L
U

-A
T

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
w

ou
ld

im
pr

ov
e

th
e

si
tu

at
io

n,
pr

ov
id

e
fo

r
eQ

ua
l

co
nd

it
io

ns
fo

r
al

l
m

ar
ke

t
ia

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
an

d
re

m
ov

e
a

si
gn

if
ic

an
t

ba
rr

ie
r

in
th

e
m

ar
ke

t
in

te
cr

at
io

n
p
ro

ce
ss

.

2
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

in
si

st
th

at
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
sa

id
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

w
ou

ld
ha

ve
a

po
si

ti
ve

im
pa

ct
on

m
ar

ke
t

ef
fi

ci
en

cy
an

d
th

e
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s

of
th

e
si

nQ
le

E
ur

op
ea

n
e
n
e
ry

m
ar

ke
t.

2
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

st
re

ss
ed

th
at

m
ai

nt
ai

ni
ng

th
e

st
at

u
s

qu
o

w
ou

ld
en

da
nQ

er
se

cu
re

op
er

at
io

n
of

tr
an

sm
is

si
on

sy
st

em
s.

2
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

em
p
h
as

is
ed

th
at

a
D

E
-A

T
bi

dd
in

ci
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

m
us

t
be

an
in

te
gr

al
pa

rt
of

th
e

C
E

E
C

C
R

b
ec

au
se

it
is

im
po

rt
an

t
fo

r
co

ng
es

ti
on

m
an

ag
em

en
t

in
th

e
w

ho
le

re
gi

on
.

.4

20
/3

2

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s



A
C

E
R

A
g
en

cy
fo

r
th

c
(c

o
p
e
ra

to
n

o
f

L
nc

rg
v

R
eg

u
It

o
rs

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
no

te
d

th
at

si
nc

e
30

-5
0%

of
co

m
m

er
ci

al
tr

an
sa

ct
io

n
s

be
tw

ee
n

G
er

m
an

y
an

d
A

us
tr

ia
ar

e
ac

tu
al

ly
re

al
is

ed
th

ro
ug

h
ne

ig
hb

ou
ri

ng
ne

tw
or

ks
of

P
ol

an
d

an
d

C
ze

ch
R

ep
ub

li
c,

th
e

D
E

-A
T

bo
rd

er
m

us
t

be
co

n
si

d
er

ed
to

ha
ve

a
si

gn
if

ic
an

t
im

pa
ct

on
th

e
po

w
er

fl
ow

s
in

th
e

re
gi

on
.

T
he

is
su

e
is

co
m

po
un

de
d

by
th

e
fa

ct
th

at
th

e
ex

ch
an

g
es

at
th

is
bo

rd
er

ar
e

th
e

hi
gh

es
t

in
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
hi

gh
li

gh
te

d
th

at
du

ri
ng

th
e

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t

of
th

e
C

C
R

s
P

ro
po

sa
l,

T
S

O
s

co
n
si

d
er

ed
al

l
bo

rd
er

s
w

ith
in

th
e

C
E

E
re

gi
on

pu
rs

ua
nt

to
po

in
t

3.
2

of
A

nn
ex

I
to

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

71
4/

20
09

.
F

ur
th

er
m

or
e,

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

re
qu

ir
es

T
S

O
s

to
co

o
ie

ra
te

on
a

C
C

R
le

ve
l,

pa
n-

E
ur

op
ea

n
le

ve
l

an
d

ac
ro

ss
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

s,
an

d
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
fo

r
da

y-
ah

ea
d

an
d

in
tr

ad
ay

ti
m

ef
ra

m
es

sh
ou

ld
be

co
or

di
na

te
d

at
le

as
t

at
th

e
re

gi
on

al
le

ve
l,

an
d

th
us

de
fi

ne
d

by
T

S
O

s.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
co

ns
id

er
ed

th
at

th
e

bo
rd

er
de

fa
ct

o
ex

is
ts

by
w

ay
of

T
S

O
s

ap
pl

yi
ng

op
er

at
io

na
l

li
m

it
at

io
ns

fo
r

sc
he

du
li

ng
in

tr
ad

ay
ex

ch
an

g
es

(i
.e

.
in

tr
ad

ay
st

op
).

13
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

di
d

no
t

su
pp

or
t

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

a
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ag
re

es
th

at
th

e
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
re

vi
ew

sh
ou

ld
be

co
n

si
d

er
ed

as
th

e
be

tw
ee

n
G

er
m

an
y/

L
ux

em
bo

ur
g

an
d

A
us

tr
ia

in
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
(o

r
a

m
ai

n
p
ro

ce
ss

to
de

fi
ne

bi
dd

in
g

zo
n
es

in
a

re
gi

on
.

H
ow

ev
er

,
th

e
A

ge
nc

y
m

er
ge

d
re

gi
on

),
th

e
m

aj
or

it
y

of
w

hi
ch

pl
ac

ed
st

ro
ng

w
ei

gh
t

on
th

e
fo

rm
al

d
is

ag
re

es
w

ith
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

w
ho

co
ns

id
er

th
at

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

ne
w

bi
dd

in
g-

p
ro

ce
ss

in
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n.
In

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
,

th
at

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

ne
w

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
s

is
ou

ts
id

e
th

e
sc

o
p
e

of
A

rt
ic

le
15

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
an

d
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

s
is

ou
ts

id
e

th
e

sc
o
p
e

of
A

rt
ic

le
1 5

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
th

at
A

rt
ic

le
32

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
is

th
e

ex
cl

us
iv

e
pa

th
to

in
tr

od
uc

e
a

ne
w

R
eg

ul
at

io
n,

w
hi

ch
is

in
te

nd
ed

to
p
ro

p
o
se

C
C

R
s

b
as

ed
on

ex
is

ti
ng

bo
rd

er
s,

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
(s

ee
th

e
co

re
D

ec
is

io
n

fo
r

fu
rt

he
r

de
ta

il
s)

.
an

d
th

at
in

st
ea

d
th

e
in

tr
od

uc
ti

on
of

a
ne

w
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

is
so

le
ly

pr
ov

id
ed

fo
r

in
A

rt
ic

le
32

et
se

q.
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n.

A
la

rg
e

sh
ar

e
of

th
e

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
s

in
si

st
ed

th
at

a
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
st

ud
y

is
In

th
e

A
ge

nc
y’

s
vi

ew
s,

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

ne
w

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
s

in
th

e
C

C
R

s

/
21

/3
2



A
C

E
R

I
A

ge
nc

y
Fo

r
th

e
(c

o
p
e
rt

o
n

o
f

L
n
cr

g
y

R
eg

u
la

to
rs

cu
rr

en
tl

y
be

in
g

pe
rf

or
m

ed
by

E
N

T
S

O
-E

in
ac

co
rd

an
ce

w
ith

A
rt

ic
le

32
et

se
q
.

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n,
an

d
th

at
th

is
fo

rm
al

p
ro

ce
ss

an
d

its
re

su
lt

s
sh

ou
ld

no
t

be
un

de
rm

in
ed

,
an

d
th

at
th

e
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
re

vi
ew

in
ac

co
rd

an
ce

w
ith

A
rt

ic
le

32
et

se
q.

is
b
as

ed
on

a
th

or
ou

gh
an

d
de

ta
il

ed
re

vi
ew

of
th

e
ex

is
ti

ng
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
co

nf
ig

ur
at

io
n

as
a

pr
er

eq
ui

si
te

fo
r

th
e

in
tr

od
uc

ti
on

of
ne

w
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

s,
in

cl
ud

in
g

th
e

pr
es

cr
ib

ed
tw

o-
st

ep
p
ro

ce
ss

fo
ll

ow
ed

by
na

ti
on

al
re

gu
la

to
ry

ap
pr

ov
al

.
T

he
re

fo
re

,
th

e
ap

pr
ov

al
of

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
w

ith
in

th
e

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l
is

be
yo

nd
A

C
E

R
’s

co
m

p
et

en
ce

,
an

d
le

ci
al

ly
in

ad
m

is
si

b
l

4
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

ra
is

ed
th

e
is

su
e

of
E

-c
on

tr
ol

s
re

ci
ue

st
fo

r
am

en
d
m

en
t

p
u
rs

u
an

t
to

A
rt

ic
le

9(
12

)
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n.

T
he

y
co

ns
id

er
th

at
th

e
re

q
u
es

t
fo

r
am

en
d
em

en
t

w
as

no
t

de
al

t
w

ith
in

lin
e

w
ith

th
e

pr
oc

ed
ur

e
in

th
at

A
rt

ic
le

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n,
an

d
th

at
th

e
pr

oc
ed

ur
e

ou
gh

t
to

be
up

he
ld

to
av

oi
d

po
te

nt
ia

l
ju

di
ci

al
de

cl
ar

at
io

n
of

nu
lli

ty
of

th
e

te
rm

s
an

d
co

nd
it

io
ns

or
m

et
ho

do
lo

gi
es

ad
o
rt

ed
un

de
r

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
ea

ul
at

io
n.

P
ro

po
sa

l
d
o
es

no
t

un
de

rm
in

e
an

y
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
re

vi
ew

p
ro

ce
ss

.
N

ei
th

er
h
as

an
y

su
ch

p
ro

ce
ss

fo
rm

al
ly

st
ar

te
d

ye
t,

no
r

is
its

la
un

ch
pr

ec
lu

de
d

by
th

e
af

or
em

en
ti

on
ed

in
cl

us
io

n.

F
ur

th
er

m
or

e,
as

ex
pl

ai
ne

d
ab

ov
e,

a
ne

w
bi

di
ng

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
ca

n
be

im
pl

em
en

te
d

in
th

e
fr

am
ew

or
k

of
A

rt
ic

le
15

w
he

re
th

is
is

n
ec

es
sa

ry
to

co
m

pl
y

w
ith

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

(E
C

)
N

o
71

41
20

09
or

w
he

re
th

is
is

n
ec

es
sa

ry
to

m
ee

t
th

e
ob

je
ct

iv
es

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n.
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
th

er
ef

or
e

co
n
si

d
er

s
th

at
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

is
bo

rd
er

in
th

e
C

C
R

s
P

ro
po

sa
l

is
pe

rt
ec

tl
y

po
ss

ib
le

an
d

in
th

e
ar

ea
of

th
e

de
ci

si
on

-m
ak

in
g

co
m

p
et

en
ce

of
th

e
A

ge
nc

y.
T

he
pa

rt
ie

s
n
ee

d
to

m
ak

e
su

re
in

th
e

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
p
h
as

e
th

at
th

e
de

ci
si

on
on

th
e

D
E

-A
T

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

w
ill

no
t

be
an

o
b
st

ac
le

to
th

e
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
th

e
re

su
lt

s
of

th
e

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

re
vi

ew
.

A
s

co
nf

ir
m

ed
by

th
e

se
rv

ic
es

of
th

e
E

ur
op

ea
n

C
om

m
is

si
on

’s
D

ir
ec

to
ra

te
-

G
en

er
al

fo
r

E
ne

rg
y

(l
et

te
r

of
4

Ju
ly

20
16

),
th

e
A

ge
nc

y
co

n
si

d
er

s
E

-C
on

tr
ol

’s
re

q
u
es

t
fo

r
am

en
d
m

en
t

as
nu

ll
an

d
in

ad
m

is
si

bl
e

an
d

co
n
si

d
er

s
its

el
f

as
fu

lly
co

m
pe

te
nt

to
ta

ke
a

D
ec

is
io

n
on

th
e

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

4
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

ra
is

ed
th

e
is

su
e

th
at

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

th
e

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

S
in

ce
a

ca
pa

ci
ty

al
lo

ca
ti

on
pr

oc
ed

ur
e

on
th

e
D

E
-A

T
bo

rd
er

is
re

qu
ir

ed
un

de
r

bo
rd

er
in

fr
in

ge
s

ce
rt

ai
n

A
rt

ic
le

s
in

th
e

T
re

at
y

on
th

e
Fu

nc
tio

ni
nQ

of
th

e
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
(E

C
)

N
o

71
4/

20
09

to
m

an
ag

e
th

e
co

ng
es

ti
on

pr
ob

le
m

s
ca

u
se

d
by

E
ur

op
ea

n
U

ni
on

(T
FE

U
I,

an
d

in
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

th
e

co
m

pe
ti

ti
on

ru
le

s
in

A
rt

ic
le

th
e

D
E

-A
T

cr
o
ss

-b
o
rd

er
ex

ch
an

g
es

in
a

m
ar

k
et

-b
as

ed
w

ay
,

th
e

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
10

1
of

th
e

T
F

E
U

,
A

rt
ic

le
10

2
of

th
e

T
F

E
U

,
A

rt
ic

le
10

6
o
ft

h
e

T
F

E
U

,
an

d
th

e
of

th
is

ca
pa

ci
ty

al
lo

ca
ti

on
pr

oc
ed

ur
e

is
a

n
ec

es
sa

ry
an

d
ju

st
if

ie
d

le
ga

l
pr

ov
is

io
ns

on
th

e
fr

ee
m

ov
em

en
t

of
go

od
s

in
A

rt
ic

le
s

34
an

d
35

of
th

e
co

n
se

q
u
en

ce
.

In
fa

ct
,

it
is

th
e

le
gi

sl
at

or
’s

re
sp

o
n
se

to
a

si
tu

at
io

n
of

in
ad

eq
u
at

e
T

F
E

U
.

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

io
n

ca
pa

ci
ty

,
w

hi
ch

,
by

its
na

tu
re

,
is

an
o
b
st

ac
le

to
fr

ee
cr

o
ss

-
bo

rd
er

tr
ad

e
in

el
ec

tr
ic

it
y

an
d

to
a

re
al

co
m

pe
ti

ti
ve

E
ur

op
ea

n
el

ec
tr

ic
it

y
m

ar
ke

t.
R

ec
it

al
(1

1)
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

m
ak

es
it

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
ly

cl
ea

r
th

at
th

e
sp

li
tt

in
g

of
bi

dd
in

g
zo

n
es

m
ay

al
so

be
n
ec

es
sa

ry
‘to

en
su

re
ef

fi
ci

en
t

co
ng

es
ti

on
m

an
ag

em
en

t
an

d
ov

er
al

l
m

ar
ke

t
ef

fi
ci

en
cy

’.
A

s
su

ch
,

th
e

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

a
,f

ca
pa

ci
ty

al
lo

ca
ti

on
pr

oc
ed

ur
e

on
th

e
D

E
-A

T
bo

rd
er

is
on

ly
en

ab
li

ng
co

m
pe

ti
ti

ve

2
2
/3

2



A
C

E
R

A
ge

nc
•y

fo
r

th
e

C
o
o
p
’r

at
io

n
n
i

E
n
er

g
y

R
eg

u
la

to
rs

3
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

no
te

d
th

at
th

er
e

is
no

co
ng

es
ti

on
at

th
is

po
te

nt
ia

l
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

.
O

ne
of

th
es

e
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

al
so

no
te

d
th

at
th

e
in

te
rc

on
ne

ct
io

n
on

th
e

bo
rd

er
is

us
ua

ll
y

in
a

po
si

ti
on

to
ac

co
m

m
o
d
at

e
al

l
ph

ys
ic

al
fl

ow
s

be
tw

ee
n

A
us

tr
ia

an
d

G
er

m
an

y,
th

er
ef

or
e

th
er

e
is

no
pr

ed
ic

ta
bl

e
an

d
st

ab
le

co
ng

es
ti

on
at

th
is

bo
rd

er
w

ith
in

th
e

m
ea

ni
ng

of
‘s

tr
uc

tu
ra

l
co

ng
es

ti
on

’
in

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n.

T
h

es
e

th
re

e
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

in
si

st
ed

th
at

th
e

A
C

E
R

O
ri

ni
on

m
us

t
no

w
be

co
n
si

d
er

ed
in

lig
ht

of
de

ve
lo

pm
en

ts
.

T
he

y
li

st
ed

th
e

fo
llo

w
in

g
de

ve
lo

pm
en

ts
:

.
th

e
up

co
m

in
g

op
en

in
g

of
th

e
p

h
as

e
sh

if
te

r
in

M
ik

ul
ow

a
w

hi
ch

ca
n

be
u
se

d
to

di
re

ct
ly

co
nt

ro
l

th
e

fl
ow

s
an

d
al

lo
w

at
le

as
t

so
m

e
im

po
rt

to
P

ol
an

d.
.

th
e

up
co

m
in

g
op

en
in

g
of

th
e

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

or
V

ie
rr

ad
en

-K
ra

jn
ik

be
tw

ee
n

P
ol

an
d

an
d

G
er

m
an

y.
.

th
e

ad
di

ti
on

of
at

le
as

t
tw

o
st

ro
ng

38
0

kV
ci

rc
ui

ts
be

tw
ee

n
G

er
m

an
y

an
d

A
us

tr
ia

by
20

19
.

A
us

tr
ia

n
au

th
or

it
ie

s
ha

ve
re

ce
nt

ly
ap

pr
ov

ed
th

e
co

ns
tr

uc
ti

on
of

80
00

M
W

of
ad

di
ti

on
al

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

io
n

ca
pa

ci
ty

be
tw

ee
n

G
er

m
an

y
an

d
A

us
tr

ia
.

T
he

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

io
n

ca
pa

ci
ty

w
ill

to
ta

l
1 8

00
0

M
W

an
d

w
ill

ex
ce

ed
A

us
tr

ia
’s

pe
ak

lo
ad

.
.

th
e

up
co

m
in

g
op

er
at

io
n

of
th

e
p
h
as

e
sh

if
te

rs
at

th
e

C
ze

ch
-G

er
m

an
bo

rd
er

.
.

th
e

sp
ec

ia
l

sw
it

ch
in

g
of

H
ra

de
c-

R
oh

rs
do

rt
to

T
en

ne
T

;
‘
.
.

th
e

no
rt

h
so

ut
h

tr
an

sm
is

si
on

ca
pa

ci
ty

sh
ou

ld
be

in
cr

ea
se

d
in

ac
ce

ss
to

tr
an

sm
is

si
on

li
ne

s
an

d
pr

om
ot

in
g

no
n-

di
sc

ri
m

in
at

or
y

tr
ad

e
in

el
ec

tr
ic

it
y

in
th

e
C

W
E

an
d

C
E

E
re

gi
on

s.
T

he
re

fo
re

,
it

d
o
es

no
t

co
ns

ti
tu

te
an

ar
tif

ic
ia

l
sp

lit
of

an
in

te
gr

at
ed

m
ar

ke
t

in
fr

in
gi

ng
A

rt
ic

le
s

10
1

or
10

2
T

F
E

U
or

an
ar

tif
ic

ia
l

tr
ad

e
ba

rr
ie

r
in

fr
in

gi
ng

A
rt

ic
le

s
34

or
35

T
F

E
U

.
O

n
th

e
co

nt
ra

ry
,

it
co

nt
ri

bu
te

s
to

co
m

pe
ti

ti
on

an
d

m
ar

ke
t

in
te

gr
at

io
n

by
cr

ea
ti

ng
a

le
ve

l-
pl

ay
in

g
fi

el
d

fo
r

m
ar

ke
t

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

on
th

e
E

ur
op

ea
n

w
ho

le
sa

le
m

ar
ke

t.
A

s
ex

pl
ai

ne
d

ab
ov

e,
th

e
A

ge
nc

y
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

at
th

e
re

ce
n

t
m

ea
su

re
s

im
pl

em
en

te
d

or
on

th
e

po
in

t
to

be
im

pl
em

en
te

d
in

th
e

C
E

E
re

gi
on

(a
s,

e.
g.

th
e

in
st

al
la

ti
on

of
a

P
S

T
in

M
ik

ul
ow

a
an

d
th

e
op

en
in

g
of

th
e

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

or
V

ie
rr

ad
en

-K
ra

jn
ik

be
tw

ee
n

P
ol

an
d

an
d

G
er

m
an

y)
ai

m
at

re
m

ed
yi

ng
th

e
im

pa
ct

of
th

e
N

or
th

-S
ou

th
ex

ch
an

g
es

w
ith

in
th

e
D

E
-A

T
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
on

th
e

D
E

-P
L

bo
rd

er
bu

t
do

no
t

fu
nd

am
en

ta
ll

y
ch

an
g
e

th
e

pr
ov

en
fa

ct
s

th
at

:
1)

cr
o
ss

-b
o
rd

er
ex

ch
an

g
es

on
th

e
D

E
-A

T
bo

rd
er

ha
ve

a
si

gn
if

ic
an

t
im

pa
ct

on
st

ru
ct

ur
al

ly
co

n
g

es
te

d
ar

ea
s

in
th

e
C

W
E

an
d

C
E

E
re

gi
on

s
an

d
2)

th
e

ac
tu

al
m

ax
im

um
ca

pa
ci

ty
tr

an
sf

er
w

ou
ld

us
ua

ll
y

be
no

t
ab

le
to

ac
co

m
m

o
d
at

e
al

l
D

E
-A

T
cr

o
ss

-b
o

rd
er

ex
ch

an
g
es

in
th

e
ab

se
n

ce
of

lo
op

fl
ow

s.

T
h
es

e
m

ea
su

re
s

ca
nn

ot
ei

th
er

re
pl

ac
e

tr
an

sp
ar

en
t,

no
n-

di
sc

ri
m

in
at

or
y

an
d

m
ar

ke
t-

ba
se

d
co

ng
es

ti
on

m
an

ag
em

en
t

p
ro

ce
d

u
re

s
co

m
pl

ia
nt

w
ith

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

(E
C

)
N

o
71

4/
20

09
,

w
hi

ch
gi

ve
ef

fi
ci

en
t

ec
on

om
ic

si
gn

al
s

to
m

ar
ke

t
pa

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
an

d
th

e
tr

an
sm

is
si

on
sy

st
em

o
p

er
at

o
rs

in
vo

lv
ed

.

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

hi
gh

ly
w

el
co

m
es

th
e

in
te

nt
io

n
of

th
e

A
us

tr
ia

n
an

d
G

er
m

an
au

th
or

it
ie

s
to

de
ve

lo
p

ne
w

gr
id

in
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
s

in
or

de
r

to
re

in
fo

rc
e

th
ei

r
re

sp
ec

ti
ve

ne
tw

or
k

an
d

no
te

s
th

at
su

ch
ne

w
gr

id
in

fr
as

tr
uc

tu
re

d
ev

el
o

p
m

en
ts

ca
n

on
ly

he
lp

re
du

ci
ng

an
y

po
te

nt
ia

l
pr

ic
e

di
ff

er
en

ti
al

st
em

m
in

g
fr

om
th

e
in

tr
od

uc
ti

on
of

ca
pa

ci
ty

al
lo

ca
ti

on
m

et
ho

d
on

th
e

D
E

-A
T

bo
rd

er
.

H
ow

ev
er

,
th

e
A

ge
nc

y
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

at
th

e
pl

an
ne

d
de

ve
lo

pm
en

ts
do

no
t

pr
ov

id
e

a
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

le
ve

l
of

ce
rt

ai
nt

y,
an

d
th

er
ef

or
e

ca
nn

ot
be

re
li

ed
up

on
in

de
fi

ni
ng

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

23
/3

2



A
C

E
R

A
g
en

cy
fo

r
th

e
(i

o
o

p
er

at
on

—
o
f

E
n
er

g
y

R
eg

ul
at

or
s

G
e
r
m

a
n
y

i
n

2
0
1
6

3
0
0
0
+

M
W

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

I
t
h
e

C
C

R
s

a
n
d

t
h
e

b
o
r
d
e
r
s

t
h

e
r
e
i
n

.

2
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
se

m
p
h
as

is
ed

th
at

th
e

A
C

E
R

O
pi

ni
on

09
/2

01
5

is
no

t
bi

nd
in

g
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
fu

lly
ac

kn
ow

le
dg

es
th

e
no

n-
bi

nd
in

g
ch

ar
ac

te
r

of
its

O
pi

ni
on

a
n
d

t
h

e
r
e
f
o

r
e

d
o
e
s

n
o
t

p
r
o
v
i
d
e

a
n
y

s
u
s
t
a
i
n
a
b

l
e

l
e
g

a
l

b
a
s
i
s
.

0
9

/
2

0
1

5
.

T
h

e
A

g
e
n

c
y

i
s
,

h
o
w

e
v
e
r
,

o
f

t
h
e

v
i
e
w

t
h
a
t

t
h
e

f
i
n
d
i
n
g
s

i
n

t
h
i
s

O
p

i
n

i
o

n
,

a
s

w
e
l
l

a
s

t
h
e

n
e
w

o
n
e
s

i
n

A
n
n
e
x

I
V

t
o

t
h

i
s

D
e
c
i
s
i
o

n
,

p
r
o
v
e

t
h
a
t

t
h
e

n
o
n
-
i
n
c
l
u
s
i
o
n

o
f

t
h
i
s

b
o

r
d

e
r

i
n

t
h
e

C
C

R
s

P
r
o

p
o

s
a
l

w
o
u
l
d

c
l
e
a
r
l
y

g
o

a
g

a
i
n

s
t

R
e
g
u
l
a
t
i
o
n

(
E

C
)

N
o

71
4/

20
09

an
d

th
e

ob
je

ct
iv

es
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
in

si
st

ed
th

at
th

er
e

w
as

no
pr

oo
f

av
ai

la
bl

e
to

sh
ow

th
at

A
nn

ex
IV

to
th

is
D

ec
is

io
n

d
em

o
n
st

ra
te

s
th

at
th

er
e

is
a

st
ru

ct
ur

al
co

ng
es

ti
on

on
c
o
n
g

e
s
t
i
o

n
e
x
i
s
t
s

a
t

th
e

D
E

-A
T

bo
rd

er
.

T
o

da
te

,
no

as
se

ss
m

en
t

h
as

be
en

th
e

D
E

-A
T

bo
rd

er
its

el
f.

un
de

rt
ak

en
w

ith
re

ga
rd

to
th

e
p
re

su
m

ed
co

ng
es

ti
on

,
in

cl
ud

in
g

th
e

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

o
f

al
l

po
te

nt
ia

ll
y

co
n
g
es

te
d

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

or
s

an
d

an
an

al
ys

is
of

th
e

ex
te

nt
to

w
hi

ch
st

ru
ct

ur
al

co
ng

es
ti

on
w

ith
in

G
er

m
an

y
co

nt
ri

bu
te

s
to

u
n

sc
h

ed
u

le
d

fl
ow

s
in

th
e

C
E

E
re

gi
on

.
1

st
ak

eh
o

ld
er

in
si

st
ed

th
at

ig
no

ri
ng

th
e

co
rr

ec
t

fo
rm

al
p
ro

ce
ss

as
ou

tl
in

ed
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

at
A

nn
ex

IV
to

th
is

D
ec

is
io

n
sh

ow
s

th
e

im
po

rt
an

ce
in

A
rt

ic
le

32
et

se
q.

