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•  Flow-based	market	coupling	is	supposed	to	improve	social	welfare	by	
maximising	transmission	capaci'es	allocated	to	the	market	at	a	regional	
level.		

•  However,	it	involves	a	higher	degree	of	complexity	of	the	capacity	
calcula3on	process	and	unpredictability	of	available	capaci3es	at	each	
hour,	compared	with	ATC.	

•  Addi'onal	patches	(intui've	patch,	LTA	patch)	and	constraints	(external	
constraints,	export	limits)	further	skew	algorithm	results	beyond	the	
pure	mathema3cal	op3misa3on.	

•  Full	transparency	on	all	the	elements	that	enter	in	the	flow-based	
capacity	calcula'on	is	needed	in	order	to	enable	market	par3cipants	to	
predict	prices	to	improve	their	opera3onal	decisions	and	hence	
increase	social	welfare.	

Why	is	CWE	FBMC	transparency	so	important	for	the	market?	
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Why	does	EFET	bring	the	subject	of	CWE	FBMC	transparency	to	
the	MESC?	

•  In	their	approval	package	of	March	2015	NRAs	requested	a	number	of	
transparency	improvements	within	6	months	of	go-live.	

•  By	November	2015,	market	par3cipants	started	expressing	their	
concerns	with	the	lack	of	progress	on	transparency	and	proposed	well-
argumented	improvements	(cf.	annexes).	

•  Despite	numerous	discussions	with	TSOs	in	CCG	mee'ngs	and	repeated	
communica'on	of	argued	requests	to	the	TSOs,	transparency	s3ll	
improves	at	snail	pace.		

•  Our	most	recent	communica'on	of	transparency	requests	(April	2018,	
many	of	which	are	s'll	the	same	since	2015)	resulted	in	a	mid-summer	
conference	call	with	disappoin3ng	TSO	feedback	–	see	details	in	
following	slides.	
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FOCUS:	transparency	on	CBCOs	
•  Physical	elements	of	the	grid	are	modelled	in	FBMC.	TSOs	can	(or	not)	
take	into	account	grid	conges'ons	=>	CBCO	selec'on	

•  The	modelling	and	publica'on	of	CBCOs	uses	codes	(IDs).		

•  The	problems:	
•  Without	transla'on	of	the	IDs,	it	is	not	possible	for	MPs	to	link	CBCOs	with	

informa'on	on	grid	outages/constraints	published	by	TSOs/ENTSO-E	plaborm	
•  The	publica'on	of	ac've	CBCOs	is	irregular,	without	clear	procedure	when	a	

new	element	is	ac'vated,	and	without	warning	to	the	market.		
•  CB	and	CO	IDs	are	not	published	separately.	

•  This	issue	was	flagged	in	2015,	and	NRAs	requested	the	TSOs	to	provide	
a	full	“transla'on	table”	in	June	2017.	Par3al	or	full	transparency	was	
only	achieved	in	56%	of	CBCOs	as	of	June	2018.	MP	request	repeated	
in	April	2018,	TSOs	said	in	July	they	are	s'll	“inves'ga'ng	a	solu'on”.	
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FOCUS:	transparency	on	CBCOs	–	state	as	of	28	June	2018		

Total	CBCOs	 CB	name	known	
CO	name	known	
Clear	names	

always	published	

CB	name	known	
CO	name	known	
Clear	names	not	
always	published	

CB	name	known	
CO	name	unknown	

CB	name	unknown	
CO	name	unknown	
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FOCUS:	transparency	on	CBCOs	–	example	DE-NL	border	
•  End	of	June	2018,	Amprion	changed	the	grid	topology	at	the	DE-NL	
border.	No	no3fica3on	to	market	par3cipants	at	the	3me.		
Despite	explicit	ques'ons	in	the	July	transparency	call,	Amprion	refused	
to	confirm	topology	change.	

•  No3fica3on	of	the	change	of	topology	to	MPs	on	6	August.	

•  SPAIC	related	to	the	changes	published	on	20	August.	The	ahached	list	
of	CBCOs	does	not	contain	IDs.	

•  New	DE-NL	line	Doe'nchem-Wesel	commissionned	on	25	August.	
Where	is	the	process	(or	sense	of	responsibility)	on	the	TSO	side	to	

communicate	changes	to	MPs	when	they	occur?	
	

How	are	MPs	expected	to	use	informa3on	included	in	the	SPAIC	for	
forward	hedging	and	trading	when	published	5	days	before	change?	



7	

14th	MESC	–	4	September	2018	

FOCUS:	transparency	on	CBCOs	–	MP	requests	July	2018	
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Other	transparency	requests	reiterated	in	July	2018	
•  Publica3on	of	used	remedial	ac3ons	–	currently	0%	
•  TSO	will	not	provide	informa'on.	Too	much	manual	effort.	Not	robust	enough.	

TSO	consider	this	as	sensi've	informa'on.		
•  Publica3on	of	updated	sta3c	grid	models	–	currently	about	30%	
•  No	TSO	feedback	

•  AMR	publica3on	–	currently	0%	
•  Should	be	published	as	of	October,	but	TSOs	s'll	assessing	IT	feasibility	

•  Publica3on	of	CBCO	parameters	before	LTA	patch	–	currently	0%	
•  TSOs	inves'ga'ng,	fearing	IT	issues.	No	concrete	feedback.	

•  Publica3on	of	D2CF	aggregated	data	in	D-1	–	currently	0%	
•  No	TSO	feedback.	 Selec'on	of	most	urgent	

requests.	More	in	MPs	
paper	of	July	2018.	
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•  NRAs	are	in	the	process	of	approving	a	new	package	for	FBMC	market	
coupling.	CWE	FBMC	transparency	will	be	the	test	bed	for	CORE	FBMC.	

•  Any	data	related	to	FBMC	inputs	and	func3oning	is	price	sensi3ve.	
Missing	informa'on	means	imprecise	opera'onal	decisions	by	market	
par'cipants	and	welfare	losses.		

•  What	is	the	blocking	factor?	Funding?	Lack	of	considera'on	for	the	
market?	Feeling	of	impunity?		-	NRAs	have	a	role	to	play!	

Market	par3cipants	wish	to	see	things	change.	Now.		

If	market	par'cipants	retained	informa'on	like	TSOs	currently	do,	they	
would	be	in	breach	of	REMIT	and	scru'nised	by	NRAs.	

	
When	will	NRAs	start	holding	TSOs	accountable		

for	withholding	informa3on?		
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Annexes	

Market	par3cipants’	transparency	requests,	
November	2015	
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Transparency	requests	from	MPs	in	Nov.	2015	-	1/5	
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Transparency	requests	from	MPs	in	Nov.	2015	-	2/5	
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Transparency	requests	from	MPs	in	Nov.	2015	-	3/5	
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Transparency	requests	from	MPs	in	Nov.	2015	-	4/5	
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Transparency	requests	from	MPs	in	Nov.	2015	-	5/5	
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