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
co

ul
d

le
ad

to
w

ro
nc

i
an

d
ur

ge
nt

ne
ed

to
in

cl
ud

e
th

e
D

E
-A

T
bo

rd
er

in
th

e
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
in

ce
nt

iv
es

,
i.e

.
th

e
at

ti
tu

de
of

vi
ew

in
g

th
e

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

fr
om

a
m

et
ho

d
of

th
e

C
W

E
-C

E
E

re
gi

on
.

na
ti

on
al

or
co

nt
ro

l
ar

ea
pe

rs
pe

ct
iv

e.
1

st
ak

eh
o

ld
er

hi
gh

li
gh

te
d

th
e

be
ne

fi
ts

of
th

e
bi

dd
in

Q
zo

ne
re

vi
ew

p
ro

ce
ss

In
th

e
A

ge
nc

y’
s

vi
ew

s,
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
ne

w
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

s
in

th
e

C
C

R
s

b
ec

au
se

it
w

ill
re

su
lt

in
b
al

an
ce

d
co

nc
lu

si
on

s
as

to
th

e
ne

ce
ss

it
y

an
d

P
ro

po
sa

l
d
o
es

no
t

un
de

rm
in

e
an

y
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
re

vi
ew

p
ro

ce
ss

.
N

ei
th

er
h

as
ap

p
ro

p
ri

at
en

es
s

of
a

po
ss

ib
le

bi
dd

in
g

zo
n
es

re
-d

el
in

ea
ti

on
.

In
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

it
an

y
su

ch
p
ro

ce
ss

fo
rm

al
ly

st
ar

te
d

ye
t,

no
r

is
its

la
un

ch
or

th
e

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

al
lo

w
s

fo
r

an
in

-d
ep

th
an

al
ys

is
an

d
ex

ch
an

g
e

of
vi

ew
s

be
tw

ee
n

its
re

su
lt

pr
ec

lu
de

d
by

th
e

af
or

em
en

ti
on

ed
in

cl
us

io
n.

re
gu

la
to

rs
/A

C
E

R
,

T
S

O
s/

E
N

T
S

O
-E

,
an

d
m

ar
ke

t
pa

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
,

w
hi

ch
co

nt
ri

bu
te

s
to

th
e

co
ns

id
er

at
io

n
of

al
l

vi
ew

po
in

ts
in

th
e

fi
na

l
pr

op
os

al
to

be
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

at
th

e
n

ee
d

fo
r

im
pl

em
en

ti
ng

a
ca

pa
ci

ty
al

lo
ca

ti
on

m
ad

e
by

E
N

T
S

O
-E

.
It

al
so

pr
ov

id
es

fo
r

a
co

ns
ul

ta
ti

on
w

ith
m

ar
ke

t
m

ec
ha

ni
sm

on
th

e
D

E
-A

T
bo

rd
er

,
an

d
th

er
ef

or
e

fo
r

in
cl

ud
in

g
th

is
bo

rd
er

in
th

e
pa

rt
ic

ip
an

ts
,

in
lin

e
w

ith
th

e
am

en
d
m

en
t

p
ro

ce
ss

de
sc

ri
be

d
in

A
rt

ic
le

9(
13

)
C

C
R

s
P

ro
po

sa
l,

h
as

b
ee

n
th

or
ou

gh
ly

as
se

ss
ed

an
d

d
is

cu
ss

ed
.

It
h

as
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n.

fu
rt

he
rm

or
e

re
ce

iv
ed

a
fa

vo
ur

ab
le

O
pi

ni
on

fr
om

th
e

w
ho

le
N

R
A

s’
co

m
m

un
it

y
bu

t
on

e.
1

sa
k
eh

o
ld

er
ra

is
ed

th
e

is
su

e
th

at
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

A
s

m
en

ti
on

ed
in

its
O

pi
ni

on
N

o
09

/2
01

5,
th

e
A

ge
nc

y
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

at
th

e
4
o
u
ld

ha
ve

ne
ci

at
iv

e
ef

fe
ct

s
on

m
ar

ke
t

liQ
ui

di
ty

an
d

m
ar

ke
t

po
w

er
.

po
te

nt
ia

l
ne

ga
ti

ve
ef

fe
ct

s
of

im
pl

em
en

ti
ng

a
ca

pa
ci

ty
al

lo
ca

ti
on

m
ec

ha
ni

sm
on

24
/3

2



A
C

E
R

A
g
:n

cy
fo

r
th

e
(o

o
p
e
ra

tc
n

—
H

,
R

e
g
u
lt

th
e

D
E

-A
T

bo
rd

er
ne

ed
to

be
fu

rt
he

r
ev

al
ua

te
d

an
d,

if
d
ee

m
ed

n
ec

es
sa

ry
,

po
te

nt
ia

l
tr

an
si

to
ry

re
gu

la
to

ry
m

ea
su

re
s

fo
r

m
ar

ke
t

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

co
ul

d
be

pu
t

in
pl

ac
e.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
su

pp
or

te
d

th
e

in
cl

us
io

n
of

a
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

be
tw

ee
n

S
ee

ab
ov

e.
G

er
m

an
y/

L
ux

em
bo

ur
g

an
d

A
us

tr
ia

in
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
(o

r
a

m
er

ge
d

re
gi

on
)

bu
t

st
re

ss
ed

th
at

th
e

co
ns

ul
ta

ti
on

as
no

t
th

e
fo

rm
al

p
ro

ce
ss

w
ith

in
w

hi
ch

th
is

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
sh

ou
ld

be
co

ns
id

er
ed

.

2
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

su
pp

or
te

d
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
a

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
be

tw
ee

n
G

er
m

an
y/

L
ux

em
bo

ur
g

an
d

A
us

tr
ia

in
th

e
C

E
E

re
gi

on
(o

r
a

m
er

ge
d

re
gi

on
)

bu
t

di
d

no
t

pr
ov

id
e

sp
ec

if
ic

re
as

o
n
s.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
re

fr
ai

ne
d

fr
om

ta
ki

ng
a

st
ri

ct
vi

ew
ho

w
ev

er
,

su
g
g
es

te
d

th
at

S
ee

ab
ov

e.
fu

rt
he

r
im

pr
ov

em
en

t
of

th
e

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
sh

ou
ld

be
an

al
y
se

d
in

de
pt

h
be

fo
re

an
y

di
sc

us
si

on
of

de
li

m
it

at
io

n
of

bi
dd

in
g

zo
n
es

,
so

as
to

av
oi

d
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
fr

om
a

na
ti

on
al

or
co

nt
ro

l
ar

ea
pe

rs
pe

ct
iv

e.
T

he
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
al

so
co

n
si

d
er

ed
th

at
th

e
C

C
R

s
p
ro

ce
ss

is
no

t
th

e
pl

ac
e

to
in

tr
od

uc
e

a
ne

w
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
bo

rd
er

as
th

er
e

is
th

e
E

N
T

S
O

-E
bi

dd
in

g
zo

ne
re

vi
ew

st
ud

y,
w

hi
ch

sh
ou

ld
al

lo
w

a
d

ee
p

er
an

d
so

un
d

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g
of

im
po

rt
an

t
p
ar

am
et

er
s

fo
r

a
w

el
l-

fu
nc

ti
on

in
g,

co
m

pe
ti

ti
ve

an
d

un
if

ie
d

w
ho

le
sa

le
el

ec
tr

ic
it

y
m

ar
ke

t
as

se
t

ou
t

in
th

e
T

hi
rd

E
ne

rg
y

P
ac

k
ag

e.
A

ny
re

du
ct

io
n/

sp
li

tt
in

g
of

bi
dd

in
g

zo
n
es

sh
ou

ld
ta

ke
pl

ac
e

on
ly

if
th

er
e

is
st

ru
ct

ur
al

co
ng

es
ti

on
th

at
w

ill
pe

rs
is

t
in

th
e

fu
tu

re
an

d
on

ly
af

te
r

a
de

ta
il

ed
co

st
-b

en
ef

it
an

al
ys

is
an

d
im

pa
ct

as
se

ss
m

en
t

in
cl

ud
in

g
its

im
pa

ct
on

m
ar

ke
t

ef
fi

ci
en

cy
an

d
m

ar
ke

t
dy

na
m

ic
s.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
ci

te
d

A
rt

ic
le

16
(1

)
of

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

(E
C

)
N

o
71

4/
20

09
,

w
hi

ch
T

he
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
a

ca
pa

ci
ty

al
lo

ca
ti

on
m

et
ho

d
on

th
e

D
E

-A
T

bo
rd

er
pr

ov
id

es
th

at
co

ng
es

ti
on

m
us

t
be

co
un

te
re

d
by

w
ay

of
no

n-
di

sc
ri

m
in

at
or

y
w

ou
ld

co
ns

ti
tu

te
th

e
m

os
t

tr
an

sp
ar

en
t,

no
n-

di
sc

ri
m

in
at

or
y

m
ar

k
et

-b
as

ed
m

ar
k

et
-b

as
ed

so
lu

ti
on

s.
so

lu
ti

on
.

11
%

3ä
ke

ho
ld

er
s

pr
ov

id
ed

no
co

m
m

en
ts

on
Q

ue
st

io
n

4.

T
he

re
fo

re
,

it
w

ou
ld

ru
n

co
un

te
r

to
st

ep
w

is
e

in
te

gr
at

io
n

of
E

ur
op

ea
n

el
ec

tr
ic

it
y

m
ar

ke
ts

.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

25
/3

2



5
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

ra
is

ed
th

e
is

su
e

of
w

ea
k

tr
an

sr
ar

en
cy

,
an

d
st

re
ss

ed
th

at
af

te
r

on
e

ye
ar

of
fl

ow
b

as
ed

m
ar

ke
t

co
up

li
ng

,
th

e
la

ck
of

tr
an

sp
ar

en
cy

h
as

ha
d

co
n

se
q

u
en

ce
s

on
th

e
un

de
rs

ta
nd

in
g

an
d

th
e

pr
ed

ic
ti

on
of

th
e

pr
ic

es
fo

r
m

ar
ke

t
pa

rt
ie

s.
In

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
:

.
T

S
O

s
sh

ou
ld

pr
ov

id
e

m
or

e
tr

an
sp

ar
en

cy
on

th
e

p
ar

am
et

er
s

th
at

ar
e

pr
ic

e
se

ns
it

iv
e.

.
T

S
O

s
sh

ou
ld

pr
ov

id
e

g
re

at
er

tr
an

sp
ar

en
cy

on
re

di
sp

at
ch

an
d

ot
he

r
re

m
ed

ia
l

ac
ti

on
s.

.
T

S
O

s
sh

ou
ld

es
ta

bl
is

h
a

tr
an

sp
ar

en
t

p
ro

ce
ss

fo
r

in
te

r-
O

C
R

co
or

di
na

ti
on

,
in

ac
co

rd
an

ce
w

ith
th

e
pr

ov
is

io
ns

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n.
.

T
S

O
s

sh
ou

ld
fo

cu
s

on
tr

an
sp

ar
en

cy
of

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

m
et

ho
do

lo
gi

es
.

.
T

S
O

s
sh

ou
ld

en
su

re
on

go
in

g
tr

an
sp

ar
en

cy
du

ri
ng

th
e

in
iti

al
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
th

e
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

ca
pa

ci
ty

al
lo

ca
ti

on
an

d
th

e
fu

nc
ti

on
in

g
of

th
e

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
ca

pa
ci

ty
al

lo
ca

ti
on

.
F

or
ex

am
pl

e:
ex

an
te

pu
bl

ic
at

io
n

by
T

S
O

s
of

th
e

co
m

pl
et

e
se

t
of

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
p
ar

am
et

er
s,

b
ec

au
se

av
ai

la
bi

li
ty

an
d

di
sc

lo
su

re
of

fu
nd

am
en

ta
l

d
at

a
w

ill
al

lo
w

m
ar

ke
t

pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

to
ad

ju
st

ap
pr

op
ri

at
el

y
an

d
w

ill
re

du
ce

un
ce

rt
ai

nt
y.

.
A

tt
en

ti
on

m
us

t
be

gi
ve

n
to

th
e

O
W

E
O

C
R

w
he

re
tr

an
sp

ar
en

cy
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
ha

ve
no

t
b
ee

n
pr

op
er

ly
im

pl
em

en
te

d,
w

hi
ch

d
o
es

no
t

se
t

a
go

od
p
re

ce
d
en

t.
4

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
s

st
re

ss
ed

th
e

im
po

rt
an

ce
of

ta
ki

nQ
in

to
ac

co
un

t
cu

rr
en

t
si

c
ii

c
a
n

t
de

la
ys

in
th

e
im

rl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eQ
ul

at
io

n
du

ri
nq

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ac
kn

ow
le

dg
es

th
e

n
ee

d
fo

r
an

im
pr

ov
ed

tr
an

sp
ar

en
cy

in
th

e
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
an

d
re

di
sp

at
ch

in
g

m
et

ho
ds

an
d

is
co

m
m

it
te

d
to

ta
ki

ng
ac

ti
on

in
th

is
ar

ea
bu

t
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

is
po

in
t

fa
ll

s
ou

ts
id

e
th

e
sc

o
p
e

of
th

e
C

C
R

s
de

fi
ni

tio
n

p
ro

ce
ss

.

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

no
te

s
th

is
co

m
m

en
t

bu
t

co
n

si
d

er
s

it
fa

ll
s

ou
ts

id
e

th
e

sc
o
p
e

of
th

is
C

C
R

s
de

fi
ni

tio
n

p
ro

ce
ss

.

A
C

E
R

m
A

ge
nt

:>
•

fo
r

th
e

C
x

p
tr

a
t

io
n

ot
ln

c
rg

y
R

eg
u
la

to
rs

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

5.
D

o
y
o
u

h
av

e
co

m
m

en
ts

o
n

an
y

o
th

er
ne

w
el

em
en

t
o

r
d
ev

el
o
p
m

en
t

co
n
ce

rn
in

g
th

e
C

C
R

s
P

ro
p
o
sa

l,
w

h
ic

h
o

cc
u

rr
ed

af
te

r
th

e
p
u
b
li

c
co

n
su

lt
at

io
n

h
el

d
by

E
N

T
S

O
-E

fr
o
m

24
A

u
g

u
st

to
24

S
ep

te
m

b
er

2
0
1
5
?

26
/3

2



A
C

E
R

—
A

g
en

cy
to

r
th

e
(o

o
p
e
ra

ti
o
n

of
E

ne
rg

y
R

eg
ul

at
or

s

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

th
e

fi
na

li
sa

ti
on

of
th

e
ti

m
et

ab
le

in
th

e
E

le
ct

ri
ci

ty
B

al
an

ci
ng

N
et

w
or

k
C

od
e.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
sp

ec
if

ic
al

ly
re

co
m

m
en

de
d

th
at

th
e

in
st

it
ut

io
na

l
re

sp
on

si
bi

li
ty

fo
r

dr
af

ti
ng

an
d

ap
pr

ov
in

g
th

e
“a

ll
IS

O
s/

al
l

N
R

A
s”

m
et

ho
do

lo
gi

es
pr

ov
id

ed
fo

r
in

th
e

C
A

C
M

G
L

is
di

re
ct

ly
in

ve
st

ed
in

E
N

T
S

O
-E

an
d

A
C

E
R

,
gi

ve
n

th
e

fa
il

ur
e

in
th

e
N

R
A

ap
pr

ov
al

p
ro

ce
ss

.

.
IS

O
s

an
d

N
R

A
s

m
us

t
w

or
k

on
so

lu
ti

on
s

to
av

oi
d

lo
op

fl
ow

s
in

ac
co

rd
an

ce
w

ith
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
(E

C
)

N
o

71
4/

20
09

(w
ith

re
fe

re
nc

e
to

a
st

ud
y

of
th

e
B

el
gi

an
N

R
A

,
C

R
E

G
).

.
S

m
al

le
r

pr
ic

e
zo

n
es

ar
e

d
is

ad
v
an

ta
g
ed

du
e

to
po

w
er

fl
ow

s
go

in
g

to
la

rg
er

co
nt

ro
l

ar
ea

s
as

a
re

su
lt

of
th

e
so

ci
al

w
el

fa
re

m
ax

im
is

at
io

n
cr

it
er

io
n.

M
us

t
fi

nd
a

so
lu

ti
on

du
ri

ng
a

po
w

er
sh

o
rt

ag
e

(s
po

t
pr

ic
e

eq
u
al

s
m

ar
ke

t
pr

ic
e

ca
p)

an
d

du
ri

ng
ev

er
yd

ay
op

er
at

io
n

of
th

e
al

go
ri

th
m

.
T

he
re

is
cu

rr
en

tl
y

no
ac

ce
p

ta
b

le
so

lu
ti

on
fo

r
in

tr
ad

ay
or

ba
la

nc
in

g
do

m
ai

n
re

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

af
te

r
d

ay
-a

h
ea

d
fl

ow
-b

as
ed

m
ar

ke
t

cl
ea

ri
ng

in
th

e
C

W
E

C
C

R
.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
sp

ec
if

ic
al

ly
re

co
m

m
en

d
ed

T
S

O
s

to
im

pr
ov

e
th

e
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
ti

m
e

to
m

ak
e

th
e

m
ar

ke
t

m
or

e
ef

fi
ci

en
t

th
ro

ug
h

fa
st

er
co

or
di

na
ti

on
fo

r
ex

am
pl

e,
as

sp
ee

d
is

a
ke

y
el

em
en

t
to

m
ar

ke
t

in
te

gr
at

io
n.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
em

p
h
as

is
ed

th
at

th
e

in
te

gr
at

io
n

of
R

E
S

in
th

e
el

ec
tr

ic
it

y
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
no

te
s

th
is

co
m

m
en

t
bu

t
co

n
si

d
er

s
it

fa
lls

ou
ts

id
e

th
e

sc
o
p
e

of
th

is
m

ar
ke

ts
re

qu
ir

es
T

S
O

s
to

in
cr

ea
se

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

u
p
d
at

es
,

C
C

R
s

de
fi

ni
tio

n
p
ro

ce
ss

.
es

pe
ci

al
ly

n
ea

r
ti

m
e

of
de

li
ve

ry
.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
ra

is
ed

co
nc

er
n

th
at

th
e

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l
se

p
ar

at
es

th
e

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

re
m

in
ds

th
at

,
re

g
ar

d
le

ss
of

th
e

m
an

y
be

ne
fi

ts
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
F

ra
nc

e-
S

w
it

ze
rl

an
d

bo
rd

er
(F

R
-C

H
)

in
th

e
fu

tu
re

fr
om

th
e

ot
he

r
It

al
ia

n
so

m
e

th
ir

d-
pa

rt
ie

s
co

un
tr

ie
s,

in
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d,
co

ul
d

pr
ov

id
e,

su
ch

no
rt

he
rn

bo
rd

er
s

(R
eg

io
n

4)
,

an
d

su
g

g
es

te
d

th
at

it
m

us
t

be
ju

st
if

ie
d

an
d

in
cl

us
io

n
re

qu
ir

es
sp

ec
if

ic
ag

re
em

en
ts

be
tw

ee
n

th
e

U
ni

on
an

d
th

o
se

co
un

tr
ie

s

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
hi

gh
li

gh
te

d
th

e
cu

rr
en

t
po

or
re

su
lt

s
of

th
e

fl
ow

-b
as

ed
al

lo
ca

ti
on

m
et

ho
d

an
d

pr
ov

id
ed

re
co

m
m

en
da

ti
on

s:

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

no
te

s
th

is
co

m
m

en
t

bu
t

co
n

si
d

er
s

it
fa

li
so

u
ts

id
e

th
e

sc
o
p
e

of
th

is
C

C
R

s
de

fi
ni

tio
n

p
ro

ce
ss

.

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

no
te

s
th

es
e

co
m

m
en

ts
bu

t
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

ey
fa

ll
ou

ts
id

e
th

e
sc

o
p
e

of
th

is
C

C
R

s
de

fi
ni

tio
n

p
ro

ce
ss

.

/
/

27
/3

2



A
C

E
R

A
g
en

cy
fo

r
th

.
C

o
o
p
e
ra

ic
n

01
1

n
cr

g
v

R
eg

u
la

to
rs

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

‘
—

W
I
—

e
x

p
ia

in
e
u

o
y

an
im

pa
ct

as
se

ss
m

en
t

an
d

th
e

an
al

ys
is

of
di

ff
er

en
t

op
ti

on
s.

an
d

th
e

im
pl

em
en

ta
ti

on
of

re
le

va
nt

U
ni

on
le

gi
sl

at
io

n
in

th
o
se

co
un

tr
ie

s
(s

ee
A

rt
ic

le
1(

4)
an

d
1 (

5)
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

w
ith

re
ga

rd
to

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d)
.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
re

q
u
es

te
d

th
at

th
e

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l
ta

ke
ac

co
un

t
of

an
y

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

ag
re

es
th

at
th

e
de

fi
ni

ti
on

of
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

k
u

la
ti

o
n

re
gi

on
s

sh
ou

ld
be

ch
an

g
es

in
th

e
fu

tu
re

/p
ro

sp
ec

ti
ve

bi
dd

in
Q

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
s

du
e

to
re

gu
la

rl
y

re
-a

ss
es

se
d

in
lig

ht
of

fo
rt

hc
om

in
g

de
ve

lo
pm

en
ts

an
d

th
e

ev
ol

ut
io

n
of

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

io
ns

th
at

ar
e

pl
an

ne
d

to
be

co
m

m
is

si
on

ed
af

te
r

20
18

.
th

e
le

ve
l

of
in

te
rd

ep
en

de
nc

y
be

tw
ee

n
re

gi
on

s.
1

st
ak

eh
o

ld
er

re
m

in
de

d
of

th
e

n
ee

d
to

en
su

re
co

ns
is

te
nc

y
w

ith
th

e
S

O
G

L
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
no

te
s

th
is

co
m

m
en

t
bu

t
co

n
si

d
er

s
it

fa
lls

ou
ts

id
e

th
e

sc
o
p
e

of
th

is
du

ri
ng

re
gi

on
al

co
op

er
at

io
n

w
ith

in
C

C
R

s.
F

or
ex

am
pl

e:
w

he
n

bu
ild

in
g

th
e

C
C

R
s

de
fi

ni
tio

n
p
ro

ce
ss

.
co

m
m

on
gr

id
m

od
el

an
d

du
ri

ng
re

gi
on

al
co

or
di

na
ti

on
on

re
m

ed
ia

l
ac

ti
on

s
ac

ti
va

ti
on

.
1

st
ak

eh
o
ld

er
em

p
h
as

is
ed

th
at

th
e

cu
rr

en
t

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l
is

th
e

m
os

t
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

at
th

e
cu

rr
en

t
C

C
R

s
P

ro
po

sa
l

is
no

t
co

m
pl

ia
nt

w
ith

th
e

ef
fi

ci
en

t
an

d
pr

aQ
m

at
ic

,
an

d
th

at
A

C
E

R
co

ns
ul

ts
in

ca
se

an
am

en
d
m

en
t

to
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
(s

ee
th

e
ar

g
u

m
en

ts
in

th
e

co
re

D
ec

is
io

n)
.

th
e

cu
rr

en
t

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l
is

re
q
u
es

te
d
,

di
re

ct
ly

w
ith

al
l

T
S

O
s

an
d

E
N

T
S

O
-E

on
th

e
dr

af
t

de
ci

si
on

I
ne

w
am

en
d
m

en
ts

te
xt

.
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
h

as
co

ns
ul

te
d

al
l

T
S

O
s

an
d

E
N

T
S

O
-E

be
fo

re
is

su
in

g
th

is
D

ec
is

io
n

-

T
he

st
ak

eh
o

ld
er

al
so

ex
p

re
ss

ed
th

at
it

is
im

po
rt

an
t

to
in

vo
lv

e
E

ur
op

ea
n

no
n-

E
U

T
S

O
m

em
be

rs
of

E
N

T
S

O
-E

,
es

pe
ci

al
ly

th
o
se

re
sp

on
si

bl
e

fo
r

el
ec

tr
ic

it
y

sy
st

em
s

ph
ys

ic
al

ly
co

n
n
ec

te
d

to
EU

M
em

be
r

S
ta

te
s,

in
de

fi
ni

ng
th

e
C

C
R

s.
1

st
ak

eh
o

ld
er

m
ad

e
th

e
ob

se
rv

at
io

n
th

at
in

th
e

C
E

E
an

d
C

W
E

C
C

R
s,

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

no
te

s
th

is
co

m
m

en
t

an
d

co
n

si
d

er
s

th
e

fa
ct

th
at

m
an

y
T

S
O

s
th

er
e

ar
e

tw
o

ov
er

la
rp

in
g

R
eg

io
na

l
S

ec
ur

it
y

C
oo

rd
in

at
or

s
(R

S
C

5)
(C

or
es

o
al

re
ad

y
w

or
k

to
ge

th
er

op
er

at
io

na
ll

y
in

th
e

fr
am

ew
or

k
of

C
o

re
so

an
d

T
S

C
as

an
an

d
T

S
C

),
co

ve
ri

ng
m

os
t

of
th

e
co

un
tr

ie
s

th
at

ar
e

at
st

ak
e

in
th

e
C

E
E

-
en

co
ur

ag
in

g
fa

ct
or

fo
r

th
e

fo
rt

hc
om

in
g

m
er

ge
r

of
th

e
tw

o
re

gi
on

s.
O

W
E

m
er

ge
r.

M
an

y
T

S
O

s
al

re
ad

y
w

or
k

to
g
et

h
er

op
er

at
io

na
ll

y
as

th
e

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

fo
r

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

is
av

ai
la

bl
e

in
th

es
e

R
S

C
s.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
re

q
u

es
te

d
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
th

e
S

w
is

s
an

d
N

or
w

eg
ia

n
bo

rd
er

s
A

s
no

te
d

ab
ov

e,
th

e
A

ge
nc

y
re

m
in

ds
th

at
,

re
g

ar
d

le
ss

of
th

e
m

an
y

be
ne

fi
ts

th
e

in
th

e
C

C
R

s
de

fi
ni

ti
on

,
pr

ov
id

in
g

th
e

fo
llo

w
in

g
re

as
o
n
s:

in
cl

us
io

n
of

so
m

e
th

ir
d-

pa
rt

ie
s

co
un

tr
ie

s,
in

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
S

w
it

ze
rl

an
d,

co
ul

d
pr

ov
id

e,
su

ch
in

cl
us

io
n

re
qu

ir
es

sp
ec

if
ic

ag
re

em
en

ts
be

tw
ee

n
th

e
U

ni
on

an
d

.
T

he
ir

ex
cl

us
io

n
w

ill
be

de
tr

im
en

ta
l

to
th

e
fu

nc
ti

on
in

g
of

th
e

re
le

va
nt

th
o
se

co
un

tr
ie

s
an

d
th

e
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
re

le
va

nt
U

ni
on

le
gi

sl
at

io
n

in
th

o
se

C
C

R
s.

co
un

tr
ie

s
(s

ee
A

rt
ic

le
1(

4)
an

d
1 (

5)
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

w
ith

re
ga

rd
to

.
T

he
st

at
e

of
ad

v
an

ce
m

en
t

of
th

e
w

ho
le

sa
le

el
ec

tr
ic

it
y

m
ar

ke
ts

in
S

w
it

ze
rl

an
d)

.
bo

th
_t

he
se

_c
ou

nt
ri

es
.

28
/3

2



A
C

E
R

A
gc

nc
’y

fo
r

b
e

C
o
o
p
er

at
io

n
of

n
e
rg

v
R

eg
u
la

to
rs

.
T

he
ir

in
cl

us
io

n
w

ou
ld

ef
fe

ct
iv

el
y

co
nt

ri
bu

te
to

cr
ea

ti
ng

an
in

te
gr

at
ed

E
ur

op
ea

n
el

ec
tr

ic
it

y
m

ar
ke

t,
to

en
ha

nc
in

g
se

cu
ri

ty
of

su
pp

ly
,

an
d

to
in

cr
ea

si
ng

fl
ex

ib
ili

ty
w

ith
in

E
ur

op
e

by
al

lo
w

in
g

fo
r

cr
o
ss

-b
o
rd

er
el

ec
tr

ic
it

y
ex

ch
an

g
e

be
tw

ee
n

no
n-

ad
ja

ce
nt

E
U

M
em

be
r

S
ta

te
s.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
ra

is
ed

th
e

is
su

e
th

at
A

nn
ex

1
of

th
e

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l’
s

ex
pl

an
at

or
y

do
cu

m
en

t
tit

le
d

“F
ut

ur
e

co
m

po
si

ti
on

of
C

C
R

s
in

cl
ud

in
g

va
ri

ou
s

no
n-

E
U

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

bo
rd

er
s”

co
nt

ai
ns

tw
o

ch
ap

te
rs

w
hi

ch
ar

e
m

is
si

ng
im

po
rt

an
t

bo
rd

er
s

be
tw

ee
n

E
ne

rg
y

C
om

m
un

it
y

P
ar

ti
es

(s
yn

ch
ro

no
us

ly
in

te
rc

on
ne

ct
ed

no
n-

E
U

bi
dd

in
g

zo
ne

s)
.

It
is

im
po

rt
an

t
to

in
cl

ud
e

al
l

in
te

rc
on

ne
ct

ed
ar

ea
s

in
th

e
‘s

ha
do

w
’

C
C

R
s

b
ec

au
se

th
ey

w
ill

fo
rm

th
e

b
as

is
fo

r
th

e
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
an

d
al

lo
ca

ti
on

s
to

be
ap

pl
ie

d
by

th
e

T
S

O
s.

1
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
ra

is
ed

th
e

is
su

e
of

th
e

B
re

xi
t

vo
te

,
an

d
re

q
u

es
te

d
th

at
th

e
C

C
R

s
P

ro
po

sa
l

pr
ov

id
es

fo
r

a
d

eg
re

e
of

fl
ex

ib
ili

ty
in

th
e

de
li

be
ra

ti
on

of
th

e
m

os
t

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e

co
m

m
on

ca
pa

ci
ty

ca
lc

ul
at

io
n

m
et

ho
do

lo
gy

fo
r

th
e

Ir
el

an
d-

U
K

(I
U

)
re

gi
on

,
gi

ve
n

th
e

un
ce

rt
ai

nt
y

as
to

th
e

U
K

’s
in

te
rn

al
an

d
ex

te
rn

al
po

li
ci

es
,

as
w

el
l

as
its

in
te

ra
ct

io
n

w
ith

th
e

E
U

.

A
s

no
te

d
ab

ov
e,

th
e

A
ge

nc
y

re
m

in
ds

th
at

,
re

g
ar

d
le

ss
of

th
e

m
an

y
be

ne
fi

ts
th

e
in

cl
us

io
n

of
so

m
e

th
ir

d-
pa

rt
ie

s
co

un
tr

ie
s,

in
pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d,
co

ul
d

or
ov

id
e,

su
ch

in
cl

us
io

n
re

qu
ir

es
sp

ec
if

ic
ag

re
em

en
ts

be
tw

ee
n

th
e

U
ni

on
an

d
th

o
se

co
un

tr
ie

s
an

d
th

e
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
re

le
va

nt
U

ni
on

le
gi

sl
at

io
n

in
th

o
se

co
un

tr
ie

s
(s

ee
A

rt
ic

le
1(

4)
an

d
1(

5)
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

R
eg

ul
at

io
n

w
ith

re
ga

rd
to

S
w

it
ze

rl
an

d)
.

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

no
te

s
th

is
co

m
m

en
t

bu
t

co
n

si
d

er
s

it
fa

lls
ou

ts
id

e
th

e
sc

o
p
e

of
th

is
C

C
R

s
de

fi
ni

tio
n

p
ro

ce
ss

.

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

7
/f1

st
ak

eh
o

ld
er

ra
is

ed
th

e
is

su
e

of
th

e
la

ck
of

a
th

or
ou

gh
im

rj
ac

t
as

se
ss

m
en

t
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
ag

re
es

th
at

th
e

C
C

R
s

P
ro

po
sa

l’
s

im
pa

ct
as

se
ss

m
en

t
of

th
e

of
th

e
pr

op
os

ed
de

li
ne

at
io

n
of

C
C

R
s,

as
w

el
l

as
an

an
al

ys
is

of
po

ss
ib

le
pr

op
os

ed
de

li
ne

at
io

n
of

C
C

R
s,

as
w

el
l

as
de

ta
il

,
cl

ea
r

pl
an

ni
ng

an
d

ti
m

el
in

es
al

te
rn

at
iv

es
.

w
ith

re
ga

rd
to

th
e

ne
xt

m
er

ge
rs

co
ul

d
ha

ve
b

ee
n

m
or

e
th

or
ou

gh
.

T
he

A
ge

nc
y

co
n
si

d
er

s
th

at
th

e
de

fi
ni

ti
on

of
ca

pa
ci

ty
ca

lc
ul

at
io

n
re

gi
on

s
sh

ou
ld

be
re

gu
la

rl
y

re
-a

ss
es

se
d

in
lig

ht
of

fo
rt

hc
om

in
g

de
ve

lo
pm

en
ts

an
d

th
e

ev
ol

ut
io

n
of

th
e

le
ve

l
of

in
te

rd
ep

en
de

nc
y

be
tw

ee
n

re
gi

on
s.

1
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
in

vi
te

s
th

e
re

le
va

nt
T

S
O

s
an

d
N

R
A

s
to

su
bm

it
a

ne
w

C
C

R
s

29
/3

2



A
C

E
R

A
ge

nc
y

fo
r

th
e

to
o

p
(r

at
te

n
—

o
f

In
cf

g
y

R
eg

ul
at

or
s

R
es

po
nd

en
ts

’
vi

ew
s

A
C

E
R

’s
vi

ew
s

pr
op

os
al

w
ith

in
3

y
ea

rs
af

te
r

th
is

D
ec

is
io

n
is

is
su

ed
an

d,
w

he
n

do
in

g
so

,
to

fo
cu

s,
in

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
,

on
th

e
fo

llo
w

in
g

po
ss

ib
le

fu
tu

re
m

er
ge

rs
:

-
th

e
m

er
ge

r
of

th
e

C
ha

nn
el

re
gi

on
w

ith
th

e
C

W
E

-C
E

E
re

gi
on

;
-

th
e

m
er

ge
r

of
th

e
It

al
y

N
or

th
an

d
S

o
u

th
-E

as
t

E
ur

op
e

re
gi

on
s

w
ith

th
e

C
W

E
-C

E
E

re
gi

on
;

an
d

-
th

e
m

er
ge

r
of

th
e

H
an

sa
re

gi
on

w
ith

th
e

N
or

di
c

re
gi

on
an

d
th

en
fu

rt
he

r
w

ith
th

e
C

W
E

-C
E

E
re

gi
on

.
1

st
ak

eh
o

ld
er

su
g

g
es

te
d

th
at

th
er

e
is

so
m

e
le

ve
l

of
fl

ex
ib

ili
ty

in
th

e
T

he
A

ge
nc

y
co

n
si

d
er

s
th

at
th

e
C

A
C

M
R

eg
ul

at
io

n
pr

ov
id

es
en

ou
gh

fl
ex

ib
ili

ty
de

fi
ni

ti
on

of
C

C
R

s
du

e
to

th
e

w
id

e
sp

ec
tr

um
of

op
er

at
io

na
l

is
su

es
fo

r
w

ith
re

ga
rd

to
th

e
im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

ti
m

el
in

e
of

th
e

C
A

C
M

pr
ov

is
io

ns
.

st
ak

eh
o

ld
er

s.

39
st

ak
eh

o
ld

er
s

pr
ov

id
ed

no
co

m
m

en
ts

on
Q

ue
st

io
n

5.

30
/3

2



ACER
Agency for the Cooperrion
of Lncrgy Regulators

Annex 1 - List of Respondents

Organisation J jype
ADH CR Association
AFEER Association
AGEN-RS NRA
AMERICAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE IN ROMANIA Association
Amprion TSO
ANRE NRA
Austrian Federal Economic Chamber Association
Austrian Power Grid AG TSO
EDEW Association
CERA NRA
CEZ Group Energy Company
CNTEE Transelectrica SA TSO
Confederation of Industry of the Czech Republic Association
EAI Association

European Network
of Transmission

ENTSO-E System Operators
E-control NRA
EDF Energy Company
EFET Association
Enel SpA Energy Company
Energy Community Secretariat
ERU NRA
Eurelectric Association
EXAA Energy Exchange Austria Electricity Exchange
Febeliec Association
Federation of Austrian Industries Association
Forum Association
GEN-I Group d.o.o. Energy Company
HEP Energy Company
HERA NRA
IGMNiR Association
IEPiOE Association
KIGEiT Association
Lewiatan Association
Market Parties Platform Association
MEKSZ Association
Ministry of Energy (Romania) Member State
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Ministry of Industry and Trade of the Czech Republic Member State
MVM Partner Energy Company
Oesterreichs Energie Association
OPCOM Market Operator
PGE S.A. Energy Company
PKEE Association
Polenergia Obrot SA Energy Company
Polish Chamber of Chemical Industry Association
Polish Glass Manufacturers Federation Association
Polish Lime Association of End-users of Electricity and Gas (WAPNO) Association
Polish Wind Energy Association Association
PSES.A. TSO
PTPiREE Association
Romanian Energy Centre Association
SPP Association
swisselectric Association
TenneT B.V and Tennel GmbH TSOs
Towarzystwo Obrotu Energi (TOE) Association
Transenergo Com SA TSO
URE NRA
Verbund AG Energy Company

32/32



ACER
Agency for the Cooperation
of Energy Regulators

Annex III

Evaluation of responses to the NRA and TSQ consultation on the
preliminary draft Agency Decision on the CCRs Proposal

1 Introduction

Following the public consultation which took place 22 June to 20 July 201 6, and for which the
evaluation of responses is provided in the preceding Annex (Annex Ila), the Agency
subsequently held a consultation for national regulatory authorities (NRAs) and transmission
system operators (TSOs). This subsequent consultation was held in the context of the
ongoing process towards an Agency decision on the ‘All TSOs’ proposal for Capacity
Calculation Regions (CCRs) in accordance with Article 15(1) of the Commission Regulation
(EU) 2015/1222 of 24 July 2015 establishing a Guideline on Capacity Allocation and
Congestion Management’, pursuant to Article 9(1 1 ) of Commission Regulation (EU)
2015/1222 ( the CACM Regulation)1.

In particular, NRAs and TSOs were asked to provide their comments on the preliminary draft
Decision on the CCRs Proposal, together with a preliminary definition of the CCRs, a
preliminary Evaluation Paper of the Public Consultation and a preliminary Technical
Justification Document demonstrating the existence of a structural congestion on the DE-AT
border. The consultation took place from 1 5 September to 7 October 201 6 (inclusive).

2 Responses

By the end of the consultation period, the Agency received responses from ENTSO-E (as a
‘joint response of all TSOs’) as well as individual responses from three TSOs, and tour
NRAs.

The joint response of all TSOs’ by ENTSO-E was primarily focused on expressing concerns
on the direct merger of the Central West Europe (CWE) and CEE (Central East Europe)
CCRs. Besides this primary concern, ENTSO-E also provided comments of an
editorial/factual nature and comments of a clarification nature.

1 Qj L 197, 25.7.2015, p. 24—72.

Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators
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Two of the TSOs, Amprion and TenneT (on behalf of TenneT TSO BV and TenneT TSO
GmbH), confirmed the above concerns expressed in the ‘joint response of all TSOs’ by
ENTSO-E, while stressing points of particular concern.

One TSO (Austrian Power Grid) provided diverging comments from the ‘joint response of all
TSOs’ by ENTSO-E. In particular, it expressed its full support for the intended merger of the
CWE and CEE OCR. It also provided comments with respect to the inclusion of the DE-AT
bidding zone border and on the Agency’s Technical Justification Document.

Two of the NRAs (Institut Luxembourgeois de Regulation and Urzqd Regulacji Energetyki)
provided comments on the all TSOs’ proposal on capacity calculation regions, which were of
an editorial /factual nature. One of the NRAs (Bundesnetzagentur für Elektrizität, Gas,
Telekommunikation, Post und Eisenbahnen) provided comments, which were of a
clarification nature to the Agency’s Technical Justification Document.

One NRA (E-Control Austria für die Regulierung der Elektrizitäts- und Erdgaswirtschaft)
provided comments of a more substantive nature with respect to the inclusion of the DE-AT
bidding zone border and on the Agency’s Technical Justification Document.

The following table is organised according to the individual respondents and their comments.
It contains a summary of all comments received during the consultation period, as well as the
Agency’s corresponding views.

,
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ENTSO-E Response (as a joint response of all TSOs)

The ENTSO-E response raised specific concern about the Agency’s
amendment to the all TSOs’ proposal on capacity calculation regions, namely
the merger of the CWE OCR and the CEE OCR into one OCR.

The following comments were made in this regard:

. The current approach, as described in the all TSOs’ proposal on
capacity calculation regions (the development of a common flow-
based day-ahead capacity calculation methodology and subsequent
merger of the OWE and CEE CCRs) would enable TSOs to fully focus
their attention on developing and implementing a common flow-based
day-ahead methodology.

. The current approach provides the required regional flexibility before
the implementation of the common flow-based day-ahead capacity
calculation methodology and is similar to the approach provided for in
Article 15(3) of the CACM Regulation.

ENTSO-E highlighted the availability of a roadmap toward the merger
and the Memorandum of Understanding (M0U) signed on 3 March
2016.

While the Agency acknowledges that a direct merger will imply some
challenges, it also believes that all the efforts and progress achieved already
in the framework of the ongoing regional projects should help foster the
development of common methodologies at the level of the two regions.

The Agency also considers that the CACM Regulation is flexible enough
and perIectly compatible with the existence of (sub-) regional projects,
provided the latter are consistent with the common methodologies
developed at regional level.

/2’

. All OWE and CEE TSOs entered into a ‘legally binding’ Cooperation
Agreement, legally formalising the MoU principles, and the
cooperation provided therein is ongoing and currently delivering
results

Respondents’ views ACER’s views
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. The deadlines provided in the CACM Regulation are ‘too short and The Agency deems important to remind that the deadlines to submit the
hence very challenging in case of a direct merger. This will create methodologies to NRAs’ approval are explicitly defined in the CACM
legal and regulatory uncertainty.’ Regulation and it is not within the competences of the Agency to change

them. The Agency however strongly encourages the TSOs and NRAs of the
. A ‘direct merger risks to put on hold ongoing regional projects’, for concerned region to quickly discuss and agree on the expectations

example the development of a OWE flow-based intraday capacity regarding the level of details of the methodologies in order to reduce the
calculation methodology among others. potential regulatory uncertainty.

. The ‘prime focus in the merged region would be on developing a
com mon flow-based day-ahead capacity calculation methodology’.

ENTSO-E made the following requests to the Agency:

. Deadlines included in the MoU are made binding in the Agency
decision, which could include timelines for the additional
methodologies that must be developed together with the development
and implementation of the flow-based day-ahead capacity calculation
methodology, for example the common methodology for
countertrading and redispatching (and cost sharing). This would
ensure a feasible and pragmatic approach towards the merger of the
CCRs.

. The legal and regulatory uncertainty referred to in the previous
paragraph must be addressed in the Agency’s final decision.

. The TSOs invited concerned NRAs and the Agency to openly and
commonly discuss and agree on ‘what to do with the ongoing regional
projects’ and on ‘a concrete action plan’ for the implementation of the

z_1 Aaencv’s decision.

4/17
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. To address the concerns raised in the previous paragraphs in a
legally enforceable way’ in case the Agency proceeds with amending
the all TSOs’ proposal on capacity calculation regions by merging the
OWE OCR and the CEE OCR into one OCR.

Additional issues raised in ENTSO-E’s response are summarised below:

. All TSOs understood that the operative part of the Agency’s Decision The binding nature of the Agency’s Decision on CORs follows from Articleand any annexed determination of CORs would be binding whereas 288 TFEU. Annexes I, II, Ill, IV and V are an integral part of this Decisionany other annexes would be provided as non-binding justification. while Annex Ia is included for information and illustration only.

. All TSOs recommended that the Agency stresses in its decision the A paragraph was added in the Decision to address the concern over critical
importance of considering critical third country borders in technically third country borders.
relevant processes.

. All TSOs proposed to remove paragraph 2 in Article 1 1 of the all Paragraph 2 of Article 1 1 was removed.
TSOs’ proposal on capacity calculation regions because the
interconnections are already in operation on the bidding zone borders
‘LT-SE4’ and ‘LT-PL’. Paragraph 2 was included because the
interconnectors were not in operation at the time of submission of the
all TSOs’ proposal on capacity calculation regions.

. All TSOs informed the Agency that the ‘Language waiver will be dealt
with by individual TSOs who will provide the declaration individually
where appropriate and in due time.’

. All TSOs also provided corrections of an editorial nature, as the all
7? TSOs’ proposal on capacity calculation regions contained several

-::-‘
typosand/ormisspellings.

5/17
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Respondents’ views ACER’s views

Amprion GmbH Response

Amprion confirmed that t fully supports the approach advocated in the See above.
ENTSO-E response (summarised above) and highlighted the heterogeneity of
the regulatory frameworks and market arrangements in the merged region,
therefore making the development of methodologies within the timeframes
provided in the CACM Regulation ‘an impossible task for the involved TSOs’.

In particular, Amprion views the development of a common intraday capacity
calculation methodology no later than 10 months after the approval of the
proposal for a capacity calculation region as an ‘impossible obligation’.

TenneT Response (on behalf of TenneT TSO BV and TenneT TSO GmbH)

TenneT confirmed that it supports the approach advocated in the ENTSO-E See the core Decision why the Agency considers that the All TSOs’
response (summarised above). In particular, it stressed that the all TSOs’ Proposal is not compliant with Regulation.
proposal on capacity calculation regions is fully compliant with all the
requirements of the CACM Regulation. Tennel highlighted that the current
approach provides for a timely and successful definition of CCRs and that the
Cooperation Agreement (referred to above in the ENISO-E response)
demonstrates the next step and a first result. It also highlighted TenneT’s
dedication to this process and follow-up procedure.

TennpT also particularly welcomed the Agency’s view that, to the extent
necessary some flexibility could be granted to the CWE CEE TSOs for

6/17
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example to develop less detailed methodologies and/or to propose a step-
wise implementation of the methodologies commonly developed at the Core
region’s level.

Austrian Power Grid AG (APG) Response

APG provided diverging comments from the ‘joint response of all ISOs’ by
ENTSO-E (summarised above). These views are outlined in the following
paragraphs.

APG expressed its full support for the intended merger of the CWE and CEE The Agency agrees.
OCR, for the following reasons:

. From a technical point of view, the existing two regions consist of a
highly meshed transmission grid and therefore this approach will
ensure best compliance with the required common congestion
management procedures.

. It is important that the CWE and CEE TSOs together continue to
develop one common flow-based capacity calculation concept (based
on developments already made regionally).

. Governance rules of the merged region will ensure that ongoing
projects in the regions (for example, flow-based intraday capacity
calculation) can continue to be implemented in a timely manner at the
sub-regional level until flow-based market coupling is implemented

—f and/or until these local projects can be extended to the whole merged
:::%‘ region.

7/17
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APG raised concerns with respect to the inclusion of the DE/LU-AT bidding
zone border. In this respect, APG provided its legal and factual point of view,
summarised below:

Legal:

APG provided a semantic analysis of Article 15(2) of the CACM
Regulation, whereby it insisted that the use of the word ‘attributed’
necessarily implies that only currently existing bidding zone borders
may be included and assigned to a CCR.

APG reiterated comments made in the previous consultations, that
new bidding zone borders may only be implemented in the course of a
procedure according to Article 32 et seq. of the CACM Regulation.
APG considers the creation of new bidding zone borders in the course
of an Article 15 procedure as ‘circumventing’ the specific procedure,
as ‘clearly contrary to the purpose and concept’ of the CACM
Regulation, and that the two procedures cannot be applied
‘interchangeably’. Furthermore, APG considers that the Agency
‘ignores’ the in-depth assessment of the current bidding zone
configurations according to Article 32 et seq. of the CACM Regulation
which has been started by ENTSO-E, and is thus in violation of the
binding procedural rules. APG requests that the Agency’s decision is
kept within the ‘intended scope’ and that it supports the bidding zone
review as the basis for such ‘fundamental changes.’

The Agency disagrees that Article 15 of the CACM Regulation refers to
existing bidding zone borders (see the core decision for further details).

The Agency disagrees that the inclusion of new bidding-zone borders is
outside the scope of Article 15 of the CACM Regulation and that Article 32
of the CACM Regulation is the exclusive path to introduce a new bidding
zone border (see the core decision for further details).
The Agency is of the view that its findings prove that the non-inclusion of the
DE-AT border in the CCRs proposal would clearly go against Regulation
(EC) No 714/2009 and the objectives of the CACM Regulation. The need for
implementing a capacity allocation mechanism on the DE-AT border and
therefore for including this border in the CCRs Proposal has been
thoroughly assessed and discussed; this finding has received a favourable
Opinion from the whole NRAs’ community but one.
Finally, the inclusion of new bidding zone borders in the CCRs Proposal
does not undermine any bidding zone review process. Neither has any such
process formally started yet, nor is its launch precluded by the
aforementioned inclusion.

Respondents’ views ACER’s views

APG stressed the importance of also taking into account the provision According to the Agency’s findings, the DE-AT interconnection is structurally
in point 1 .7 of Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009. Based on the congested and therefore requires the implementation of a capacity

8/17
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2 Case COMP/39351 — Swedish Interconnectors, Decision of 14 April 2010.

Respondents’ views ACER’s views

provision therein, AP(. thinks it is obvious that all guidelines referred
to in Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 call for a thorough assessment of
the actual need for congestion management and of the effects of this
measure on the electricity market. It should be efficient with the lowest
impact on the market’.

calculation procedure (on that interconnection) pursuant to Regulation (EC)
No 714/2009. The implementation of a coordinated capacity allocation
procedure on the DE-AT border addresses usual and structural congestion
on that (congested) interconnection in accordance with Regulation (EC) No
713/2009, and is not designed to solve internal structural congestion
elsewhere in the network.

. APG considers that Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 tasked TSOs with
the assessment referred to in point 1 .7 of Annex I to Regulation (EC)
No 714/2009 and that furthermore, the CACM Regulation assigns the
competence to assess the effects of new bidding zone borders on
network security and on the market to TSOs. Therefore, ‘a unilateral
decision’ by the Agency on the separation of the DE-AT bidding zone
is contrary to point 1 .7 of Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009.

Since the CCRs Proposal of all TSOs includes the DE-AT bidding zone, the
Agency’s competence entails the obligation to assess and decide whether
this proposed inclusion is correct and lawful. Therefore, the Agency does
not take a unilateral decision outside any relevant framework, but only
accepts or rejects what all TSOs propose to implement. If the Agency
accepts this proposal, the proposed implementation of a DE-AT bidding
zone border is indeed a decision of the TSOs. Moreover, The
implementation of coordinated capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT
border is not ‘a unilateral decision’ by the Agency but a requirement of
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 resulting from the fact that the DE-AT
interconnection is structurally congested.

. APG highlighted the Commission Decision in the Swedish
Interconnectors case2, which it considers concluded that TSOs must
not limit interconnection capacity in order to solve congestion inside
their own control area. APG considers that the Agency, therefore,
must provide evidence that implementing a congestion management
mechanism on the DE-AT border is ‘not deemed sufficient to solve

According to the Agency’s findings, the DE-AT interconnection is structurally
congested and therefore requires the implementation of a capacity
calculation procedure (on that interconnection) pursuant to Regulation (EC)
No 714/2009. The implementation of a coordinated capacity allocation
procedure on the DE-AT border addresses usual and structural congestion
on that (congested) interconnection in accordance with Regulation (EC) No
714/2009, and is not desiQned to solve internal structural conQestion

9/17
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congestion within the control area of a Member State’.

. APG considers that the inclusion of the DE/LU-AT bidding zone border
in the all ISOs’ proposal on capacity calculation regions was ‘primarily
a reaction to the ACER Opinion’ and that many TSOs and respective
NRAs ‘misinterpreted the opinion as a binding decisionS’

Factual:

. APG highlighted that, to date, a thorough and adequate assessment
on the inclusion of a new bidding zone border has not taken place,
which is the reason a bidding zone review was initiated pursuant to
Article 32 et seq. of the CACM Regulation. Furthermore, the draft
Agency decision ‘proposes a new German-Austrian bidding zone
border without any thorough evaluation of necessity, alternatives and
the far reaching consequences’.

APG provided the following specific comments with respect to the Agency’s
Technical Justification Document:

. APG considers it a fact that the Agency is not competent to investigate
potential internal congestions. Therefore, by pointing out internal
congestions in Austria, the Agency exceeds its competences.
Furthermore, it considers the Agency’s analysis as discriminatory
since it neglects other potential or evident congestion in other Member
States.

elsewhere in the network.

The Agency fully acknowledges the non-binding character of its Opinion
09/2015. The Agency is, however, of the view that the findings in this
Opinion, as well as the new ones in Annex IV to this Decision, prove that the
non-inclusion of this border in the CCRs Proposal would clearly go against
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and the objectives of the CACM Regulation.

The need for implementing a capacity allocation mechanism on the DE-AT
border and therefore for including this border in the CCRs Proposal has
been thoroughly assessed and discussed; this finding has received a
favourable Opinion from the whole NRAs’ community but one.

Section Il of the Technical Justification Document does not claim that there
exist internal congestions within Austria today. On the contrary, it merely
assesses a maximum transfer capacity between Germany and Austria in a
hypothetical situation when all the flows resulting from the DE-AT
exchanges would actually be realised through the DE-AT border. E-Control
and APG claim that the DE-AT border is not congested and the main proof
to support this claim is according to them the fact that there is about 1 1000
MW of capacity on this border. While such a claim clearly ignores the fact
that almost 60 % of electricity flows are realised through other

Respondents’ views ACER’s views
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. APG considers that the Agency is indirectly asking to shift potential
internal congestion to the DE-Al border and this is in violation of EU
law (as explained in a previous paragraph with respect to point 1 .7 of
Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009).

. APG stressed that ‘it is well known that the majority of intraday stops
on this border are needed to ensure the effectivity of cross border re
dispatch measures to relieve congestion within Germany’.

interconnections, which are structurally congested, Section 2 of the
technical justification demonstrates that even in a scenario where all the
flows resulting from DE-AT exchanges would actually be realised through
the DE-AT border, this border would be able to accommodate far less
electricity exchanges than the claimed 1 1 000 MW.

The implementation of a coordinated capacity allocation procedure on the
DE-AT border does not necessarily imply that the cross-zonal capacities on
this border should or will reflect the internal congestions in any of the
involved bidding zones. In accordance with point 1 .7 of Annex I to
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, the internal network elements may indeed
temporally limit the capacities between bidding zones, but only when this is
required due to operational security and when it is economically more
efficient than other available measures.

Firstly, the Agency notes that the reasons for intraday stops are not
transparently reported, in particular the name and location of the claimed
congested network elements and the party requesting the intraday stop
should be transparently published. Secondly, the Agency fails to understand
why the intraday stops on the DE-AT border would be needed in case the
congestion appears only within Germany. Namely, the stopping of intraday
trade within Germany (from north to south) should actually be sufficient to
solve congestion problems within Germany, such that any subsequent trade
on the DE-AT border would not aggravate the congestion within Germany.
Finally, the Agency understands that the intraday stops aim to prevent
further aggravation of congestion, which has previously been solved with
redispatching. However, the mere fact that in 58% of days the stopping of
intraday trade on the DE-AT border does help to prevent the aggravation of
congestion somewhere constitutes a sufficient additional reason to believe
that this border is congested.

Respondents’ views ACER’s views
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. APG considers that the Agency ‘neglects or spuriously justifies with
improper arguments’ evidently effective measures, those being the
installation of the PSTs in Mikulowa, the temporary disconnection of
the 220-kV-Iine Vierraden — Krajnik and the integration of the PSTs at
the German-Czech Republic border scheduled for Qi 2017.

In general, APG considers the Agency’s Technical Justification
Document as providing very simplified investigations, lacking in depth
technical and economical assessments and therefore inadequate to
assess the necessity or the appropriateness of any congestion
management measure.

Institut LuxembourgeOiS de Regulation (ILR) Response

The Agency has provided solid reasons why it believes that the referred
network developments do not render the DE-AT border as uncongested. On
the other hand, APG did not provide arguments why it believes the Agency’s
justifications are spurious or improper.

The Agency considers the evidence provided by the Technical Justification
Document as sufficient and adequate to conclude that the DE-AT border is
structurally congested. In particular, the analysis based on the PTDF data is
considered as a very thorough and undisputed assessment of the impact of
the DE-AT border on structurally congested network elements.

ACER’s viewsRespondents’ views

ILR made one remark, namely that the Luxembourg country is missing on the The Agency agrees.
map in the all TSOs’ proposal on capacity calculation regions.

Urzd Regulacji Energetyki (URE) Response

URE made one comment, that is to remove paragraph 2 in Article 1 1 in the all The Agency agrees.
TSOs’ proposal on capacity calculation regions, for the same reasons
specified in ENTSO-E’s response above (under additional issues).

— BundesnetzagentUr für Elektrizität, Gas, TelekommunikatiOfl, Post und Eisenbahnen (BNetzA) Response

‘..

________________________
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Respondents’ views ACER’s views

BNetzA’s comments were specific to the Agency’s Technical Justification
Document and consisted of the following:

Internal network element Remptendor[—Redwitz is ‘(physically) The Agency’s Opinion 09/2015 concludes that this network element is
congested’ not ‘structurally (physically) congested’. structurally (physically) congested. Furthermore, this network element is

often cited as the most significantly congested network element within
Germany (See for example the quarterly report from BNetzA (pp.15-16):
http:llwww.bundesnetzagentur.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Sachgebiete/
EnerQie/Unternehmen_InstitutionenNersorQungssicherheit/Strom netze/Syst
em-
_u_NetzsicherheitlQuartalsbericht_Q3_201 5.df;jsessionid= 1 Al A9B 1 6276E
61 EC24FEA7Y D9B27D 1 DA?blob=rublication File&v=5).

Underlined that there are recent and planned network investments in The Agency cannot make such an assessment.
Germany and Austria but unlike with internal congestion in DE, these
investments will not suffice to render the DE-AT border congestion
free.

E-Control Austria für die Regulierung der Elektrizitäts- und Erdgaswirtschaft (E-Control) Response

E-Control underlined its support for the merger of the CWE and CEE CCRs The Agency agrees.
as they think it is the correct and necessary step towards the necessary level
of coordination and the achievement of the Internal Energy Market.

E-Control raised concerns with respect to the inclusion of the DE-AT bidding
zonel5order, which are summarised in the following:

13/17
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E-Control recalled all its previous arguments against the ACER
Opinion 09/201 5 such as the appeal to the Board of Appeal (A-OO1 -

2015), the actions for annulment before the General Court (1-671/15
and 1-63/16), the request for amendmentto the all TSOs’ proposal for
CCRs, and the submitted comments on the draft Agency decision (20
July 2016 and 9 September 2016).

E-Control highlighted the letter from the European Commission dated
15 September 2016, which supported E-Control’s interpretation, that
the reconfiguration of existing bidding zone borders is governed by the
bidding zone review procedure under Articles 32 to 34 in the CACM
Regulation. It also recalled that other stakeholders expressed similar
views to the European Commission and E-Control in the public
consultation, which ended on 20 July 2016.

E-Control considers the Agency’s argument that other new bidding
zone borders were included in the all TSOs’ proposal for CCRs as
unconvincing since those other borders do not have direct
connections, and new infrastructure is planned and under
construction.

E-Control considers the inclusion of the DE-AT bidding zone border in
the definition of the CCRs as pre-empting an uncertain outcome of the
ongoing bidding zone review, thereby influencing this process and any
decisions/results. In addition, the inclusion of the bidding zone border
gives the ‘wrong signals’ to market participants and ‘adversely affects’

;“th1e market.

The Agency agrees that the bidding zone border should be considered as
the main process to review the bidding zone configuration. But the Agency
disagrees with the interpretation that the bidding zone review process is to
be considered as the exclusive path (see the core decision for further
details).

The Agency notes that the fact that these borders currently do not have
interconnections does not imply that these interconnections will require
capacity allocation once they are constructed. Therefore, the decision to
introduce the capacity allocation on newly constructed interconnections
within the CCR decision is equivalent to a decision to introduce capacity
allocation on the DE-AT border.

In the Agency’s views, the inclusion of new bidding zone borders in the
CCRs Proposal does not undermine any bidding zone review process.
Neither has any such process formally started yet, nor is its launch
precluded by the aforementioned inclusion.

Respondents’ views ACER’s views
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E-Control considers that the inclusion of the DE-AT bidding zone
border in the CCR definition suggests that all potentially new bidding
zone borders examined in the bidding zone review be assigned in the
CCR decision process.

E-Control expressed its doubts that the Agency is conducting a fair
and impartial consultation during the decision process, and referred to
the ENTSO-E/FSR conference on 23 September 2016 in Bratislava as
an example. It also cited Article 41 of the Charter of Fundamental
Rights of the European Union.

E-Control expressed its disagreement with the Agency’s technical
justification document and considers that the Agency’s decision
should be based on current and future situations.

E-Control recalled that a situation where physical flows do not follow
the contractual paths is not unique in Europe, thus cannot be used as
evidence when including new bidding zone borders.

E-Control made the Agency aware of information it received from APG
which explained that scheduled imports from Germany to Austria
exceeded the (n-i) secure capacities calculated for Germany-Austria
(7259 MW) in the Agency’s technical justification document in about
1% of the hours for day-ahead schedules and 0.1% for actually
realised schedules in 2015 and the first half of 2016.

In contrast to the DE-AT border, the Agency does not have sufficient
evidence that a coordinated capacity allocation is required on other bidding
zone borders considered in the informal bidding zone review process.

The Agency strongly rejects this unsubstantiated allegation. Further, it is to
be reminded that the Agency can issue decisions only after a favourable
opinion by the required majority of its Board of Regulators members.

The Technical Justification Document provides an assessment of the
referred network developments and provides argument why they do not
change the Agency’s conclusion that the DE-AT border is structurally
congested and requires permanent capacity allocation procedure.

In response to E-Control’s letter, the Agency noted that on all EU borders,
where a significant part of electricity exchanges are realised through other
borders, a permanent capacity allocation procedure is implemented — the
DE-AT border being the sole exception.

The Agency notes that the quoted value (7259 MW) in the Technical
Justification Document is a hypothetical capacity in a situation where:

a) all electricity exchanges on the DE—AT border would be realised
through that border; and

b) all interconnectors would be fully loaded before the first congestion
would appear;

As these assumptions do not match the reality, the given value can only be
considered as a proxy of the transfer capacity between Germany and
Austria.

Respondents’ views ACER’s views
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. E-Control considers the Agency’s Technical JustificatiOn Document as
discriminatorY. In particular, the Agency illustrates that there may be
insufficient HV capacities within Austña but does not provide similar
analyses for other Members States and network areas.

E-Control has often claimed that the DE-AT border is not congested
because there is about 1 1 000 MW of physical capacities on the border,
which is more than the maximum exchanges observed on this border. To
dispute this claim, the Agency has indeed analysed what would be the
actual capacity between Germany and Austria in case all the DE-AT
electricity exchanges would be realised through this border

ACER
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Respondents’ views

EControl disagrees with the Agency’s line of argumentation in the Firstly, the Agency notes that the reasons for intraday stops are not
Agency’s Technical Justification Document on intraday stops since transparently repoed, in particular the name and location of the claimed
these are actually used to ensure the effectiveness of redispatching congested network element and the party requesting the intraday stop
actions, and therefore disagrees with the Agency’s subsequent should be transparently published. Secondly, the Agency fails to understand
conclusion on the location of congestions. E-ContrOl is of the view that why the intraday stops on the DE-AT border would be needed in case the
in ‘predominant number of hours when these stops are needed this is congestion appears only within Germany. Namely, the stopping of intraday
due to problems not at the German-Austrian border but at other places trade within Germany (from noah to south) should actually be sufficient to
in the network (mainly within Germany).’ solve congestion problems within Germany, such that any subsequent trade

on the DE-AT border would not aggravate the congestion within Germany.
Finally, the Agency understands that the intraday stops aim to prevent
further aggravation of congestion, which has previously been solved with
redispatching. However, the mere fact that 58% of days the stopping of
intraday trade on the DE-AT border does help to prevent the aggravation of
congestion somewhere, is a sufficient additional reason to believe that this
border is congested.

EContrOl clarified that there are no longer-term reservations within a The Agency agrees that the discrimination in this case is not very obvious
bidding zone. Furthermore, E-ContrOl emphasised that this situation and has corrected this part of the Technical Justification Document.
would be maintained or reinforced by establishing capacity allocation
on the German-Austrian border (since capacities allocated for longer-
term and day-ahead timeframes would prevail over capacities made

__-7 available to the intrada timeframe .
E-ContrOl also clarified that there
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Respondents’ views ACER’s views

is no discrimination between timetrames and that all market
participants have the opportunity to trade in all the abovementioned
timetrames.

/7
a
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Annex IV

Technical Justification document for the inclusion of the border between
Germany/Luxembourg and Austria in the determination of CCRs

Following its Opinion No 09/2015 , the Agency gathered, including through public consultation
PC_2016_E_02, additional information about the presence of structural congestion on the DE-AT
border.

Box 1 .• Dçfinition ofcongestions

With regard to the meaning of ‘congestion’, reference is made to the relevant definitions in Regulation
(EC) No 714/2009 and Commission Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 (‘the CACM Regulation’):

. Article 2(2)(c) of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 defines congestion as ‘a situation in which an
interconnection linking national transmission networks cannot accommodate all physical
flows resulting from international trade requested by market participants, because of a lack of
capacity of the interconnectors and/or the national transmission systems concerned’;

. Article 2(1 8) of the CACM Regulation defines physical congestion as ‘any network situation
where forecasted or realised power flows violate the thermal limits of the elements of the grid,
the voltage stability or the angle stability limits of the power system’ ; and

. Article 2(19) of the CACM Regulation defines structural congestion as ‘congestion in the
transmission system that can be unambiguously defined, is predictable, is geographically
stable over time and is frequently reoccurring under normal power system conditions’.

The key reasoning to demonstrate the presence of structural congestion on the DE-AT border is based
on the definition of congestions in both Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and the CACM Regulation (see
Box 1).

Indeed, according to these definitions, an interconnection linking national transmission networks
has to be considered as structurally congested when it cannot accommodate all physical flows
resulting from international trade requested by market participants because these trade
requests would result in physical flows over network elements which are structurally
(physically) congested. Or, in other words, an interconnection linking national transmission
networks has to be considered as structurally congested when it could host the relevant flows

http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_othe_Agency/Opinions/Opinions/ACER%2OOpinion%2
009-2015.pdf
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only at the expense of network security violations or discriminatory access on network elements
which are structurally (physically) congested.

Given these definitions, this Annex first updates (Section 1) the analysis made in the Agency’s
Opinion No 09/2015, which demonstrated the significant impact of the DE-AT exchanges on a
number of network elements in the CEE region, which are structurally congested.

This assessment is completed by two analyses illustrating the presence of physical congestion
problems on the DE-AT border. In the first one (Section 2), the Agency shows that the maximum
transfer capacity between Germany/Luxembourg and the main part of Austria would not be able to
accommodate all the DE-AT commercial exchanges, should the latter effectively flow physically
through the DE-AT border. In the second one (Section 3), the Agency assesses the frequency of
intraday trade limitations on the DE-AT border, which demonstrates that this border cannot frequently
accommodate all the requests for trade.

1. The influence of the BE-AT exchanges on a number of network elements in the CWE
and CEE regions which are structurally congested

The analysis performed in support of the Agency’s Opinion No 09/2015 focused on how the DE-AT
exchanges influence physical flow conditions on structurally (physically) congested network elements
within the congested areas as defined in the Technical report on bidding zones2 (see Opinion No
09/2015, p. 16).

Following its publication, this analysis was questioned by some stakeholders for relying on inadequate
and arbitrary sample of network models, as well as for presenting only a partial picture on how the
DE-AT exchanges influence physical flow conditions on other interconnectors in Continental Europe.

To advance the analysis performed for the preparation of the Opinion No 09/2015, the Agency asked
the involved regulatory authorities, i.e. Bundesnetzagentur für Elektrizität, Gas, Telekommunikation,
Post und Eisenbahnen (BNetzA), Energetickr regulaènI üIad (ERU), Urzd Regulacji Energetyki
(URE) and Energie-Control Austria ifir die Regulierung der Elektrizitäts- und Erdgaswirtschafl (E
Control) for more detailed information on the Power Transfer Distribution Factor (‘PTDF’)3 data,
encompassing 50 randomly selected Day-Ahead Congestion Forecast Models, which represent 50
different hours within the year 2015 . The Agency asked the regulatory authorities to provide the PTDF

2 Available here: https://www.entsoe.eu/Documents/MC%20documents/140l23_Technical_Report
-

_BiddingZones Review Process.pdf.
3 PTDF is in general a calculated power flow on a given network element (or group of elements) that results
from an electricity exchange between two network areas. See Agency’s Opinion 09/2009 (p. 25-26) for details
how it is calculated.
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data on how the DE-AT exchanges influence flows on interconnectors within Central Europe as well
as on three transmission lines within Germany (i.e. Vieselbach—Mecklar, Wolmirstedt—Helmstedt and
Remptendorf—Redwitz). These network elements were reported in the Technical report on the bidding
zone review process as structural congestions and other major physical congestions4. It is essential to
note that, at least those network elements located on the interconnections where a permanent capacity
allocation procedure has been implemented, have to be considered as structurally congested (i.e. the
congestion on these network elements is predictable, geographically stable over time and frequently
reoccurring under normal power system conditions)5. Furthermore, the Agency’s Opinion No 09/2009
analyses the application of congestion-related redispatching actions within Germany (p. 1 8), which
indicates that network elements located within Germany should be considered as structurally
congested. For example, the quarterly report from BNetzA provides the information that, in the first
quarter of 2015, the redispatching within Germany was required in 1433 hours to address the
congestion problems on the network element Remptendorf— Redwitz.6

The involved regulatory authorities asked the relevant T$Os to calculate these data. The TSOs, in turn,
delegated the task to TSCNET Services GmbH7 in order to ensure consistent results. The data was
provided by BNetzA, ERU, URE at the end oflune 2016.

The results of the extended PTDF analysis are presented in Table 1 . The Table shows the average and
maximum cumulative PTDF values for structurally congested interconnections and network elements
as mentioned above. These are grouped into congested areas 10, 1 1 , 12, 16, 19 and 20, as defined in
the Technical report on bidding zones (see also the Agency’s Opinion No 09/2015, p. 17). In addition,
the average and maximum cumulative PTDF values for the western German borders
(DE>NL+FR+CH) and eastern German borders (DE>PL+CZ) are also presented.

4 The technical report on bidding zones reports solely on physical congestions. Therefore the structural
congestions reported should be understood as structural (physical) congestions.
5 Pursuant to point 1 .2 of Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, when there is no congestion, there shall be
no restriction of access to the interconnection; where this is usually the case, there need be no permanent general
allocation procedure for access to a cross-border transmission service.
6 See (p. 15):
http://www.bundesnetzagentur.de/SharedDocs/Downloads!DE/Allgemeines/Bundesnetzagentur/PublikationenlB
erichte/20 1 5/Ouartalsbericht20 1 5.pdf;jsessionid= 1 Al A9B 1 6276E6 1EC24FEA7 1D9B27D iDA? blob=publicat
ionFile&v=6.
7 TSCNET Services GmbH is the service company of the TSOs which formed the Transmission System
Operator Security Cooperation (TSC), i.e. S0Hertz (Germany), Amprion (Germany), APG (Austria), CEPS (the
Czech Republic), ELES (Slovenia), Energinet.dk (Denmark), HOPS (Croatia), MAVIR (Hungary), PSE
(Poland), Swissgrid (Switzerland), TenneT (Germany), TenneT (The Netherlands), and TransnetBW (Germany).
It coordinates the TSC’s activities and renders integrated services for the TSOs and their control centres.
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Table 1.• Updated cumulative FTDF valuesfor CongestedAreas 10, 11, 12, 16, 19 and 20 as well asfor eastern
and western profiles (in percentage)

Area Area Area Area Area Area DE>PL+CZ DE>AT DE>NL+FR+CH
10 11 12 16 19 20

Average -11.5 15.2 17.1 8.5 6.4 26.3 38.7 41.2 20.1

Maximum -16.1 21.8 22.0 12.8 10.5 30.9 44.5 46.4 22.8

Standard
2.8 2.1 3.3 1.9 2.4 2.9 3.1 2.8 1.6deviation

Source: URE, ERU andBNetzA (2016).

Note: Area 10. DE Internal: Vieselbach — Meek/ar and Wolmirstecit — Helrnstedt; Area I 1. DE>PL border: Krajnik —

Vierraden and Hagenwerder — Mikulowc;; Area 12: DE>CZ border: Rohrsdorf — ifraclec; Area 16: DE Internal:
Remptencloif— Rethvitz; Area 19. DE>CZ border: Etzenricht — Hraclec and Etzenricht — Prestice; Area 20. CZ>A T border.
Sokolnice — Bisainbeig and Slavetice — Dzirnmhr; DE>PL+CZ: DE>PL + DE>CZ; DE>NL+FR+CH: DE>NL + DE>FR
+ DE>CH.

The results presented in Table 1 show that, on average, only 41 .2% ofthe DE-AT exchanges are being
physically realised through the DE-AT border, whereas 38.7% are being physically realised through
the DE-PL and DE-CZ interconnections and 20.1% are being physically realised through the DE-NL,
DE-FR and DE-CH interconnections. Subsequently on the Austrian side, the same flows are flowing
back into Austria through the AT-CH, AT-IT, AT-SI, AT-HU and AT-CZ interconnections.

The result is also graphically presented in Figure 1 below. The Figure shows that commercial flows
from Germany to Austria not only directly affect the DE-AT border, but significantly impact also
other interconnections in Central Europe and three internal German network elements (albeit, only in
the case of a network element Remptendorf—Redwitz, the DE-AT exchanges are aggravating the
congestion, whereas on the other two the congestion is reduced by DE-AT exchanges). As those
interconnections and the internal network element Remptendorf—Redwitz are considered as
structurally (physically) congested, the significant impact of DE-AT exchanges on those network
elements implies that the DE-AT interconnection is also structurally congested.

figure 1.• The distribution ofphysicalflows resulting from commercial exchanges from Germany to
Austria
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Note 1.’ The sums of outgoing and incoming flows for Germany and Austria should be 100%, respectively,
whereas the algebraic sums ofincoming and outgoingflowsfor other countries should be 0.
Note 2. For some countries (i.e. FR, BE, CH, AT) the sum is not exactly 0 or 100 due to rounding effects, while
for other countries (‘i. e. SI, HU, 8K,) the sum is not 0 because the incoming or outgoing flows through other
borders are notpresented on thisfigure.

These results confirm and reinforce the findings of the Opinion No 09/201 5 and the conclusion that
the commercial exchanges between Germany and Austria have a significant impact on the physical
flow conditions on the interconnections within the CEE region, as well as within the CWE region and
within Germany. On average, 58.8% of the physical flows resulting from the DE-AT exchanges are
not realised through the DE-AT interconnection, but are flowing as loop flows8 through other
interconnections. In 2015 and the first half of 2016, the average commercial exchange on the DE-AT
interconnection was 3 1 89 MW, whereas the maximum of 7688 MW was reached on 10 January 2O16.
Multiplying these exchanges by the average PTDF values results in 1234 MW (average) and 2975
MW (maximum) of loop flows flowing through the eastern DE-PL and DE-CZ interconnections and
64 1 MW (average) and 1 545 MW (maximum) of 1oop flows flowing through the DE-NL, DE-FR and

8 Loop flows are the physical flows caused by internal exchanges within a bidding zone that are flowing through
other bidding zones.
9 Source: Vulcanus (2015).
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DE-CH interconnections. As shown in the Agency’s Market Monitoring Report for 201510, pp• 167,
1 68, these loop flows result in a significant reduction of cross-zonal capacities on those
interconnections, not only because of their volume, but also because of the uncertainty about their
volumes. Because of the reliability margins to cover these uncertainties, the loss of cross-zonal
capacity due to loop flows is approximately twice as high as the mere volume of loop flows (see the
Market Monitoring Report for 2015, p. 167, 168 for details).

The Agency notes that the analysis based on PTDF data was performed on network models from 2015.
These network models do not take into account some of the recent, current and possible future changes
in the relevant network. Most notably, the following changes have ofien been quoted by stakeholders
in their responses to public consultation PC_2016_E_02:

(a) start of the operation of the phase-shifting transformer (P$T) in Mikulowa, which can be used
to directly control the flows;

(b) temporary disconnection of the interconnector Vierraden-Krajnik between Poland and
Germany;

(c) upcoming operation of the phase shifters at the Czech-German border;
(d) special switching of Hradec-Rohrsdorf transmission line to TenneT; and

(e) planned network investments in Germany and Austria.

The Agency would like to emphasize that these changes are not sufficient reasons to assume that the
DE-AT border will not be structurally congested by the time when the decision on CRRs will
effectively be implemented (i.e. by the implementation of capacity calculation methodologies pursuant
to Article 20(2) of CACM Regulation which are expected to be implemented by 201 8 or at the
beginning of2019 at the latest). This is because:

(a) The existence of PSTs does not have a significant effect on the PTDF values in the sense that
100 MW of additional exchanges between Germany and Austria will still have largely the
same impact on the physical flows on the DE-PL and DE-CZ borders’2. Also, a P$T can alter

10

http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Actsothe_Agency/Pub1icationJACER_Market_MonitoringR
eporL2O 1 5.pdf
11 See CWE and CEE MoU on the development ofa common CWE and CEE CCR’s day-ahead flow-based
capacity calculation methodology and the merger of the CEE and CWE CCR (p. 5)
https://www.entsoe.eu/Documents/MC%2Odocurnents/20160215_MoU_CWE_CEE%2OTSOs%20(final%2Over
sion%2Osigned).pdf.
12 The PTDF values are calculated assuming a constant phase angle of a PST. Thus, the PST has almost no effect
on how the flows resulting from 1 00 MW of exchanges are distributed across the AC network. Nevertheless,
some limited effect may be observed since a PST slightly increases the impedance of the transmission corridor
(line + PST).
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the physical flows on a given network element, but one cannot determine which physical
flows (resulting from which exchanges) have been altered by a PST.

(b) The use of PSTs or the use of specific topological measures (e.g. special switching of Hradec
Rohrsdorf network element) to control the loop flows arising from internal exchanges should
not be considered as an alternative to capacity allocation in the case of structural congestion
problems. The P$T devices may alter the physical flows on a congested network element, thus
allowing for more exchanges; however, one still needs to determine which electricity
exchanges can be increased as a result of using PSTs. If PSTs are used optimally, they have an
excellent potential to increase cross-zonal capacities with the aim to maximise the social
welfare. However, if PSTs are used to reduce the physical flows resulting from exchanges on
the DE-AT border, but not the flows resulting from exchanges on other borders, their potential
to increase cross-zonal capacities on other borders would be diminished and the social welfare
would not be maximised. Such situation would not solve the existing problems of:
(i) discrimination between electricity exchanges on different borders;
(ii) free-riding of DE-AT electricity exchanges with regard to the use of the PST

capabilities;
(iii) loss of overall market efficiency;
(iv) distortion of price signals as some electricity exchanges would need to pay for

congestion costs while other would not.
(c) Removing the loop flows created by the DE-AT exchanges would require that the border

between Germany and Austria is able to accommodate up to 7688 MW of physical flows,
which is the maximum commercial exchange observed on this border up to June 2016.
However, as shown in Section 2 of this Annex, the main part of Austria (which includes the
vast majority of Austrian generation and load) is not able physically to import more than 315$
MW of electricity from Germany.

(d) According to the information available to the Agency, the disconnection of the interconnector
Vierraden-Krajnik is temporary and cannot be considered as a permanent solution to manage
congestion.

(e) The Agency cannot rely on future network development plans, whose effective
implementation time is uncertain and will, most likely, deliver afier the deadlines for the
implementation of a coordinated capacity calculation method pursuant to Article 20(2) and
Article 9(9) of CACM Regulation.

2. Assessment of the maximum transfer capacity of the BE-AT interconnection in the
absence of loop flows

In response to the Agency’s Opinion No 09/2015 and the public consultation on the capacity
calculation regions (CCRs) Proposal, the Agency’s analysis of congestion on the DE-AT
interconnection has been questioned on the grounds that the DE-AT interconnection has about 11000
MW of thermal capacity and is therefore usually able, even in the absence of loop flows, to
accommodate all the trade requests over this interconnection (a maximum commercial exchange of
7688 MW has been observed on the DE-AT border on 10 January 2016).
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In what follows, the Agency presents an analysis of the actual maximum transfer capacity of the DE
AT interconnection taking into account the Austrian high voltage network configuration.

This analysis is based on data made publicly available by the Austrian TSO Austrian Power Grid AG
(APG; www.apg.at) and by ENT$O-E.

Figure 2 below presents the Austrian high voltage network with all its interconnectors with
neighbouring countries.

figure 2: Map ofthe Austrian high voltage network and the location ofthe interconnectors
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Table 2 summarises the information on interconnectors between Germany and Austria. The
interconnectors below 220 kV voltage level are not included in this list since their contribution to
transfer capacity is insignificant (i.e. their cumulative PTDF is below 1%).

Table 2. List ofinterconnectors on the DE-AT border

Voltage Maximum activeNode 1 Node 2 Sourcelevel (kV) power (MW)
1 St. Peter Altheim 220 390 APG
2 St. Peter Pirach 220 489 APG
3 St. Peter Pleinting 220 489 APG
4 St. Peter Simbach 220 390 APG
5 Westtirol Leupolz 380 1496 APG
6 Westtirol Memmingen 220 650 APG
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7 Silz Oberbrunn 220 724 ENTSO-E
8 $ilz Oberbrunn 220 724 ENTSO-E
9 Bürs Obermooweiler 380 1300 ENTSO-E

10 Bürs Obermooweiler 380 1300 ENT$O-E
1 1 Bürs Herbertingen 220 370 ENTSO-E
12 Bürs Delimensingen 220 434 ENTSO-E

Total 8755
Total (N-i) 7259

The net transfer capacity between two network areas is calculated as the maximum electricity
exchange at which the first network element affected by such exchange becomes congested
(considering the N-i criteria, i.e. in a situation of any possible contingency/outage). Assuming all the
flows resulting from electricity exchanges between Germany and Austria were to be realised through
the DE-AT border, the maximum electricity exchange between Germany and Austria, which does not
yet cause congestion, would theoretically be 7259 MW (i.e. 8755 MW less the potential outage of the
largest interconnection (i.e. 1496 MW)). Nevertheless, such calculation assumes that, at this level of
electricity exchange, all the interconnectors (except the one considered out of service) would become
congested. In reality, however, an electricity exchange causes different utilisation of network
elements, which means that, at a certain level of electricity exchange, one of them would become
congested whereas the capacity of other network elements would not be fully utilised. Furthermore,
the first congestion may not appear on the interconnector, but on an internal network element.

To estimate accurately at which level of electricity exchange between Germany and Austria the first
congestion would appear, a detailed analysis of the network situation involving a grid modelling
would be needed. However, even without a proper grid modelling, the observation of the Austrian
high voltage network configuration already allows the identification of network elements within
Austria that would very likely become relevant when calculating the actual maximum transfer capacity
between Germany and Austria in complete absence of loop flows. The Austrian network configuration
shows that when Austria imports from Germany, the majority of imported electricity needs to flow
into the main part of Austria, where the majority of load and generation is connected’3. However the
main part of Austria has a very weak connection with Germany and west Austria (West Tirol).

13 This is, inter alia, evident from the PTDF data, which shows that interconnectors connected to the main part
of Austria carry 80.4% of the flows resulting from DE-AT exchanges. However, this percentage should be
complemented with the PTDF data for transmission lines from West Tirol to Zell, which may likely increase the
percentage. When focusing only on the DE-AT interconnectors, 65% of the flows resulting from DE-AT
exchanges and flowing through the DE-AT interconnection are being realised through four 220 kV
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Table 3 lists the relevant interconnections and internal Austrian lines (whose location is outlined in
Figure 3) that would very likely become relevant for assessing the actual maximum transfer capacity
between Germany and Austria in complete absence of loop flows. These lines consist of the four 220
kV interconnector circuits connected through the St. Peter transformer station (already listed in Table
2) and four 220 kV internal circuits from the West Tirol transformer station to the Zell transformer
station.

Table 3: Total transfer capacity between Germany and the main part ofAustria

Voltage Maximum activeNode 1 Node 2 Sourcelevel (kV) power (MW)
1 St. Peter Aitheim 220 390 APG
2 St. Peter Pirach 220 489 APG
3 St. Peter Pleinting 220 489 APG
4 St. Peter Simbach 220 390 APG
5 Westtirol Zell 220 760 APG

6 Westtirol Zell 220 760 APG

7 Strass Thaur 220 320 APG

8 Strass Thaur 220 320 APG

Total 391$
Total (N-i) 315$

Figure 3: The network elements between Germany and the main part of Austria amounting to a
maximum transfer capacity between these two areas of3158 MW

interconnectors connected to the main part of Austria (through St. Peter transformer station) even though these
four interconnectors account for only 20% of capacity of all interconnectors (see Table 2). This suggests that
indeed the vast majority of electricity imported from Germany flows into the main part of Austria.
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The values provided in Table 3 show that, assuming a complete absence of 1oop flows, the main part
of Austria would not be able to import more than 3 1 58 MW (i.e. 391 8 MW less the potential outage of
the largest line (i.e. 760 MW)) of electricity from rm’4

The Agency notes that, in 201 5 and first half of 20 1 6, the actual commercial DE-AT cross-border
exchanges between Germany! Luxembourg and Austria exceeded the value of 3 1 58 MW 53% of the
time.

3. Prohibition of trade between Germany and Austria

The DE-AT border is declared as without congestion by the involved TSOs on both sides of the
border. This should imply that the trade between Germany and Austria is not limited in any way until
the market closes. However, this is not the case in practice, since trade between Germany and Austria
is frequently prohibited in the intraday market timeframe. The exact periods when trade between
Germany and Austria is not allowed are published daily by the Austrian TSO APG’5.

‘4 This is again based on the assumption that the exchange causes proportional utilisation of network elements
such that all of them would become congested at the same level of exchange. An accurate estimation of the net
transfer capacity on the DE-AT border would require a detailed grid modelling, able to take into account the
reliability margin, the actual utilisation of network elements and the fact that a minor part of the exchanges on
the DE-AT border is actually flowing into the west part of Austria.
1 5 See https://ww.apg.at/enImarket/Markttransparenz/cross-border-exchange/REMIT

Page 11 of’f2



ACER
— Agency For the Cooperation

of Energy Regulators

The information published by APG shows that, in the period between January 2015 and June 2016,
trade between Germany and Austria in the intraday timeframe was not allowed 3 19 days out of 547
days (i.e. 58% of days). Hourly analysis shows that trade between Germany and Austria during the
intraday timeframe was not allowed 4967 hours out of 13128 hours (i.e. 38% of hours). This indicates
that, despite the fact that a significant part of the commercial flows on this border is physically flowing
through neighbouring network elements and even though the border is declared by the involved T$Os
as not congested, in 58% of days (or 38% of hours), there is not enough capacity on this border to
accommodate all trade requests from market participants.

In the Agency’s view, these above facts and findings further demonstrate that the border between
Germany and Austria frequently cannot accommodate all the requests for trade over this border and
should therefore be considered as structurally congested.

4. Conclusion

This Annex demonstrates that the interconnection between Germany and Austria is structurally
congested because it significantly affects the structurally congested interconnections and network
elements in other parts of the Central Europe.

This Annex further shows that, assuming that all DE-AT exchanges were physically to flow through
the DE-AT border, 53% of the time, the maximum transfer capability between Germany and the main
part ofAustria would not be able physically to accommodate all the requests for DE-AT exchanges.

Finally, the presence of a structural congestion on the DE-AT border is also confirmed by the
significant occurrence of intraday trade limitations on this border.

In the Agency’ s view, these facts and findings demonstrate that the border between Germany and
Austria frequently cannot accommodate all the requests for trade over this border — or can host these
flows only at the expense of network security violations or discriminatory access on other network
elements and interconnections — and should therefore be considered as structurally congested.

Consequently, because of this structural congestion on the DE-AT interconnection, Regulation (EC)
No 714/2009 requires that permanent capacity allocation be implemented on the border between
Germany/Luxembourg and Austria.
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OPINION OF THE AGENCY FOR THE COOPERATION OF ENERGY
REGULATORS No 09/2015

of 23 September 2015

ON THE COMPLIANCE Of NATIONAL REGULATORY AUTHORITIES’
DECISIONS APPROVING THE METHODS OF ALLOCATION Of CROSS-
BORDER TRANSMISSION CAPACITY IN THE CENTRAL-EAST EUROPE
REGION WITH REGULATION (EC) No 714/2009 AND THE GUIDELINES

ON THE MANAGEMENT AND ALLOCATION OF AVAILABLE TRANSFER
CAPACITY Of INTERCONNECTIONS BETWEEN NATIONAL SYSTEMS

CONTAINED IN ANNEX I THERETO

THE AGENCY FOR THE COOPERATION OF ENERGY REGULATORS,

HAVING REGARD to Regulation (EC) No 713/2009 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 13 July 2009 establishing an Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators1 (“the
Agency”), and, in particular, Article 7(4) and 17(3) thereof,

HAVING REGARD to the favourable opinion of the Board of Regulators of 16 September 2015,
delivered pursuant to Article 15(1) of Regulation (EC) No 713/2009,

WHEREAS:

1. PROCEDURE

(1) On 2 December 2014, the Agency received a request from Urzd Regulacji Energetyki
(“URE”), the National Regulatory Authority (“NRA”) of Poland, for an opinion, pursuant
to Article 7(4) of Regulation (EC) No 713/2009, on the compliance of the decisions of
Agencija za energijo (“AGEN-R$”), the Slovenian NRA, No 141-4/2013-09/203 of 23
October 2013, of Energie-Control Austria (“E-Control”), the Austrian NRA, No V AUK
02/13 of 11 October 2013, of Magyar Energetikai és Közmü-szabályozási Hivatal
(“MEKH”), the Hungarian NRA, No 2538/2014 of 12 August 2014 and No 2890/2014 of
4 November 2014, and of Urad pre reguláciu siet’ov9ch odvetvI (“URSO”), the Slovakian
NRA, No 0027/2014/E-PP of 22 August 2014, with Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 13 July 2009 on conditions for access to the
network for cross-border exchanges in electricity and repealing Regulation (EC) No1228/20032 and the Guidelines on the management and allocation of available transfer

10JL211, 148.2009,p. 1.
2 OJ L 211, 14.8.2009, p. 15. \
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capacity of interconnections between national systems (the “Guidelines”) contained in
Annex I thereto.

(2) By email of 5 December 2014, the Agency invited the NRAs of the Central-East Europe
(“CEE”) region countries, excluding Poland, i.e. Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany,
Hungary, Slovakia and Slovenia, to send their written observations with regard to the
request of the Polish NRA.

(3) The Agency received written comments from MEKH on 16 December 2014, from
Bundesnetzagentur für Elektrizität, Gas, Telekommunikation, Post und Eisenbahnen
(“BNetzA”), the German NRA, on 19 December 2014, from E-Control on 22 December
2014, and from Energetick regulaènI ñiad (“ERO”), the Czech NRA, on 2 January 2015.
AGEN-RS and URSO did not reply.

(4) On 17 February 2015, the Agency requested from the Polish, Czech and German NRAs
data on Power Transfer Distribution Factors (“PTDFs”) for cross-border exchanges
between Germany and Austria for specific network elements.

(5) The Agency received the following replies to its 17 february 2015 request: from the Polish
NRA on 13 March 2015, updated on 27 March 2015, from the Czech NRA on 12 March
2015, updated on 24 March 2015, and from the German NRA on 10 April 2015.

(6) BNetzA and E-Control provided further written comments, respectively on 3, 12, 19 and
23 June 2015 and on 2, 19 and 23 June 2015.

2. THE REQUEST

(7) URE requests the Agency’s opinion on whether the decisions of the Austrian, Hungarian
Slovakian and Slovenian NRAs approving the methods of allocation of cross-border
transmission capacity in the CEE region comply with the provisions of the Guidelines, as
well as with the provisions of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009.

(8) URE’s specific concern is that the decisions of the Austrian, Hungarian, Slovakian and
Slovenian NRAs approve the methods of allocation of cross-border transmission capacity
even though the methods themselves do not provide for a capacity allocation procedure for
the German-Austrian (“DE-AT”) border.

(9) URE considers that the absence of a capacity “allocation procedure for cross-border
capacity used for commercial transactions between Austria and Germany results in
signficantpowerfiows through the transmission grid ofneighbouring transmission system
operators breaching network security standards and leading to the occurrence of

Paç528
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structural congestion, fnot on the specific German-Austrian border, at least on otherparts
of the CEE network”.

(10) According to URE, the absence of a capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT border
reflects an overall insufficient coordination in the region. It leads to cross-border exchanges
in the CEE region being treated in a discriminatory, non-market-based way, and it provides
for inefficient economic signals to the involved market participants and to Transmission
System Operators (“TSOs”).

(11) On the basis of a legal and technical assessment, URE concludes that the methods for
allocating cross-border transmission capacity currently applied by the TSOs in the CEE
region and endorsed by the respective NRAs’ decisions do not comply with Regulation
(EC) No 714/2009 and with the provisions of its Guidelines. Accordingly, URE requests
the Agency to provide an opinion on the compliance or the absence of it.

(12) The request is related to the ongoing administrative proceedings pending with URE and
concerning the approval of allocation methods of cross-border transmission capacity.

3. THE DECISIONS AN1 COMMENTS Of THE NRAs CONCERNED

(13) The decision of the Slovenian NRA, No 141-4/2013-09/203 of 23 October 2013, accepts
the Rules for Coordinated Auction of Transmission Capacity in the CEE Region.

(14) The decision of the Austrian NRA, No V AUK 02/13 of 11 October 2013, approves the
Rules for Coordinated Auction of Transmission Capacity in the CEE Region. According
to this decision, the Rules for Coordinated Auction of Transmission Capacity in the CEE
Region were elaborated jointly by the TSOs of the CEE region and govern the allocation
of cross-border transmission capacity for the following borders: Austria-Czech Republic
(“AT-CZ”), Austria-Slovenia (“AT-SI”), Austria-Hungary (“AT-HU”), Czech Republic-
Germany (“CZ-DE”), Czech Republic-Poland (“CZ-PL”), Slovakia-Poland (“SK-PL”) and
Slovakia-Hungary (“SK-HU”).

(15) The decision of the Hungarian NRA, No 2538/20 14 of 12 August 2014, approves the Rules
for Coordinated Auction of Transmission Capacity in the CEE Region; its decision No
2890/2014 of 4 November 2014, approves an update of those rules.

(16) The decision of the Slovakian NRA, No 0027/2014/E-PP of 22 August 2014, approves the
“regulations” of the Slovakian TSO. It does not explicitly refer to the Rules for Coordinated
Auction of Transmission Capacity in the CEE Region.
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(17) The German NRA considers that URE’s request is inadmissible as it aims for an opinion
on bidding zones configuration, a subj ect-matter of an already ongoing, more specific and
comprehensive, process of early implementation of the bidding zones review in Europe.
Therefore, URE would have no legal interest. Further, an Agency’s opinion would affect
and prejudice the early implementation of the bidding zones review and undermine the
implementation of Commission Regulation (EU) 20 15/1222 of 24 July 2015 establishing
a guideline on capacity allocation and congestion management (the “CACM Guideline”)3.

(18) BNetzA also considers URE’s request to be unjustified as the arguments raised by URE
are based on obsolete, incomplete and outdated datalstudies. The fact that specific
measures were taken to address the problem i.e. with the virtual Phase-Shifting
Transformers (vPSTs), the TSO Security Cooperation (TSC) project and the planned
installation of physical PST, is not taken into account.

(19) The Austrian NRA considers the fact-based reasoning provided by URE, emphasising the
correlation between the schedules4 on the DE-AT border and unscheduled flows5 between
Germany and Poland, as insufficient. According to E-Control, the statistics on occurrences
and duration of security threats and security violations provided by TiRE, without analysing
each case on its own, do not allow to establish a causal link with the schedules on the DE
AT border.

(20) Moreover, E-Control concludes that loop flows and unscheduled flows are inherent to a
zonal market model and that there are no objective criteria determining to what extent such
flows need to be tolerated.

(21) E-Control finds that there is sufficient evidence showing that the DE-AT border is not
structurally congested and that capacity allocation procedures should only be applied in
cases where no other cost-efficient and technically-effective measures are available. The
mitigating measures (operational, through redispatching, or structural, through network
investments) currently implemented or planned to be implemented by TSOs constitute an
effective remedy to congestions in the CEE region.

OJ L 197, 25.7.2015, p. 24.
A schedule, or also referred to as a cross-border exchange, is a declared flow resulting ftorn a scheduling process, related to an

electricity exchange between two different control areas and/or bidding zones. for a comprehensive description see p. 94 of the 2’
edition of the Market Monitoring Report (MMR), see:
(httpj’www.acer.europu.euiOfticial_docurnentsiActs of the_Agency’Publication’ACER°•o20Market%20Monitoring%2t)Report
%2020 I 3.pdfl.

Unscheduled flows are the difference between schedules and physical flows. They are also the sum of unscheduled transit flows
(UTF) and loop flows (Lf) over a border - see also footnote 4.
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(22) According to E-Control, the introduction of a capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT
border would not efficiently and effectively address the roots of the problem raised by URE
and would only have a very limited positive impact on the security of the Polish grid.

(23) According to E-Control, the bidding zones review process, as described in the CACM
Guideline, should be the appropriate tool to analyse bidding zones configurations and to
propose a structural solution6. E-Control however considers that reconfiguring bidding
zones by market splitting might constitute an infringement of the Treaty on the functioning
of the European Union (Articles 34, 35, 101 and 102 TFEU).

(24) The Czech NRA considers that URE’s request for an Agency’s opinion is fully compliant
with Article 7(4) of Regulation (EC) No 713/2009. ERU supports URE’s legal and
technical assessment of the existing situation in the CEE region.

(25) The Hungarian NRA also supports URE’s assessment.

4. ADMISSIBILITY

(26) Pursuant to Article 7(4) of Regulation (EC) No 713/2009, an NRA can request the
Agency’s opinion on whether a decision taken by a regulatory authority complies with the
Guidelines referred to in Directive 2009/72/EC, Directive 2009/73/EC, Regulation (EC)
No 714/2009 or Regulation (EC) No 715/2009 or with other relevant provisions of those
Directives or Regulations. Article 7(4) does not make the admissibility of the request
conditional upon whether or not the same or a related topic is also addressed under a
different procedure, or upon whether or not the requesting NRA has a legal interest.

(27) URE’s request addresses the Agency with a question on whether the NRAs’ decisions
attached to the request and approving the methods for allocating cross-border transmission
capacity in the CEE region comply with the provisions of the Guidelines annexed to
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and with the provisions of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009
itself. As such, this request is in line with the requirements of Article 7(4) and admissible.
In addition, URE has indeed a specific legal interest in the Agency’s opinion as it deems
the opinion relevant for its decision in the proceedings addressed to URE which are still
pending.

(28) Therefore, the Agency considers URE’s request pursuant to Article 7(4) of Regulation (EC)
No 713/2009 as admissible.

6 In that respect, E-Control regrets that the current exercise undertaken by ENTSO-E still exhibits drawbacks and as such might
not provide a proper basis for further conclusions.
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5. BACKGROUND

5.1 Bidding zones

(29) In Europe, wholesale electricity markets are structured in bidding zones, featuring equal
prices within them. Within each bidding zone, any consumer is allowed to contract power
with any generator without limitations and hence disregarding the physical reality of the
transmission network. This simplification, which aims at facilitating trade within each
bidding zone, is however often made at the expense of electricity trading between bidding
zones. For the latter, TSOs indeed apply capacity allocation methods through which they,
ex-ante and most of the time, limit the amount of the available cross-zonal capacity (i.e.
net transmission capacities (NTCs)) to ensure that physical flows, including inside zones,
remain within the network operational security limits7’8.

(30) for historical reasons, the bidding zones’ boundaries mostly correspond to the borders
between EU Member States, even though some Member States (e.g. Italy and Sweden) are
split into several bidding zones. However, in the CEE region, Austria and Germany
constitute a single bidding zone and no capacity allocation is applied on the border between
them.

5.2 Congestion

(31) Congestion between bidding zones materialises when there is more demand for capacity
for cross-zonal trade than the available transmission capacity. As a result, wholesale
electricity prices in two or more bidding zones deviate.

(32) The primary legal framework for dealing with congestion problems is Regulation (EC) No
714/2009, which associates the term “congestion” with a very specific situation. Article
2(2)(c) of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 defines congestion as “a situation in which an
interconnection linking national transmission networks cannot accommodate all physical
flows resulting from international trade requested by market participants, because of a lack
of capacity of the interconnectors and/or the national transmission systems concerned”.
Further, the Guidelines refer, in point 1.2, implicitly to congestions which occur usually

‘In reality, the observed NTC values mostly do not reflect the physical capacities of interconnectors.
8 The Agency notes that according to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, a situation where capacity constraints inside zones are
considered in cross-zonal capacity calculation aild allocation may be tolerated only as a short-tenTi solution. Namely, point 1.7 of
the Guidelines on the Management and allocation of available transfer capacity of interconnections between national systems
annexed to that Regulation specify that “...TSOs shall not limit interconnection capacity in order to solve congestion inside their
own control area, save for the abovementioned reasons and reasons ofoperational security. Ifsitch situation occurs this shall be
described and transparently presented by the TSOs to all the system users. Such a situation shall be tolerated only until a long-
term solution is found. The methodology and projects for achieving the long-term solution shall be described and transparently
presented by the T$Os to all the system users.”
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and, in point 1.4, explicitly to congestions which are structural, however without specifying
the meaning of “usually” and “structural” in that context.

(33) In addition, the CACM Guideline, which supplements Annex I to Regulation (EC) No
714/2009, lays down a definition of structural congestion as well as of the equally-relevant
term of physical congestion. Those definitions, which in the Agency’s view reflect the
common understanding of “structural congestion” and “physical congestion” applicable
for the purpose of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, provide that:

• Structural congestion is a congestion in the transmission system that can be
unambiguously defined, is predictable, is geographically stable over time and is
frequently reoccurring under normal power system conditions (Article 2(19) of the
CACM Guideline);

• Physical congestion occurs when forecasted or realised power flows violate the thermal
limits of the elements of the grid, the voltage stability or the angle stability limits of the
power system (Article 2(18) of the CACM Guideline).

(34) According to the defmition of congestion pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, an
interconnection linking national transmission networks cannot accommodate all physical
flows resulting from international trade requested by market participants when these trade
requests result in physical flows over network elements which are physically congested.
Therefore, a situation may occur where the network elements on an interconnection are not
physically congested, but where there is nonetheless congestion on the interconnection
because international trade requests on this interconnection cause physical flows over
physically congested network elements somewhere else in the network. By analogy, the
interconnection is to be considered as structurally congested when it cannot accommodate
all physical flows resulting from international trade requested by market participants,
because these trade requests would result in physical flows over network elements which
are structurally (physically) congested9.

5.3 Unscheduled flows

(35) Cross-border electricity exchanges over the interconnections need to be scheduled to TSOs
on both sides of these interconnections. Nevertheless, physical electricity flows on the
interconnections usually do not match the scheduled flows and the difference between the

While the legal definition refers to interconnections linking national transmission networks, the Agency understands that its
principle is equally applicable to any border between two network areas as referred to in point 1 .7 of the Guidelines. Thus, such
border would be considered as structurally congested when it cannot accommodate all physical flows resulting from the trade
requested by market participants, because these trade requests would result in physical flows over network elements which are
structurally (physically) congested.
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two is called Unscheduled Flows (“UFs”)’°. They arise from the fact that electricity flows
do not necessarily follow contractual paths.

(36) figure 1 shows the volume of UFs1’ in different parts of Central Europe and compares them
with UFs in other EU regions. It shows, in particular, that the absolute levels of Ufs in the
CEE region are the largest across the Central-South (“CSE”), Central-West (“CWE”) and
the CEE regions’2.

Figure 1: Sum of hourly absolute UFs per border in the CEE, CSE and CWE regions —2011 to 2014 (TWh)

Sum of hourly absolute unschedled flows per region 2011 -2014
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Note: The unscheduledflows are calculated wit/z an hourlyfrequency,- the absolute values are then summed across the hours and
aggregatedfor borders belonging to the relevant regions. Furthermore, each pair ofcountry codes in the bat reads as ‘7rom
to “, e.g. PL-SK reads as flowsfrom Poland to Slovakia.

‘°There are two origins of UFs. The first origin is the electricity exchanges inside a bidding zone, which are partly realised through
other bidding zones. These are called Loop Flows (“LFs”). The second source are the electricity exchanges across bidding zone
borders where capacity allocation is not coordinated with the capacity allocation on bidding zone border where the unscheduled
flow is observed. These are called Unscheduled Transit flows (“UTfs”). While LFs are inherent to a zonal market design and
depend on the configuration of bidding zones and physical properties of the network, UTFs can be avoided with coordinated
capacity allocation such as flow-based market coupling. The Ufs may, depending on their magnitude, have an impact on the overall
market efficiency and network security.

Since its establishment, the Agency has been monitoring the development of unscheduled flows in Central Europe in the
framework of its annual MMRs activity, see:
http:;www.acereuropa.eu Official documents’Acts of_the Agency Publication:ACER b20Market%20Momtonng° o20keport%
2020 13.pdf, p.93 to 109 and
http://www.acer.europa.eu Official documents’Acts of_the Agency/Publication/AC’ER_Market_Monitoring_Report_20l4.pdf
p. 147 to 162.
12 The number of borders in a region differs as shown in figure 1 and this may affect the level of Ufs reported per region. More
borders in a region implicitly mean smaller bidding zones and lower levels of UFs. On the other hand, more borders may also imply
higher levels of UFs as it could sum the ‘same’ UFs across borders in a region, which results in double counting.
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(37) UFs pose a challenge for TSOs. First, as TSOs cannot control Ufs with capacity allocation,
they tend to reduce the capacity available for cross-border trade in order to ensure that the
total physical flow on some network elements remains within security limits. This
reduction in cross-border capacities usually leads to a loss of social welfare, which
corresponds to the foregone social welfare with respect to the situation in which this cross-
border capacity were available for cross-border trade (see figure 3).

(38) Second, due to UFs, TSOs have to continue applying (more) remedial actions (bearing
higher costs) in order to ensure secure grid operation in the TSOs’ own networks, i.e.
control areas, while transporting ‘foreign’ electricity flows. This impacts network security
and efficiency of the market in general, and may induce significant re-dispatching, counter-
trading and curtailment costs.

(39) As highlighted by the Agency since 20l2’, these UFs significantly impact both the market
efficiency and the security of the network, in particular in the CEE region. The most
noticeable (direct and indirect) impacts of UFs on the market efficiency and network
security are:

(a) An overall lack of progress since 2006 in the implementation of the target model in
the CEE region, mainly due to a disagreement between the concerned parties regarding
the best way to handle these UFs;

(b) A significant reduction in cross-border capacities, in particular on the German-Polish
border (see Figure 2), due to the reservation of physical capacity of transmission lines
on some borders for transporting electricity (physical flows) as a result of cross-border
trade on other borders (UTFs) or of electricity exchanges within foreign bidding zones
(LFs)’4, and an associated increase in the estimated loss of social welfare;

(c) The occurrence of N-i violations on the Polish network due to UFs (see figure 4)15;

and
(d) The presence of several structural congestions in the CEE network (see figure 5).

5.4 Impact of Unscheduled Flows on NTC and social welfare

(40) Table 1 presents the annual average of hourly NTC values for the period 2011 to 2014 (in
MWs and as percentage variations between 2011 and 2014) for the CEE, CSE and CWE
regions. In 2014, 13 out of 20 borders (each MS border has two directions of trade) in the
CEE region recorded decreasing NTC values whereas in 2013 this occurred in 9 out of 20
borders. The changes in the cross-border capacities available for trade can be associated
with the increasing levels of Ufs. There are however many factors affecting NTC values

See footnote II.
‘‘ See footnote 4 for the definitions of UTFs and LFs.

information on N-I violations and the underlying cause is provided by the respective NRAsTSOs.
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and it would require a more extensive analysis to assess to what extent UFs reduce NTC
values for each border.

Table 1: Annual average NTC values by border in the CEE, CSE and CWE regions — 2011 to 2014 (MW and
the 2011-2014 percentage variation)

______

CEE CSE

Border 2011 2012 2013 2014 2014.’2011 Border 2011 2012 2013 2014 2014/2011
AT>CZ 748 851 663 620 -17% CH>AT 1,197 1,190 1,193 1,193 0%
AT>HU 749 766 519 514 -31% CH’DE 3,933 3,989 4,000 4,000 2%
AI>S1 857 930 771 685 -20% CH>FR 1,103 1,101 1,103 1,108 0%

CZ+PL>DEI 1,170 1,300 1,261 1,361 16% CH>IT 3,034 2,819 2,766 2,549 -16%

CZ>AT 774 768 559 586 -24% DE>Cll 1,097 891 966 1,094 0%

CZ>DE2 1,266 1,380 1,558 1,361 8% FR>CH 3,116 3,114 3,068 3,093 -1%
CZPL 600 600 600 600 0% FR>IT 1,926 1,849 1,989 2,267 18%
CZ>SK 1,714 1,615 1,634 1,672 -2% GR>IT 311 462 295 224 -28%

PLIn 197 28 65 3 -99% IT>AT 79 85 102 96 22%
DEI>CZ+PL 563 601 666 661 17% IT’d 1,709 1,718 1,722 1,717 0%
DE2>CZ 563 601 666 661 17% IT>FR 1,019 1,020 1,020 1,021 0%

HU>AT 783 775 598 599 -24% IT>GR 311 464 294 224 -28%
I{U>SK 766 527 796 761 -1% IT>S1 153 153 153 649 324%
PL>CZ 568 528 606 633 11% 51>11 484 463 442 488 1%
PLout 1,277 1,316 1,273 809 -37% CWE

PL>SK 517 509 533 504 -3% BE>FR 1,420 1,645 1,456 1,361 4%
SPAT 901 951 883 946 5% BE>NL 1,370 1,321 1,359 1,336 -2%
SK>CZ 1,192 1,200 1,197 1,187 0% DE>FR 2,593 2,596 2,556 2,472 -5%
SK>HU 1,181 1,132 1,140 1,096 -7% DE>NL 2,313 2,270 2,218 2,231 4%

SK’PL 460 457 484 463 1% FR>BE 2,880 2,899 2,580 2,321 -19%

CSE fR>DE 2,116 1,795 1,785 1,798 -15%
AT>Cll 311 455 514 612 97% NL>BE 1,370 1,333 1,341 1,240 -9%
AT’IT 171 174 230 217 27% NL>DE 2,292 2,308 2,290 2,257 -2%
Source: CÁO CentralAllocation Office GmbH (2015), ENTSO-E (2015) and ACER calculations.

Note: DEl = 50HzT DE2 TennetDE. FLout = PL>DE+CZ±SK, PL1n = DE+CZ+SK>PL. PL1n represents tile maximum
potential tradable capacity from Germany to Poland. Annual average values are calculated on the basis of hourly data. When
ENTSO-E is referenced as a data sourcefor thefigures in tills Opinion, tile ENTSO-E data was retrieved through Energy Market
Observatory (EMOS).
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(41) The Polish ISO confirmed that Ufs were reducing the cross-border trading capacity made
available on the DE-PL border. Figure 2 shows that the monthly average tradable capacity
from Germany to Poland over the last five years. It illustrates that this tradable capacity
has been declining since 2009 and has settled at around 0 since mid-201316”7.

Figure 2: Monthly average tradable capacity from Germany to Poland — 2009 to 2014 (MW)

Monthly average tradable capacity from Germany to Poland — 2009 to 2014 (MW)

013Nfl2009 OtiuonlO OIJo20I2 Ojat2Ot3 05a02015

Na. ENTSO Ea.a.,.,riaa:..cz,or.suPL

Source: EMTSO-E (2015) and ACER calculations.

Note: Tl?e presented values in the figure are monthly averages ofPLin, as defined in the Note to Table 1.

(42) Figure 3 shows the welfare loss in the CEE region due to Ufs, subdivided in UTFs and
LFs. In 2013, the total UF-based welfare losses reached 469 million euro and showed an
increase of 1.6% compared to 2012, and of 44.7% compared to 2011. The total losses on
the borders in the CEE region amounted to 87.5, 116.7, and 108.6 million euro,
respectively, in 2011, 2012 and 2013. These should be considered conservative estimates
based only on the welfare losses at the borders. They do not represent the total welfare
losses resulting from suboptimal bidding zone configuration. Such an estimate could only
be made by conducting a comprehensive review of bidding zones.

16 The punctual increase in the values observed in 2013 can be attributed to the pilot project on virtual Phase Shifting Transformers
(see further below).
17 In 2014, this border recorded a tradable capacity equal to 0 for 8,536 hours.
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Figure 3: The estimated toss of social welfare due to unscheduled flows in the CEE region 2011 to 2013
(million euros)
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Note: Tile German-Austrian border is omitted, as Austria and Germany form a single bidding zone and have one common pricereference. The German-Czech border uses one aggregated value offlows not resulting from capacity allocation for both of itsinterconnectors. Lfs and UTFs then partially offset one another in volumes and thereby the presented result cannot be meaningfullyinterpreted. Datafor 2014 is not available.

5.5 Network security

(43) The increasing amount of UFs endangers network security. One way of measuring this is
through the observation of N-i violations. The number of N-i violations in the Polish
network and their duration are shown in Figure 4. The number of N-i violations during
real time diminished after the end of 2011. This may suggest that remedial measures were
applied by the Polish TSO (possibly in coordination with other TSOs) in the planning phase
to prevent N-i violations or during the operational phase (e.g. with redispatching).
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Figure 4: Number and duration of N-i violations in ttie Polish network due to unscheduled flows — 201 1 to
2013

N-i violations caused by unscheduled flows in Poland hours and number of incedents per month
12
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• number of insecure operation cases • duration of insecure operation
Source.- URE (2014,).

Note: The N-I violations presented in this Figure are provided by NRAs and were reported to be caused by unscheduledflows.Moreove,; it shows only N-i violations which occurred in real time, i.e. N-I violations during the planning stage are notinchtded.

(44) In March 2012, an ENTSO-E briefing paper on interconnected system operation conditions
in Continental Central Europe’8 alerted the European Commission on the severity of the
situation, in particular in the CEE region, and on the threats that such a situation could
imply for network security:

(a) “Recent developments in the electricity sector have significantly affected system
operation conditions on the Continent, especially in central-European countries. Some
TSOs increasingly face a situation in which operational measures, to keep the system
in normal operational conditions, are exhausted. Due to characteristics of the
synchronous system, this potentially threatens the security in the wider areas and
ultimately the need to use emergency measures such as toad shedding with direct
impact on consumers.”

(b) “The currentpowerproductionfrom RES especiallyfrom wind generation in Northern
Germany, Denmark, and North Sea and Baltic Sea regions is physically transported by
the German internal grid and also in large extent by parallel flows via transmission
systems of neighbouring countries to the Southern parts of Germany, to the Alps or

18 See:
https:www.entsoeeufileadrnsn user up1oad’_hbrar news Briefinaper to EQ 12O416_BrleflngJ)apeO EQ_ENiS):E assessemot interconnected_sstern operatson_inQQ E .pdf search brieting o2Opaper° o2Ointerconnection.
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even the Southern parts ofthe Continent. The limitedpredictability ofthese largeflows
has on occasion caused non-compliance with fundamental grid operational security
criteria in parts of the Central Continental European region. Transmission lines
overloading or (n-i) violations in parts of the network which endanger the network
have been increasingly reported by TSOs.”

(c) “On several borders the difference between physical and scheduled flows is ofsuch
magnitude that they are often in opposite directions. This is observed more than 90%
ofthe time on PL/DE border, more than 90% on FL/CZ and more than 80% on PL/SK
border. Heavy ‘unplanned’ transitflows added to scheduledflows cause severe loading
on southern interconnectors (PL/CZ, PL/SK, DE/CZ, and also SK/HU and SKJUA) and
lead to noncompliance with fundamental network security criteria.”

(d) “[...] the security risks observed today are the culmination of the deterioration of the
overall system that can be observed by the gradual limitation of the Net Transfer
Capacities (NTC) between these countries over recent years. NTC limits have
traditionally been one of the tools TSOs utilize under current market rules to manage
the increased magnitude of unforeseen physical flows. Clearly this tool is used only
when necessary but is nowadays increasingly used due to increased volumes of
unforeseen generation intermittency restricting commercially available capacity for
market parties.”

(e) “The definition of bidding areas whose borders reflect structural congestions on the
grid may also help to solve the issue ofunplanned transit-flows. [...] the Central-East
Europe region is identified as one where a re-thinking ofexisting bidding areas in the
context of the forthcoming implementation of the market target model by 20i4 might
be a useful exercise.”

(45) This alarming situation triggered a series of initiatives aiming to limit or address the impact
of UFs in the CEE region, among which:

(a) The 50Hertz-PSE’s vPSTs pilot project running from January to April 2013, which
sought an agreement on the use of remedial actions to limit UFs on the interconnection
between the Polish and German electricity systems, to maintain safe operation of these
systems and to ensure the availability of cross-border capacities between Germany and
Poland of at least 500 MW’9. In February 2014, a similar vPST agreement was
concluded and should remain operational until physical P$Ts are installed20. All the
related costs are shared by the T$Os according to their role (causing or being affected
by cross-border power flows). S0Hertz shares its costs with TenneT, another German
TSO, and APG, the Austrian TSO;

19 See: http:/www.5Uhertz.com. en:file2() I 21 222_PM_Phasenschieber_EN.pdf.
20 Nevertheless, the NTC values on Gennan-Polish border have returned to zero, since according to the polish TSO the experience
has shown that the available remedial actions are not sufficient to guarantee a non-zero NTC value.
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(b) The Agency’s invitation to ENTSO-E, in August 2012, to initiate an earlier bidding-
zone reconfiguration process;

(c) The Florence Forum’s invitation to the Agency and ENT$O-E, in May 2012, to identify
an appropriate regulatory framework for cross-border redispatchmg, including cost-
sharing arrangements;

(d) The joint declaration of the CEE NRAs and the Agency, in March 2012, confirming
their will to implement two elements of the target model — i.e. flow-based capacity
calculation and day-ahead market coupling — in one single step;

(e) The progressive strengthening of formal cooperation among TSOs (through the TSC
initiative), enabling TSOs from Central Europe to jointly analyse operational security
and activate remedial actions; and

(f) The planned reinforcement of the network, through - in particular - the installation of
physical PSTs on several borders of the CEE region; and, more recently, the CEE
TSOs’ initiative to investigate the effects of the implementation of flow-Based Market
Coupling (“FBMC”) with the current bidding zones and the possible options to
alleviate the observed risks through security (Security Oriented Option (“SOO”))21
and/or financial means (Financial Oriented Option).

6. ASSESSMENT

(46) In the previous chapter, background facts have been presented with regard to UFs. This
chapter aims at assessing whether the DE-AT interconnection is congested within the
meaning of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009. The assessment of congestion on the DE-AT
interconnection is structured as follows. Section 6.1 identifies structural congestions within
the CEE region, which may lead to the need for limiting the DE-AT cross-border
exchanges. Section 6.2 provides an in-depth assessment of the relative importance of the
DE-AT cross-border exchanges in the CEE region and their impact on the identified
structural congestions. Section 6.3 then presents a legal assessment of the lack of capacity
allocation procedure on the DE-AT border.

6.1 Structural congestions in the CEE region

(47) The identification of structural congestions in this Opinion relies on the analysis performed
by ENTSO-E for the first Technical Report for the currently ongoing review of the bidding-
zone configuration22, published in January 2014, as part of the early implementation of the
CACM Guideline. Section 2.3 of that Report addresses the requirements of Article 34(2)(a)

21 is worth emphasizing that the SO0 solution considers limiting the flows between Austria and Germany.
22 See: hts:7w w.entsoe.eu’news-events events’ Documents 1401 23_Technical Rcpo -

_jdding_Zones Review_Process%20(2).pdf#searchtechnical%20report%20on%20bidding%20zones.
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of the CACM Guideline on the publication of the location and frequency of structural
congestions (i.e. congestions which are unambiguously defined, predictable,
geographically stable over time and frequently reoccurring under normal power system
conditions)23 and of major physical congestions. figure 5 shows areas with structural
congestions and major physical congestions as reported in the Technical Report24.

Figure 5: Overview of areas with structural congestions and major physical congestions in Continental
Europe—2011 and 2012

.1,
•
0

Source: EI’ITSO-E, Technical Report Bidding Zones Review Process (Januaty 2014).

Note: The original title to thisfigure is “critical/congested network element clusters: Planning phase (D-1 and D-2 in 2011 and
2012)’

(48) In ENTSO-E’s Technical Report, several congested areas are identified in the CEE region,
namely the congested areas No. 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 1$, 19, 20, 22 and 23. These congested
areas, and the related congested network elements, are further specified in Table 2.

23 Article 2f 19) of the CACM Guideline.
24 The Agency notes that the technical report suffers from non-harnionised reporting of these congestions and the lack of clanty on
how the definition of structural congestion has been applied in this case. For example, the Agency doubts that structural congestions
within a bidding zone exist only in Germany. The reported congestions should therefore be understood as structural corgest1ons
based on the opinion of TSOs as well as on their individual approaches to transparency.
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Table 2: Reported congested network elements and reasons for congestions —2011 and 2012

Congested Congested network elements Reason for congestions

area No.

380 kV tine Vieselbach (DE) Mecklar (DE)10
380 kV line Wolrnirstedt (DE) - Helmstedt (DE) Not reported

220 kV line Krajnik (PL) Vierraden (DE) (double)
380 kV line Hagenwerder (DE) — Mikulowa (PL)
400 kV line Mikulowa (PL) — Czama (PL) High physical flows from 50Hertz to PSE1 1 400/220 kV transformers in Mikuowa (PL) correlated with periods of high generation in the
220 kV line Mikulowa (PL) — Swiebodzice (PL) 50Hertz area.
220 kV line Mikuowa (PL) — Cieplice (PL)
AT2 400 MVA autotransfonner in Krajnik (PL)

High level of physical respectively unscheduled
. . flows from the 50Hertz area to the CEPS area over12, 19 Not explicitly specified

.this border in cases of high transit (respectively
loop) flows from north(west) to south(east).

220 kV line Liskovec (CZ) — Povazska Bystrica (5K)
400 kV line Nosovice (CZ) Varin (SK)

15 220 kV line Kopanina (PL) -- Liskovec (CZ) Unscheduled flows and ioop flows from the
220 kV line Bujaköw (PL) — Liskovec (CZ) common AT’DE/LU bidding zone.
400 kV line Wielopole (PL) — Nosovice (CZ)
400 kV line Iskrzynia (PL) Lernieszany (SK)
380 kV line Rernptendorf (DE) Redwitz (DE)16 . Not reported.380 kV line Vieselbach (DE) - Mecklar (DE)

Large and volatile RES feed from the northern part18 Not explicitly specified of Germany and the high level of import position in
the southern CEE area (APG and MAVIR).
High level of physical resp. unscheduled flows

20 380 kV line Slavetice (CZ) -• Dümrohr (AT) (double) from north to south due to high production in the
220kV line Sokotnice (CZ) - Bisamberg (AT) north of Europe and high load in the south

(Hungary, Balkan, Austria and Italy).
22 220 kV line Lehrte (DE) — Mehrurn (DE) Local generation/load patterns

.
. Generation/load situation near the border line and23 220 kV line Obersielach (AT) — Podlog (SI)

import of the Balkan and Italian area.
Source: ENTSO-E (2014).

(49) The Agency notes that many network elements reported in Table 2 are interconnectors
where permanent capacity allocation is currently implemented. Since permanent capacity

allocation should not be applied on interconnections which are not usually or structurally
congested, these interconnectors should be considered as suffering from structural
congestions and not just from major physical congestions.

(50) Table 3 presents statistics on the application of redispatching within Germany from April
2013 to l9June2Ol5.
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Table 3: Application of congestion-related redispatching within Germany

Number of days Redispatching volume
The origin of the request for redispatching (out of 809) (GWh)

TenneTDE 615 4,375.8
50Hertz & TenneT DE 266 3,969.2
50Hertz 202 2,024.1
50Hertz & PSE 160 472.9
Other (only within Germany) 64 269.1
Other (on the border or outside Germany) 44 100.5

Total (only within Germany) 652 10638.2
Source: http:/’tt1twnetzt1vnsparenzde’de/

(51) Table 3 shows that congestion-related redispatching activated at the request of German
TSOs oniy (which indicates a congestion problem within or between German TSO areas)
was applied in 652 days (out of $09 days considered in the sample). Most of the
redispatching was requested by TenneT Germany alone or in combination with 5OHzT.
Data on redispatching, presented in Table 3, imply that there are severe structural
congestions within Germany.

6.2 The DE-AT cross-border exchanges and the congestions in the CEE region

(52) This section illustrates the relative importance of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges in the
CEE region (Section 6.2.1) and assesses their impact on structural congestions in the CEE
region, based on the correlation analysis (Section 6.2.2), the discrepancies between cross-
border exchanges and physical flows on the DE-AT border (Section 6.2.3) and Power
Transfer Distribution Factors (PTDFs) (Section 6.2.4).

6.2.1 Importance of the DE-AT cross-border trade in the CEE region

(53) The single Austrian-German bidding zone (shown geographically in Figure 5) is — in terms
of consumption and trade — by far the largest zone in the CEE region. In fact, the total
annual power consumption of Austria and Germany was 542.4 TWh in 2013, representing
65.5% of the total annual consumption of the CEE region. further, Epex Spot, which
operates the German-Austrian spot market, reported 262.9 TWh traded on the German-
Austrian day-ahead market25, whereas EEX power derivatives reported 1,337 TWh traded
on the German-Austrian derivatives market26 in 2014.

25 See: https://w w.epexspot.com enlpress_inediapress:details press_20 I 4_power trading_voiwnes_grow_by 1Q_4_.26 See: http://www.eex.com/bIoh/83274i32 1821 b768f2ba9c8±)23baca2b83d5ce-eex-markets-and-products-2OI 5-d’ ta.pdf.
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(54) The DE-AT cross-border exchanges, which have been increasing since 2011, represent the
highest volume of cross-border exchanges observed in the CEE region. In 2011 and 2014,
the cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border represented 26% and 40% of all cross-
border exchanges observed in the region respectively, as illustrated in Figure 6.

Figure 6: Share of the hourly absolute schedules per border in the CEE region — 2011 to 2014 (percentage)

Share of the hourly absolute schedules per border in the CEE region -2011-2014

c
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Source: Vutcanus (2015) and ACER calculations.

Note: Each border is defined by the country code in the legend, which reads asflows “from to “, e.g. A T-CZ reads as flows
from Austria to the Czech Republic. Unless otherwise indicated in the text, ‘schedules ‘presented throughout the document are
the ‘realised schedules i.e. after intraday trading.

(55) The distribution of the hourly cross-border exchanges between Germany and Austria shows
a wide range of values each year since 2011, as presented in Table 4, and is persistently
the largest in the CEE region. For instance, in 2014, the hourly observed DE-AT cross-
border exchanges ranged from -3,379 (Mm) to 7,126 (Max) MWh, a range 3.3 times higher
than the average range across all the CEE region’s borders27.

27 High trade is a desired outcome of market integration provided that it contributes to the overall market efficienc
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Table 4: Annual hourly averages, standard deviations, minimum and maximum values of cross-border
exchanges in the CEE region — 2011 to 2014 (MWh)

Border Averg Standard deviation Mm

201] 2012 2013 2014 2011 2012 2013 2014 2011 2012 2013 2014 2011 2012 2013 2014

AT>CZ -429 -326 -286 -164 232 249 212 228 -1,315 -1,298 -850 -1,050 663 712 703 879

AT>HU 149 456 116 348 447 312 346 237 -800 -992 -800 -595 800 810 800 800
AT>S1 422 752 331 481 394 239 436 295 -890 -826 -950 -950 917 952 1,352 1,359
CZ>DE 1,068 982 1,322 793 595 604 580 822 -749 -1,067 -727 -1,400 2998 2,923 2,705 4,866
CZ>PL -235 -170 -149 -17 222 191 213 82 -770 -750 -900 -674 405 400 785 205
CZ>SK 732 926 584 959 471 387 449 488 -870 -614 -877 -1026 1,896 1,896 2,859 1,908
DE>AT 1,385 1,994 1,789 2,440 1,502 1,189 1,860 1,695 -2,916 -1,649 -3,995 -3,379 5,850 6,209 6,861 7,126
DE>PL -284 -309 -241 -92 244 270 273 215 -1,240 -1,219 -1,400 -1,600 805 300 900 795
HU>SK -890 -958 -726 -812 266 264 338 322 -1,300 -1,300 -2,200 -1,100 526 182 790 733
PL>SK 142 136 152 -27 155 151 192 118 -195 -200 -345 -365 600 600 585 520
Source: frutcanus (2015) a,zd A CER caiculations.

6.2.2 Correlation between BE-AT cross-border exchanges
CEE region

and unscheduled flows in the

(56) The extent to which the DE-AT cross-border exchanges interrelate with Ufs can be
described by their statistical correlation28.

(57) Figure 7 shows the relation between cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border and Ufs
on the DE-PL border. Table 5 shows that in 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014, the (Pearson)
correlation coefficient reached 82%, 69%, 88% and 87% respectively. These results are
not only statistically significant, but also show to be persistent over the period under
consideration.

28 Correlation is a statistical measure that indicates the extent to which two or more variables fluctuate together. A positive
correlation indicates the extent to which those variables increase or decrease in parallel and a negative correlation indicates the
extent to which one variable increases as the other decreases. Absolute correlation values of 60% or higher are considered to be
meaningful.
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Figure 7: Relation between hourly cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border and hourly unscheduled
flows on the DE-PL border — 2011 to 2014 (MWh)

DE-AT exchanges versus DE-PL unscheduled flows - 2011-2014
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(58) In addition to the DE-PL border, Table 5 presents correlations between cross-border
exchanges on the DE-AT border and Ufs on the borders in the CWE, CEE and CSE
regions. For instance, the table shows, in the first row, the correlation between cross-border
exchanges from Germany to Austria and the UFs on the border from Austria to Slovenia
in 2011; this correlation is equal to -72%.

(59) The results presented in the table show that the most correlated borders lie in the CEE
region. for some borders (i.e. AT-CZ, CZ-PL, HU-SK, DE-AT and DE-PL), the
correlation is, in absolute value, above 60% for the four years in question. These network
components are part of or related to the congested areas indicated with numbers 20 (i.e.
AT-CZ), 15 (i.e. CZ-PL), 18 (i.e. HU-SK) and 11 (i.e. DE-PL) in Figure 5. Surprisingly,
the DE-CZ border is not within this group of borders, since the correlation in 2012 was
below 60%. This could be explained by the fact that physical flows on the border are netted
for all interconnectors, whereas in reality the actual physical flows (and consequently the
UFs) on individual interconnectors can be much higher than the netted physical flows.
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Table 5: Correlation between scheduled cross-border DE-AT exchanges and unscheduled flows on a selection
of borders in the CWE, CEE and CSE regions — 2011 to 2014

Border 2011 2012 2013 2014 Border 2011 2012 2013 2014

AT->SI -0.72 -0.38 -0.63 -0.44 DE->AT -0.87 -0.67 -0.87 -0.84

FR->IT 0.00 -0.21 -0.17 -0.14 CH->FR -0.20 0.05 -0.04 -0.28

AT->CH -0.24 -0.02 -0.28 -0.30 DE->FR -0.04 -0.14 -0.24 -0.28

BE->FR 0.28 -0.03 0.23 0.54 PL->SK 0.73 0.31 0.79 0.63
AT->CZ -0.89 -0.77 -0.88 -0.89 AT->HU -0.69 -0.52 -0.74 -0.55

BE->NL -0.27 0.03 -0.23 -0.54 CH->IT 0.21 0.32 0.37 0.27

CZ->PL -0.73 -0.60 -0.78 -0.71 DE->NL 0.27 -0.04 0.23 0.54

HU->SK -0.68 -0.60 -0.66 -0.55 AT->IT -0.15 -0.30 -0.39 -0.35

CH->DE -0.12 -0.27 -0.31 0.00 CZ->DE -0.71 -0.51 -0.68 -0.68

CZ->SK 0.50 0.47 0.43 0.27 DE->PL 0.82 0.69 0.88 0.79

IT->S1 0.41 0.12 0.25 0.13
Source: Vulcanus (2015) and ACER calculations.

(60) The correlation analysis suggests a strong (and statistically significant) correlation between
the DE-AT cross-border exchanges and UFs on specific borders in the CEE region.

(61) The next two subsections (Sections 6.2.3 and 6.2.4) provide additional evidence regarding
the impact of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges on physical flows and congestion
problems on the reported structurally congested network elements.

6.2.3 Discrepancy between the cross-border exchanges and the physical flows on the DE
AT border

(62) This section provides a comparison of the level of physical flows and the level of cross-
border exchanges on the DE-AT border as a basis for an assessment of how much of the
DE-AT cross-border exchanges are being physically realised through the DE-AT
interconnection and how much through other interconnections29.

(63) Since July 2011, the physical flows and the cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border
have diverged significantly. figure 8 shows the monthly average difference, though it is
worth mentioning that - for example - hourly values can be quite volatile and hence exceed
average values significantly.

29 This analysis has the following limitations. The measured physical flows are not a result of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges
only. Other cross-border and internal exchanges can cause physical flows on the DE-AT border. Thus, the actual percentage of theDE-AT cross-border exchanges realised through other interconnections may differ from the values calculated in thissecti
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Figure 8: Discrepancy between the monthly average scheduled and physical flows on the DE-AT border —

2008 to 2014 (MWh)

Monthly average differences between the scheduled and physical flows from DE to AT -2008 - 2014
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Source. Vulcanus (2015) and ACER calculations.

Note. for this figttre, day-ahead cross-border exchanges instead of intra-day cross-border exchanges have been considered, as
the tatter are not available prior to 2011.

(64) Figure 9 shows the monthly averages of the physical flows on the DE-AT border as a
percentage of the corresponding monthly averages of the cross-border exchanges from
Germany to Austria. Between 2011 and 2014 this percentage ranged from 17.9% to
1 06.9%°. Figure 9 shows that a significant amount of cross-border exchanges on the DE
AT border was often physically flowing through networks in neighbouring countries in the
CEE and CWE regions.

30 Values higher than 100% mean that the physical flow on the border exceeds the cross-border exchange on that border. Percentage
value is calculated as the sum of all physical flows divided by the sum of all cross-border exchanges for those hours where the DE
AT cross-border exchanges were positive. The observations with the DE-AT cross-border exchanges close to zero or negative are
not included in this analysis as in these cases the percentage values tend to reach extreme values and cannot be interpreted in any
meaningful way.
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Figure 9: Monthly average physical flows as a percentage of schedules from Germany to Austria — 201 1 to
2014 (percentage)

Monthly average physical flows as a percentage of schedules from Germany to Austria -2011 - 2014

—V

Note: Only schedules from Germany to Austria, i.e. positive values, are included.

Oljan 2015

(65) Figure 10 shows the same percentage as in Figure 9, however averaged for different groups
ofhourly cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border. For example, in 2014 during hours
when cross-border exchanges from Germany to Austria exceeded 3,000 MW, physical
flows on this border accounted for only 50.8% of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges.
These percentages vary between the observed years and the groups of DE-AT cross-border
exchange levels31. Interestingly, Figure 10 does not show a clear relationship between the
level of cross-border exchanges and the discrepancy between physical flows and cross-
border exchanges (expressed as a percentage).

31 The group with DE-AT cross-border exchanges between 0 and I ,000 MW has the largest variations, because when cross-border
exchanges are low or close to 0, the physical flow can often flow in the opposite direction.
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Figure 10: Ilotirly average physical flows as a percentage of scheduled flows on the DE-AT border by level of
schedules on the DE-AT border — 2011 to 2014 (percentage)

Hourly average physical flows as a % of sdiedufed flows on the DE-AT border by level of schedules on the DE-AT border -2011 - 2014

Note: Included are schedules from Germany to Austria, i.e. positive values oniy.

(66) from 2011 to 2014, on average, only 51.8% of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges were
actually physically flowing through the DE-AT border. Based on these findings, it can be
concluded that a significant proportion (i.e. 42.2% on average between 2011 and 2014) of
cross-border exchanges from Germany to Austria were being realised through
neighbouring CEE and CWE networks. Nevertheless, this analysis does not show the
extent to which the 48.2% of physical flows are realised through specific borders and
structurally congested elements in the CEE region. For this assessment, a more dedicated
analysis focusing on specific hours and involving concrete common grid models is
required.

6.2.4 Power Transfer Distribution Factors

(67) According to the CACM Guideline, a PTDF represents the physical flow on a critical
network element induced by a variation of the net position of a bidding zone32. To calculate
how the cross-border exchanges from Germany to Austria influence the flow on a network
element of interest, one can calculate the respective PTDF values for Germany and Austria
and take the difference between these two values. A simpler approach to calculate this
influence is to use a common grid model and to calculate the physical flow on the network

32 Article 2(22) of Commission Regulation (EU) No 543/2013 of 14 June 2013 on submission and publication of data in electricity
markets and amending Annex I to Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council, OJ L 163,
iS.6.2013, p. 1.

Pa25 %
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Source: Vulcanus (2015) and A C’ER calculations.
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element in question first. The net position of Germany in the model is then increased by
100 MW and the net position of Austria decreased by 100 MW, which effectively
represents a cross-border exchange of 100 MW between Germany and Austria, and the
physical flow on the network element in question is calculated again. The difference
between this physical flow and the original physical flow represents the PTDF value of
cross-border exchanges between Germany and Austria33.

(68) The Agency, as mentioned above, requested URE, ERO and BNetzA to provide data on
PTDfs of cross-border exchanges between Germany and Austria for the structurally
congested network elements for congested areas No. 10, 11, 12, 16, 19, 20, as specified in
Table 2. for this purpose, the Agency provided specific directions to NRAs with regard to
the calculation of the PTDF data and with regard to the choice of the Common Grid Model
(“CGM”) and Generation Shift Key (“GSK”). The exact directions are described in Annex
I to this Opinion, which also provides the PTDF data calculated by the different TSOs and
submitted to the Agency by the respective NRAs. The differences in the average PTDF
data calculated by the different TSOs are small (i.e. below 1%), though in specific cases
the differences are significant (up to 12 %). Where TSOs provided different values of
PTDFs for the same network elements (see Annex I), the average value of these PTDFs is
presented in Table 6.

(69) The selected CGMs which TSOs are using for congestion forecasting and planning
purposes are presented in the first column of Table 6 where “RGM” refers to Reference
Grid Model and “IDCF” refers to Intraday Congestion forecast model. Cumulative PTDF
values are presented for different network elements within the specified congested areas.
The PTDF values are specified as a percentage, and thus represent the share of cross-border
exchanges on the DE-AT border realised physically through given network elements within
specified congested areas. At the bottom of the table, the average and maximum PTDF
values taken from the sample of eight CGMs are presented.

Although PTDF analysis is considered to be the best possible indication of how the commercial exchange between two areas
influence physical flows on a specific network element it does have some limitations. These are explained at the end of Annex I to
this Opinion.
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Table 6: Cumulative PTDF values for Congested Areas 10, 11, 12, 16, 19 and 20 (in percentage)

Common Grid Model Area 10 Area I I Area 12 Area 16 Area 19 Area 20 DE>PL+CZ
RGM Summer 2013 -10.0 11.8 12.5 10.9 4.0 17.0 28.3
RGM Winter 2014 -11.9 13.6 13.5 8.2 5.7 20.0 32.8
RGM Surnrner2Ol4 -12.2 12.3 13.1 9.8 4.6 19.9 29.9
RGMWinter2Ol5 -12.8 12.1 12.5 11.7 3.9 18.5 28.5
JDCF2O.10.20l4 llh -15.6 13.6 16.3 6.9 9.9 32.4 39.9
IDCfO4.ll.201409h -16.7 15.3 21.1 7.2 10.3 36.9 46.7
IDCf 10.12.201409h -18.1 14.3 20.6 4.0 7.5 31.5 42.4
IDCF24.12.2014 llh -9.8 11.8 13.9 6.7 2.4 5.8 28.2
Average -13.4 13.1 15.4 8.2 6.1 22.8 34.6
Maximum -18.1 15.3 21.1 11.7 10.3 36.9 46.7
Source: URE, ERO and BNetzA (2015).

Note 1: Area 10: DE Internal: Viesetbach — Mecktar and Wolmirstedt Helmstedt; Area 11: DE>PL border: Krajnik Vierraden
and Hagenwerder — Mikulowa; Area 12: DE>CZ border: Rohrsdorf — Hradec; Area 16: DE Internal: Remptendorf — Redwitz;Area 19: DE>CZ border: Etzenricht — Hradec and Etzenricht — Prestice; Area 20: CZ>AT border: Sokolnice -- Bisamberg and
Slavetice — Durnrohr; DE>PL+CZ: Area 11 + Area 12 + Area 19.

Note 2: The direction indicated in note I (e.g. from Vieselbach to Mecklar,) also indicates the direction of congestion. A positivePTDF value indicates flow in the congested direction, whereas a negative PTDF value indicates flow in the non-congested
direction.

(70) The results in Table 6 show that on a given sample of CGMs34, on average approximately
34.6% of the physical flows resulting from the DE-AT cross-border exchanges are flowing
from Germany through congested network elements on the DE-PL and DE-CZ borders,
and 22.8% of those flows are flowing back to Austria through congested network elements
on the CZ-AT border. In one scenario, 46.7% of the physical flows resulting from the DE
AT cross-border exchanges are flowing from Germany through congested network
elements on the DE-PL and the DE-CZ borders and 36.9% of those flows are flowing back
to Austria through congested network elements on the CZ-AT border.

(71) These findings confirm and complement the findings of the previous section showing that
a significant share (on average 48.2%) of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges is being
realised through the neighbouring CEE and CWE networks. In 2014, the average DE-AT
cross-border exchange was 2,440 MW, whereas the maximum was 7,126 MW.
Multiplication of these exchange levels with the PTDF values provides the flows that
would result from those exchanges. Taking into account the average PTDF values in Table
6, the DE-AT cross-border exchanges cause on average 844 MW of physical flows and a

In the Agency’s view the sample size of eight is rather small and therefore the reported average and maximum values should be
understood as approximate indication of influences and not accurate representation of the complete sample.
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maximum of 2,465 MW of physical flows on the structurally congested lines of the DE
PL and DE-CZ borders, whereas the average and the maximum flows on the structurally
congested lines of the CZ-AT border are 555 MW and 1,621 MW respectively. In the
Agency’s view, this represents a significant impact of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges
on the congested network elements on the DE-PL and the DE-CZ borders.

(72) Furthermore, the results in Table 6 show that the DE-AT cross-border exchanges are also
being realised through congested network elements inside Germany. On average,
approximately 8.2% of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges are being realised through the
structurally congested network element Remptendorf— Redwitz35. Taking into account the
DE-AT cross-border exchanges in 2014 and the average PTDF values in Table 6, these
exchanges caused on average 199 MW of physical flows and a maximum of 581 MW of
physical flows on the structurally congested line Remptendorf— Redwitz. In the Agency’s
view, this represents a significant impact of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges on one of
the structurally congested network elements within Germany.

6.2.5 The impact of the BE-AT cross-border exchanges on structural congestions in the
CEE region

(73) In the Agency’s opinion, the results from Sections 6.2.1 to 6.2.4 provide evidence that the
cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border have a significant impact on the structurally
congested network elements of the DE-PL, DE-CZ and CZ-AT borders, as well as on
structurally congested network elements within Germany.

6.3 The lack of capacity allocation on the BE-AT border

(74) The Rules for Coordinated Auction of Transmission Capacity in the CEE Region, which
were approved by the NRAs’ decisions, do not provide for capacity allocation on the DE
AT border, i.e. for the interconnection between Germany and Austria. In this section we
assess the legal basis and the requirements for the implementation of capacity allocation
methods on the DE-AT border.

6.3.1 The relevant legal framework

(75) The solution of congestion situations and the management and allocation of available
transmission capacity of interconnectors is a key concern ofRegulation (EC) No 714/2009.
This is evident in particular from:

Approximately 134% of the DE-AT cross-border exchanges are also being realised through the structurally congested network
elements Mecklar - Vieselbach and Relmstedt — Wotmirstedt, although in the direction opposite to the congestion as indicated by
the negative PTDF value. These two lines are congested in the direction from East to West Germany, whereas the physical flows
resulting from DE-AT exchanges have a direction from West to East Germany.
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• Article 1, indicating fair rules for cross-border exchanges in electricity and enhanced
competition within the internal electricity market through, inter alia, ‘the allocation of
available capacities of interconnections between national transmission systems’ as one
of the main aims of the Regulation;

• Article 16, setting out ‘general principles for congestion management’; and
• Annex I, laying down ‘Guidelines on the management and allocation of available

transfer capacity of interconnections between national systems’.

(76) In this context, Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 underlines that coordination among T$Os
with regard to the application of congestion management methods is important. This is
clear especially from:

• Article 12(2), referring to the TSOs’ duties ‘to promote the coordinated allocation of
cross-border capacity through non-discriminatory market-based solutions’; and

• Point 3 of Annex I, concerning ‘coordination’, and notably point 3.1 and 3.2 referring
to common congestion-management methods coordinated between countries and
within regions.

(77) In the Agency’s view, this shows that Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 aims to ensure that
congestion problems are addressed in a way which takes into account the physical reality
of electricity flows in the European meshed network and the complex interdependency
between, on the one hand, the physical flows on one interconnection and the respective
concerned national networks and, on the other hand, the available transfer capacity on
another interconnection and the respective concerned national networks.

6.3.2 The requirement to implement capacity allocation

(78) Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and its Guidelines tie the need for capacity allocation to the
existence of congestion. Pursuant to point 1.2 of the Guidelines, there need be no capacity
allocation procedure for access to a cross-border transmission service where there is
usually no congestion; and, pursuant to point 1.4 of the Guidelines, appropriate congestion-
management methods and arrangements, defined and agreed upon in advance, shall be
implemented immediately by the TSOs if structural congestion appears.

(79) According to E-Control, the cross-border flows on the DE-AT interconnection are usually
below the available transmission capacity of this interconnection. Based on this fact, E
Control infers that the DE-AT interconnection is usually in a position to accommodate all
physical flows between Austria and Germany. Therefore, E-Control concludes that the DE
AT interconnection as such cannot be considered as structurally congested and that
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Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and the Guidelines do not impose an obligation to implement
a capacity allocation procedure at the DE-AT interconnection.

(80) However, the capacity of and the flows on an interconnection itself are not the only factors
to be considered in deciding whether or not a capacity allocation procedure is required. In
fact, as confirmed by the definition of congestion in Article 2(2)(c) of Regulation (EC) No
714/2009, not only the capacity of the interconnectors, but also the capacities of the
national networks concerned by physical flows engendered by the cross-border exchanges
at a border, have to be taken into account to conclude whether or not an interconnection
can accommodate these flows. For instance, if an interconnection could host the relevant
flows only at the expense of network security violations or discriminatory access to other
interconnectors, it should be considered as, in fact, lacking the capacity necessary to
accommodate those flows.

(81) As shown above, the cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border are physically realised
partly through congested network elements on the DE-PL, DE-CZ and CZ-AT borders, as
well as congested network elements within Germany. As such, these cross-border
exchanges either lead to the capacity of those network elements being frequently
insufficient to accommodate all the flows arising from trade requests having a significant
impact on those network elements; or they frequently require remedial actions, such as
redispatching or countertrading, to ensure that the flows on those network elements comply
with the requirements of network operational security.

(82) Thus, to the extent that the DE-AT interconnection can carry the scheduled DE-AT cross-
border exchanges and the resulting physical flows, it can do so only at the expense of
significant limitations of the available cross-border capacity and international trade on
other interconnectors, as well as of remedial actions due to congestions on internal network
elements as well as on interconnectors. Therefore, in the Agency’s view, the direct impact
of the exchange on the DE-AT border on the congested DE-PL, DE-CZ and CZ-AT
interconnectors, as well as on the congested network elements within Germany, implies
that in fact the DE-AT interconnection can usually not accommodate all physical flows
resulting from international trade requested by market participants. Therefore, the Agency
considers the DE-AT interconnection as usually and structurally congested, pursuant to
point 1.2 and 1.4 of the Guidelines in conjunction with Article 2(2)(c) of Regulation (EC)
No 714/2009.

(83) According to E-Control, capacity allocation should be used as a congestion management
method only in cases where no other cost-efficient and technically effective measures are
available. E-Control however also acknowledges that “only in case of ‘structural’
congestion, a permanent capacity allocation method has to be implemented”.
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(84) The Agency agrees that, in case of structural congestion as defined in Article 2(19) of the
CACM Guideline, a permanent capacity allocation method has to be implemented. The
Agency considers redispatching and countertrading as less cost-efficient in case of
structural congestions, but they might be needed to address structural congestions during
the transition period36. Whilst point 1.3 of the Guidelines allows curative re-dispatching
and countertrading in case lower-cost measures cannot be applied, points 1.2 and 1.4 of the
Guidelines do not mention the use of redispatching or countertrading measures to address
structural congestion.

(85) Thus, since the Agency considers the DE-AT interconnection as usually and structurally
congested, it deems necessary that capacity allocation methods are implemented on this
border, pursuant to Article 2(2) (c) of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and points 1.2 and 1.4
of the Guidelines.

6.3.3 The requirement to implement a coordinated common capacity allocation procedure

($6) Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and its Guidelines also emphasise the need for a coordinated
and common approach to dealing with congestion problems. Pursuant to Article 12(2) of
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, TSOs shall promote operational arrangements in order to
ensure the optimal management of the network and shall promote the coordinated
allocation of cross-border capacity through non-discriminatory market-based solutions.

(87) More specifically, pursuant to point 3.1 of the Guidelines, capacity allocation at an
interconnection shall be coordinated and implemented using common allocation
procedures by the TSOs involved in cases where commercial exchanges between two
countries (T$Os) are expected to significantly affect physical flow conditions in any third
country. NRAs and TSOs shall ensure that no congestion-management procedure with
significant effects on physical electric power flows in other networks is devised
unilaterally. Furthermore, point 3.2(d) of the Guidelines requires the application of a
common coordinated congestion-management method and procedure for the allocation of
capacity to the market at least annually, monthly and day-ahead by 1 January 2007 between
the countries in the CEE region, i.e. Germany, Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary,
Austria and Slovenia. Moreover, point 3.5 of the Guidelines provides that the coordination
between TSOs, with a view of promoting fair and efficient competition and cross-border
trade, as well as of securing operation of the network, includes all the steps from capacity
calculation and optimisation of allocation.

36 The Agency notes that measures such as implementation of capacity allocation requires a certain transition period for stakeholders
to prepare, as was done in the Swedish case where this period was set to 18 months. During this period, curative re-dispatching and
countertrading might be needed to address structural congestions. For example, in the Swedish case, these measures were applied
in such an amount as to mirror the situation after implementation of capacity allocation in Sweden. See paragraph 94;
http://ec.europa.eulcompetitionlantin-ust/cases/dec_docs/3935 1/39351_i 21 1_8.pdf.

Pagç3l



ACER
Agency for the Cooperation
of Energy Regulators

(88) These provisions illustrate that Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 understands congestion not
as a stand-alone concept which can be evaluated for an interconnection disregarding the
physical reality of the surrounding network, but as a phenomenon inherently linked to the
other interconnectors and national transmission systems which are affected by the cross-
border exchanges on the interconnection concerned. It is the physical reality of electricity
flows in the European meshed electricity network that cross-border exchanges on one
interconnection can have a significant impact on the physical flows on other
interconnections and can cause congestions and reduction in available cross-border
capacity there.

(89) Against this background, the Agency is of the view that the purpose of the coordinated
“common congestion management procedure”, referred to in point 3.1 of the Guidelines,
is to address the significant (negative) effects which cross-border exchanges scheduled on
one interconnection may have on other interconnections. Thus, a common congestion
management procedure coordinated by the relevant TSOs is not an end in itself, but should
address these (negative) effects effectively. Moreover, in view of the objectives, principles
and specific requirements which Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 defines for the management
of congestion problems, the common coordinated congestion management procedure
should address congestion problems with solutions which (a) are market-based thus
enhancing competition, (b) are non-discriminatory, (c) give efficient economic signals to
the market participants and transmission system operators involved, and (d) involve
transparent congestion-management methods. Those requirements are in particular evident
from:

• Article 16(1) of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, which provides that network congestion
problems shall be addressed with non-discriminatory market-based solutions which
give efficient economic signals to the market participants and transmission system
operators involved;

• Point 1.5 of the Guidelines, which provides that the methods adopted for congestion
management shall give efficient economic signals to market participants and T$Os,
promote competition and be suitable for regional and Community-wide application;

• Point 1.6 of the Guidelines, which provides that a particular request for transmission
service shall be denied only when the incremental physical power flows resulting from
the acceptance of that request imply that secure operation of the power system may no
longer be guaranteed and the monetary value of the request in the congestion
management procedure is lower than all other requests intended to be accepted for the
same service and conditions;

• Point 3.1 of the Guidelines, which requires that, where commercial exchanges between
two countries (TSOs) are expected to affect physical flow conditions in any third-
country (TSO) significantly, congestion-management methods are coordinated
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between all the TSOs so affected through a common congestion-management
procedure and that NRAs and TSOs ensure that no congestion-management procedure
with significant effects on physical electric power flows in other networks is devised
unilaterally;

• Point 5.2 of the Guidelines, which requires TSOs to publish a general description of
the congestion-management method applied under different circumstances for
maximising the capacity available to the market, and a general scheme for the
calculation of the interconnection capacity for the different timeframes, based upon the
electrical and physical realities of the network;

• Point 5.3 of the Guidelines, which requires transparent description of the congestion
management and capacity-allocation procedures in use, together with the times and
procedures for applying for capacity, a description of the products offered and the
obligations and rights of both the TSOs and the party obtaining the capacity, including
the liabilities that accrue upon failure to honour obligations.

(90) E-Control has provided consultancy studies concluding that cross-border exchanges on the
DE-AT border do not have a significant impact on congestions in other parts of the CEE
network and thus, a capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT border would not address
the congestion problems in the CEE network.

(91) The Agency notes that these studies did not analyse the impact of a coordinated capacity
allocation procedure on the DE-AT border on congestion problems in other parts of the
CEE region37. Thus in the Agency’s opinion, these studies have not demonstrated that a
coordinated capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT border would not address
congestion problems. Indeed, the studies provided by E-Control demonstrate that non-
coordinated capacity allocation procedure would likely not address congestion problems
in the CEE region. Since there are structural congestions on the DE-PL, DE-CZ and CZ
AT interconnectors and since the cross-border exchanges over the DE-AT interconnection
have a significant impact on the flow conditions on these interconnectors, point 3.1 of the
Guidelines requires a common and coordinated congestion management procedure,
involving the DE-AT interconnection and other interconnections in the CEE region, which
is transparent, market-based, competition enhancing, non-discriminatory, and which
provides for efficient economic signals. The following sections 6.3.3.1 to 6.3.3.4
demonstrate that only coordinated capacity allocation procedure can fulfil these
requirements and can adequately address congestion problems in highly-meshed networks
(such as the network in the CEE region) where physical congestions are caused not only
by cross-border exchange on one border, but by cross-border exchanges on many borders
simultaneously.

37me studies focus on bilaterally defined NTC values on the DE-AT border, without clarity on how they have been determined orcalculated.
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6.3.3.1 Market-based congestion management enhancing competition

(92) Points 1.5 and 1.6 of the Guidelines imply that when TSOs cannot accommodate all
requests for cross-border exchanges because the secure operation of the power system
would not be guaranteed, they shall deny the requests with the lowest monetary value (i.e.
willingness-to-pay for cross-border exchange).

(93) The presence of structural congestions in the CEE region indicates that TSOs cannot
accommodate all the requests for cross-border exchanges which have a significant
influence on these structural congestions. This implies that the requests for those cross-
border exchanges should be granted or denied using the above competitive and market-
based principle, so as to facilitate efficient cross-border trade. It also implies that when a
single structural congestion is significantly impacted by the requests for cross-border
exchanges on two or more different borders, the monetary value of these requests should
be weighed against their relative impact on the structural congestion.

(94) Currently, the cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border, while having a significant
impact on structural congestions in the CEE region, do not compete for the limited capacity
of these congested network elements. The requests for cross-border exchanges on the DE
AT border are accepted unconditionally by the Austrian and German TSOs, even though
these exchanges have a significant impact on congested network elements in other parts of
the CEE region. As a consequence, the TSOs responsible for keeping the physical flows
on these congested network elements within operational security limits are forced to reduce
the cross-border capacity available on their CEE borders. In addition, the large uncertainty
of cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border (see Table 4) further reduces the available
cross-border capacity on other CEE borders, since the capacity on other CEE borders is
calculated before the actual cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border are known. Thus,
the TSOs on other CEE borders need to reduce the cross-border capacities not only for the
expected volume of physical flows resulting from the DE-AT exchanges, but also due to
the uncertainty of their level (i.e. actual flows may be bigger than the expected ones).

(95) Therefore the requests for cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border are systematically
accepted without taking into account the actual monetary value of such requests. On other
CEE borders, however, the requests for cross-border exchanges are often denied because
of limited available cross-border capacity. Thus, the situation where the requests for cross
border exchanges with a lower monetary value (e.g. on the DE-AT border) are being
granted whereas the requests for cross-border exchanges with a higher monetary value (e.g.
on the DE-PL border) are being denied is not systematically prevented.
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(96) In the Agency’s opinion, a market-based congestion management method enhancing
competition is currently not applied on the DE-AT interconnection, despite the fact that it
is usually and structurally congested.

(97) In the Agency’s view, the inclusion of the DE-AT border in a capacity allocation procedure
coordinated within the CEE region, pursuant to points 3.1 and 3.5 of the Guidelines, would
be the most appropriate market-based congestion management method enhancing
competition, as it would ensure that all requests for cross-border exchanges are granted or
denied based on their monetary value weighed against their relative impact on congestion.

6.3.3.2 Congestion management providing efficient economic signals

(9$) Congestion costs attributed to cross-border exchanges have a direct impact on the
wholesale electricity price formation in different areas as they impact the price at which
electricity can be imported to, or exported from, different areas. To ensure correct
economic signals, cross-border exchanges and related congestion management methods
need to reflect the costs of all congestions which those cross-border exchanges cause.

(99) Currently, the requests for cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border are being accepted
assuming no costs from congestions in other parts of the CEE network, while the requests
for cross-border exchanges on other CEE borders are being granted or denied by attributing
disproportionally higher costs of congestions to those cross-border exchanges. The absence
of congestion costs for exchanges on the DE-AT border results in a misleadingly equal
wholesale market price in the whole of Germany and Austria, whereas the presence of
(high) congestion costs on other CEE borders results in relatively high differences in
wholesale market prices in other parts of the CEE region (e.g. between Germany and
Poland).

(100) Such inadequate representation and allocation of congestion costs distorts the wholesale
market price signals. As a result, investment signals for generation, consumption and
network reinforcements are distorted and do not provide correct signals for investments, as
well as adequate locational information on where these investments are needed.

(101) In the Agency’s opinion, the DE-AT interconnection, whilst being usually and structurally
congested, is currently not subject to a congestion management method providing efficient
economic signals.

(102) In the Agency’s view, the inclusion of the DE-AT border in a capacity allocation procedure
coordinated within the CEE region, pursuant to points 3.1 and 3.5 of the Guidelines, would
be the most appropriate and most efficient congestion management method providing
efficient economic signals, considering that a coordinated capacity allocation procedure
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would allocate congestion costs to cross-border exchanges proportionately to their
contribution to the congestion.

6.3.3.3 Non-discriminatory congestion management

(103) The capacity of interconnectors is calculated at a point in time when the precise exchanges
outside the capacity allocation procedures are not yet known. Therefore, the total capacity
of the relevant network elements is actually reduced for:

• The expected physical flows resulting from the expected exchanges outside the
capacity allocation procedures;

• The reliability margin, representing the reduction in cross-border capacity to cover the
uncertainties within the capacity calculation, most notably the uncertainty of the
expected physical flows resulting from the expected exchanges outside the capacity
allocation procedures.

(104) The cross-border capacities available on CEE borders other than on the DE-AT border
represent the capacities of the congested network elements, which are reduced, inter alia,
by the amount of physical flows resulting from expected exchanges on the DE-AT border
and by the reliability margin associated with the uncertainty of these exchanges. This de
facto provides a priority right for cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border to use the
capacities of the congested network elements at the expense of cross-border exchanges on
other CEE borders, as these can only use the portion of the capacities of congested network
elements which has not already been used by the cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT
border. This results in discrimination among network users on different interconnections
(i.e. borders) who want access to scarce transmission capacities in the CEE region. In
particular, it results in discrimination between market participants requesting cross-border
exchanges on the DE-AT border and market participants requesting cross-border
exchanges on other CEE borders: while the requests of the former are never denied, the
request of the latter are denied frequently, inter alia, as a direct consequence of the
(acceptance of the) requests of the former.

(105) In the Agency’s view, the inclusion of the DE-AT border into a capacity allocation
procedure coordinated within the CEE region, pursuant to points 3.1 and 3.5 of the
Guidelines, would be the most appropriate and the most efficient way of remedying this
discriminatory situation, as a coordinated capacity allocation procedure would accept or
reject requests for cross-border exchanges in a non-discriminatory manner, based on their
monetary value and their relative impact on congested network elements and would not be
based on country of origin of the requests as it is currently the case.
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6.3.3.4 Transparent congestion management

(106) Point 5.2 of the Guidelines requires that TSOs “. . .publish a general description of the
congestion-management method applied under dfferent circumstancesfor maximising the
capacity available to the market, and a general scheme for the calculation of the
interconnection capacity for the different timeframes, based upon the electrical and
physical realities of the network.” The transparency of a congestion management
procedure, including the coordinated capacity allocation procedure, essentially addresses
three questions that are of interest to network users and the general public:

1. Which network elements are congested and are limiting the cross-border exchanges
and trade?

2. How is the capacity of these network elements calculated?
3. How is the scarce capacity of these network elements allocated to the requests for cross-

border exchanges?

(107) The application of coordinated capacity allocation procedures, as described in Chapter 3
of the Guidelines, does require TSOs to disclose information related to these three
questions. This ensures that the coordinated capacity allocation procedure is based on
objectively defined physical properties of the network and the monetary value of the
requests for cross-border exchanges.

(108) The DE-AT interconnection, whilst being, in the Agency’s opinion, usually and
structurally congested, currently does not apply a transparent congestion management
method. The impact of cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border on congestion
problems in the CEE region seems to be implicitly acknowledged by the Austrian and
German TSOs, which actively participate in solving congestion problems in the CEE
region. This participation mostly involves coordinated remedial actions, namely
coordinated redispatching through the vP$T arrangements aiming at ensuring network
security, as well as some minimum cross-border capacity on the DE-PL border.
Nevertheless, the NTC values on the DE-PL border have returned to zero, as the experience
has shown that the available remedial actions are not sufficient to guarantee a non-zero
NTC value. In spite of these arrangements, the Agency notes that the methodology for
solving congestion problems and calculating cross-border capacity on the DE-PL border is
not transparently described by the involved TSOs and does not address the three questions
outlined above.

(109) The Agency also notes that cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border in the intraday
timeframe are being blocked during significant time periods, even though the very notion
of a bidding zone does not allow any restrictions to trade within its borders (i.e. trade can
be restricted only with capacity allocation). During the first half of 2015, intraday trade on
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the DE-AT interconnection was stopped before the intraday gate closure time during 67
days (which accounts for 3 5.8% of days in the observed period). The reason for applying
this measure, as reported by APG38, is most often the critical level of load flows, although
the exact location of congestion problems is not reported. This raises significant concerns
with regard to the transparency of congestion management on the DE-AT interconnection.

(110) In the Agency’s view, the inclusion of the DE-AT border into a capacity allocation
procedure coordinated within the CEE region pursuant to points 3.1 and 3.5 of the
Guidelines would be the most transparent congestion management method, as it would
make the information available on a) the network elements which are congested and are
limiting the cross-border exchanges and trade, b) how the capacity of these network
elements is calculated and c) how the scarce capacity of these network elements is allocated
to the requests for cross-border exchanges.

6.3.3.5 Coordination of capacity calculation and allocation

(111) In the previous sections of this Opinion, the Agency has demonstrated that cross-border
exchanges on the DE-AT border have a significant impact on structurally congested
interconnectors and network elements located in the CEE region and, therefore, the
capacity calculation and allocation on the DE-AT border should be coordinated within the
CEE region, as defined in point 3.2 of the Guidelines.

(112) Point 3.5 of the Guidelines requires that “coordination between TSOs within the regions
set out in point 3.2 shall include all the steps from capacity calculation and optimisation
ofallocation to secure operation ofthe network, with clear assignments ofresponsibility “.

(113) With regard to this requirement, the Agency is of the view that the capacity calculation and
allocation on the DE-AT border should be coordinated within the CEE region in such a
way that the DE-AT border forms a constituent part of the CEE region for the application
of coordinated capacity calculation, optimisation of allocation and secure operation of the
network.

6.3.4 Alternatives to a coordinated common capacity allocation procedure

(114) E-Control and BNetzA refer to mitigating measures, notably redispatching, network
investments and the bidding zone review process under the CACM Guideline, as more
appropriate solutions for the congestion problems in the CEE region.

See publications on current market information athttp:www.apg.atenmarketcross-border-exchange/REMIT
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(115) As indicated above, the Agency considers redispatching and countertrading as less cost-
efficient in case of structural congestions, though they might be needed to address
structural congestions during the transition period39. In fact, as already recalled above,
Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 requires that structural congestions are addressed with a
coordinated congestion management procedure that should address congestion problems
with solutions which (a) are market-based, thus enhance competition, (b) are non
discriminatory, (c) give efficient economic signals to the market participants and
transmission system operators involved, and (d) involve transparent congestion
management methods.

(116) Among the envisaged measures to limit the negative impact of the DE-AT cross-border
exchanges on the physical flows of congested network elements and on available cross-
border capacities on other CEE borders is the so called SOO, which introduces an artificial
limit to the cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border that is applied in the capacity
calculation process, but not in reality (e.g. day-ahead or intraday market coupling). In the
Agency’s understanding, such limit would indeed increase cross-border capacity on other
borders at times when the expected volume of cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT
border exceed this limit, but would also result in significant violations of operational
security, thereby leading to a significant increase in the use of remedial actions.

(117) Regarding network investments, the Agency notes the significant efforts and plans of the
involved parties to strengthen the network and, thereby, to contribute to mitigate the
congestion problems in the CEE region. However, the Agency does not consider these
planned network investments as a sufficient reason for not introducing a coordinated
capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT border”°. Firstly, the Agency considers the
network development as a long-term measure, whereas the evolution of network
congestions is often a much more dynamic process (for example due to unanticipated and
rapid changes in the generation and load patterns) requiring actions in the short- to mid
term timeframe. Secondly, the Agency notes that, in highly meshed AC networks such as
Central Europe, investments inside one bidding zone might mitigate congestions in such
bidding zone, but it does not guarantee that exchanges inside this bidding zone will no
longer cause congestions in another bidding zone due to ioop flows. Finally, the Agency
notes that such a long-term solution will, by no means, solve the immediate issue at stake
(i.e. a lack of compliance of some NRAs’ decisions with the provisions of the Guidelines
and of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009).

(118) The bidding zone review under the CACM Guideline is indeed an important project.
However, in the Agency’s view, this review does not constitute a prerequisite for

See paragraph 84.
40 According to information provided to the Agency by BNetzA, the German network development plans are based on theassumption that a certain restriction in trade between Germany and Austria is in place. Therefore, the planned network develomentwill naturally only suffice to accommodate the trade of such quantity.
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reconfigurations of bidding zones which are necessitated by the congestion management
requirements of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, and accordingly, the fact that it has not yet
delivered its conclusions does not justify non-compliance with the congestion management
requirements of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009. Thus, the Agency deems it necessary that
compliance with the legal requirements of capacity allocation for congested
interconnections is ensured through the implementation of capacity allocation on the DE
AT interconnection as soon as possible and not only once a bidding zone review under the
CACM Guideline has been completed.

(119) The Agency does still consider the review of bidding zones which has been initiated in the
frame of the early implementation of the CACM Guideline as an important early attempt
to define efficient and optimal bidding zones in Central Europe, and will therefore continue
to focus on it. The outcome of this ongoing review may also be relevant for the issue which
is considered in this Opinion. It is also to note that the review’s potential to solve the
congestion problems in the CEE region is uncertain, since the review envisages a decision-
making process which requires consensus among all the involved Member States without
a specified dispute resolution process; it is in particular uncertain if and when this review
will produce a final result, which would address the imminent congestion problems which
are considered in this Opinion. Besides, it is to note that in the ongoing bidding-zone
review, all the scenarios of alternative bidding-zone configurations currently being
considered and aiming to address congestion problems also in the CEE region41 do in fact
include the DE-AT border as a bidding zone border and hence imply capacity allocation
methods on that border, i.e. the DE-AT interconnection.

(120) For all these reasons, the Agency considers the implementation of a coordinated capacity
allocation procedure on the DE-AT border as soon as possible as an important and
necessary measure to address the congestion problems considered in this Opinion, even
though such procedure will not solve all the congestion problems in the CEE region. In
particular the increasing amount of north-to-south exchanges within Germany causes
severe structural physical congestions within Germany and in the neighbouring countries
and this indicates that additional measures would also be needed. While this issue falls
outside the scope of this Opinion, the Agency recommends that this issue be further
investigated and seriously addressed in a coordinated way, i.e. in the framework of the
bidding zone review process or in any other appropriate framework.

6.3.5 Coordinated capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT border with respect to
other elements of market efficiency and Articles 34, 35, 101 and 102 TFEU

41 The Agency notes that there is also one scenario under review which suggests merging smaller bidding zones and in which the
Austrian-German bidding zone is maintained. However, this scenario does not have the potential to solve the congestion problems
in the CEE region.
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(121) E-Control argues that capacity allocation on the DE-AT border could have a detrimental
effect on the functioning of the electricity market in Austria and Germany, as it could affect
market liquidity, market power or retail market competition.

(122) With regard to retail market competition, the Agency’s MMR from 2013 reported on the
influence of the introduction of bidding zones in Sweden on retail market competition. The
report concludes that “...there is no clear evidence that retail market competition in
Sweden decreasedfollowing the introduction ofbidding zones in 2011. Both the number of
retailers and the margins are roughly the same as prior to the reform. Furthermore, all
retailers that El interviewed emphasised that the reform had not hampered retail
competition “. Therefore, the experience in Sweden does not support E-Control’s concerns
with regard to retail market competition.

(123) The impact of bidding zone reconfiguration on market liquidity and market power has to
some extent been analysed by the Agency in its Report on the influence of existing bidding
zones on electricity markets, published in 201442. With respect to market power, the report
concludes that the possible changes to the bidding zone configuration should not be
primarily guided by possible impacts on market power, since market power is primarily
impacted by market structure and market concentration, as well as the underlying network
infrastructure. With respect to the impact on market liquidity, the report concludes that

... liquidity in the day-ahead market is more influenced by the market structure, market
design (e.g. obligatory participation on power exchanges) and market concentration,
rather than by the configuration ofbidding zones “. With respect to the impact on forward
market liquidity, the report concludes that the bidding zone configuration may indeed have
an impact on forward market liquidity and “.. .from this perspective it is essential that any
bidding zone reconfiguration is complemented with a forward market design providing
market participants in all bidding zones with sufficiently good possibilities to hedge their
price risks at competitive costs. Such design might include implementing a multi-zone hub
design or Transmission Rights also between non-neighbouring bidding zones. This in turn
may decrease the negative impacts, which the bidding zone reconfiguration could have on
theforward market “.

(124) In this context, the Agency invites E-Control and BNetzA, as well as other NRAs in the
CEE region, to analyse the potential negative impacts arising from the introduction of a
coordinated capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT border and, if necessary, to
propose mitigating measures that address the negative impacts on market participants, at
least during the transition phase. The Agency also invites the involved NRAs to analyse

42 See:
http / www acer europa u Offici ii documents cts_of’jh A,encIPubhcanon/A( FR°o20\larket°/o2Okeport°o200n°o2OSidd
ng%2OZones%202014.pdf
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whether specific changes in the market design would be required to preserve and enhance
the level of market liquidity and competition in the CEE region.

(125) E-Control also argued that capacity allocation measures might hinder the principle of free
movement of goods as they could constitute measures having an equivalent effect to a
quantitative restriction on imports or exports under Articles 34 and 35 TFEU if not properly
justified. further, it stated that reconfiguration of the Austrian-German bidding zone by
way of a market splitting might constitute an infringement of Articles 101 and 102 TFEU.

(126) In this respect, the Agency notes that Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 requires a coordinated
common capacity allocation for interconnections in case of structural congestions and
significant impact of commercial exchanges between two countries on physical flow
conditions in a third country. The Agency has to apply this requirement to a case, like the
present one, where there is structural congestion and significant impact of commercial
exchanges between two countries on physical flow conditions in a third country. Moreover,
E-Control did not substantiate why capacity allocation on the DE-AT border would
actually be inconsistent with Articles 34, 35, 101 and 102 TFEU.

HAS ADOPTED THIS OPINION:

There is currently structural congestion on the DE-PL, DE-CZ and CZ-AT interconnectors,
as well on network elements within Germany. The cross-border exchanges between
Germany and Austria are physically realised partly through those structurally congested
interconnectors and through those structurally congested internal network elements. As
such, they account frequently for significant limitations of the available cross-border
capacity and international trade on those interconnectors, as well as for remedial actions
on interconnectors and internal network elements due to congestions. In the Agency’s
view, the cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border have a significant impact on those
structural congestions and, in view of the structural lack of capacity, the DE-AT
interconnection needs to be considered as usually unable to accommodate all physical
flows resulting from international trade requested by market participants, i.e. as usually
and structurally congested pursuant to Article 2(2)(c) of Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and
points 1.2 and 1.4 of Annex Ito Regulation (EC) No 714/2009.

2. The existing mitigating measures, in particular the virtual phase shifter agreement on the
DE-PL border and the currently investigated mitigating measures, in particular the flow-
based method with Security Oriented Option, aim at fixing some limitations on the volume
ofNorth-South exchanges within the DE-AT bidding zone in order to reduce the impact of
these exchanges on congestions in other parts of the CEE region. However, in the Agency’s
view, these measures, regardless of possible further improvements, cannot replace
transparent, non-discriminatory and market-based congestion management procedures
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compliant with Regulation (EC) No 714/2009, which give efficient economic signals to
market participants and the transmission system operators involved.

3. Therefore, the Agency is of the view that the implementation of a capacity allocation
procedure on the DE-AT border is required pursuant to Article 16(1) of Regulation (EC)
No 714/2009 and points 1.2, 1.4 and 3.1 ofAnnex Ito this Regulation. This implementation
shall be coordinated at least at the level of the CEE region. Thus, the DE-AT border should
form a constituent part of the CEE region for the application of coordinated capacity
calculation, optimisation of allocation and secure operation of the network, as required by
point 3.5 of Annex Ito Regulation (EC) No 714/2009.

4. The decisions of the NRAs of Slovenia, No 141-4/2013-09/203 of 23 October 2013, of
Austria, NoV AUK 02/13 of 11 October 2013, of Hungary, No 2538/2014 of 12 August
2014 and No 2890/2014 of 4 November 2014, and of Slovakia, No 0027/2014/E-PP of 22
August 2014, do not comply with Article 16(1) ofRegulation (EC) No 714/2009 and points
1.2, 1.4 and 3.1 of Annex I to this Regulation, to the extent that those decisions approve
the rules for the allocation of cross-border transmission capacity in the CEE region,
although these rules do not provide for an allocation of cross-border capacity on the border
between Germany and Austria.

5. The Agency invites:

(a) The TSOs and NRAs of the CEE region:
(i) To commit, within 4 months of the date in which this Opinion is adopted and

published, to the adoption of a coordinated capacity allocation procedure on the
DE-AT border, with a realistic but ambitious implementation calendar with
concrete steps. This implementation calendar should give TSOs and market
participants a reasonable amount of time to prepare themselves for this
important change.

(ii) To allocate maximum resources and efforts to the implementation of Flow-
Based Market Coupling in the CEE region as early as possible and work
together constructively to avoid any further delays or disputes.

(iii) To evaluate, within 4 months of the date in which this Opinion is adopted and
published, whether the already implemented interim measures (e.g. the virtual
phase shifter in place since February 2014) are sufficient to ensure network
security, or whether additional interim measures coordinated at regional level
would be necessary to ensure that the network is operated safely until a
coordinated capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT border is
implemented.
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(b) The German and Austrian TSOs and NRAs to evaluate the need for potential
transitory regulatory measures for market participants to accompany the
implementation of a coordinated capacity allocation procedure on the DE-AT border.

(c) All relevant NRAs to continue supporting the market integration process during the
transitional period until a coordinated allocation procedure on the DE-AT border is
implemented. This support may imply approving CEE congestion management rules
which are not fully compliant with the Regulation (EC) 714/2009 and its Annex until
the measure recommended above becomes effective.

6. This Opinion is without prejudice to the determination of capacity calculation regions,
pursuant to Article 15 of the CACM Guideline, and to the final outcome of the bidding
zone review process, pursuant to Article 32 of the same Guideline.

Done at Ljubljana on 23 September 2015.

For the Agency:

Pototschnig
Di ector
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Annex I: Methodology and data on PTDF values

For the calculation of PTDF, the choice of a CGM and GSK is needed. The CGM usually
represents a specific network situation characterised by the network topology, as well as generation
and consumption patterns. Most often, forecasted or observed network situations are used for the
creation of a CGM. The GSK means a method of translating a net position change of a given
bidding zone into estimated specific injection increases or decreases in the CGM. Most commonly
a proportional GSK is applied, where a change of 100 MW in the net position of a bidding zone is
proportionally distributed among all injections in the common grid model.

The Agency has requested URE, ERO and BNetzA to provide the data on PTDFS for cross-border
exchanges between Germany and Austria and for the structurally congested network elements as
specified in Table 2 for congested areas No. 10,.ll, 12, 16, 19 and 20. For these congested areas,
where the network elements were not explicitly specified, the Agency asked the relevant NRAs to
define them themselves. The request for data was accompanied by explicit directions with regard
to the choice of CGM and GSK. With respect to the choice of CGM, the Agency selected eight
common grid models where:

a) Four common grid models represent reference grid model (RGM) scenarios determined by
ENTSO-E;

b) Four network models were selected among the latest available Intraday Congestion forecast
(IDCF) models, which TSOs are using within the process for forecasting the network
congestions in the TSC region. These network models represent scenarios with different values
of wind in-feed in Germany and commercial exchanges on the German-Austrian border.

The selected common grid models are presented in the first column of Tables 7 to 10. With respect
to the choice of GSK, the Agency asked that the PTDF values are calculated with the upward shift
of generation units in Germany (conventional and renewable-based) and downward shift of
generation units in Austria. The generation units are shifted proportionally to their generation
specified in the grid model (taking into account the generation both in generation nodes as well as
in demand nodes) and ignoring non-linear phenomena such as the maximum/minimum power.

The cumulative data for PTDF values were calculated by the TSOs and delivered to the Agency
by the NRAs. The data provided by each TSO are presented in Table 7 to Table 10. Cumulative
PTDF values are presented for the network elements for the following congested areas:

a) Area 10: DE Internal: Mecklar Vieselbach and Helmstedt — Wolmirstedt;
b) Area 11: DE>PL border: Krajnik — Vierraden and Hagenwerder-Mikulowa;
c) Area 12: DE>CZ border: Rohrsdorf— Hradec;
d) Area 16: DE Internal: Remptendorf— Redwitz;
e) Area 19: DE>CZ border: Etzenricht — Hradec and Etzenricht — Prestice;
f) Area 20: CZ>AT border: Sokolnice — Bisamberg and Slavetice — Dumrohr.

Page 4k48



ACER
Agency for the Cooperation
of Energy Regulators

The PTDF values are specified in percentage terms and thus represent the percentage of cross-border exchanges on the DE-AT border realised physically through some given network elements.At the bottom of the table, the average and maximum PTDF value taken from the sample of eightCGMs are presented.

‘fable 7: Cumulative PTDF values provided by 50 IIzT

Common Grid Model Area 10 Area 11 Area 12 Area 16 Area 19 Area 20 DE>PL+CZ
RGMSummer2Ol3 -9.8 11.7 12.6 10.5
RGMWinter2Ol4 -12.2 13.5 13.7 7.2
RGM Summer 2014 -12.4 12.4 13.3 9.8
RGMWinter2Ol5 -12.9 12.7 13.0 11.7
]DCF 20.10.2014 llh -15.5 13.5 15.3 7.2
fflCfO4.11.201409h -16.3 15.1 19.8 7.2
IDCF 10.12.2014 09h -17.7 14.3 19.3 3.8
IDCF24.12.201411h -14.3 15.9 20.3 4.8
Average -13.9 13.6 15.9 7.8
Maximum -17.7 15.9 20.3 11.7
Source: 5OHzT (2015).

Table 8: Cumulative PTUF values provided by CEPS

Common Grid Model Area 10 Area 11 Area 12 Area 16 Area 19 Area 20 DE>PL-CZ
RGMSummer2Ol3 12.0 4.0 17.0
RGM Winter 2014 12.8 5.4 20.0
RGMSummer2Ol4 13.8 5.1 19.9
RGM Winter 2015 11.6 3.4 18.5
IDCF2O.10.201411h 18.4 11.5 32.4
IDCf 04.11.2014 09h 22.4 11.2 36.9
IDCF1O.12.201409h 22.3 7.9 31.5
1DCF24.12.2014 llh 7.8 -2.6 5.8
Average 15.1 5.7 22.8
Maximum 22.4 11.5 36.9Source: EP$ (2015).
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Table 9: Cumulative PTDF values provided by PSE

Common Grid Model Area 10 Area 11 Area 12 Area 16 Area 19 Area 20 DE>PL+CZ
RGM Summer 2013 -10.1 11.8 12.6 11.5 4.0 28.4
RGMWinter2Ol4 -10.2 13.3 13.2 9.8 5.3 31.8
RGM Summer 2014 -12.2 12.3 12.0 9.7 4.2 28.5
RGMWinter2Ol5 -13.4 11.7 12.8 11.4 4.6 29.1
DCF 20.10.2014 llh -17.6 15.2 17.4 5.8 10.9 43.5
IDCFO4.11.201409h -18.2 16.4 22.4 6.7 10.9 49.7
DCF 10.12.2014 09h -20.4 15.5 21.6 3.6 8.5 45.6
TDCF24.12.2014 llh -2.1 5.1 8.2 10.7 3.0 16.3
Average -13.0 12.7 15.0 8.7 6.4 34.1
Maximum -20.4 16.4 22.4 11.5 10.9 49.7
Source.’ PSE (‘2015,).

Table 10: Cumulative PTDF values provided by Tenne’f Germany

Common Grid Model Area 10 Area 11 Area 12 Area 16 Area 19 Area 20 DE>PL+CZ
RGMSummer2Ol3 -10.2 11.9 12.6 10.6 4.0 28.6
RGMWinter2Ol4 -13.2 14.1 14.2 7.5 6.5 34.8
RGM Summer 2014 -11.8 12.1 13.2 9.9 4.5 29.7
RGMWinter2OI5 -12.0 11.8 12.6 11.9 3.8 28.2
IDCF2O.10.2014 llh -13.6 12.2 14.3 7.6 7.4 33.9
IDCF 04.11.2014 09h -15.6 14.5 19.7 7.6 8.7 43.0
1DCF 10.12.2014 09h -16.3 13.2 19.3 4.7 6.0 38.4
]DCf 24.12.2014 llh -13.0 14.6 19.3 4.6 6.9 40.8
Average -13.2 13.1 15.6 8.1 6.0 34.7
Maximum -16.3 14.6 19.7 11.9 8.7 43.0
Source: Tennet Germany (2015,).

The Agency notes that German TSOs, 5OHzT and TenneT Germany, as well as PSE used the GSK
in such a way that only the generation in generation nodes was shifted, whereas the negative
demand in demand nodes, which represent net injection into the network, was not shifted.

The analysis based on PTDF has the following limitations. While the calculation of the PTDF data
is considered as accurate since it uses an AC load-flow calculation, the possible sources of
inaccuracy are:
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I. The assumptions used for the construction of CGM. While CGM can be considered as
reasonably accurate representation of the electricity system at the transmission level (network
topology, generation and load), inaccuracies may arises due to the fact that nodal injections in
CGM represent the net sum of generation and load in a specific node. Thus, the values of these
injections may not represent the actual load and generation in a specific node.

2. The assumptions used for GSK. Most often a proportional GSK is used, which considers all
nodal injections and increases them proportionally to their value given in CGM. Because nodal
injections do not necessary represent the actual load and generation in a node, the proportional
GSK may distribute the injection increase in a non-intuitive way.

3. The linear approximation. The PTDF is calculated assuming an exchange between two zones
equal to 100 MW and assumes that the same PTDF would apply in case the exchange would
be larger, e.g. 1000 MW. However, because of the non-linearity of electricity systems, the
actual PTDF for a 1000 MW exchange may be different to some degree.


