Public Consultation 02.07.2021 - 30.08.2021

THE METHODOLOGY FOR PROCUREMENT OF
COUNTERTRADE ENERGY - CONSULTATION
ANSWERS

First of all, Energinet thanks everyone who has submitted consultation responses. A number of

consultation responses revolve around the same topics, in particular the proposed model’s

price impact and compliance with EU regulation. These two topics are addressed extensively in

two general replies from Energinet below. In the detailed consultation replies from

Energinet to each individually received consultation response, references are made to those

general replies on these topics while more specific points in the responses are addressed sepa-

rately. Danish versions of these general replies are found in annex 1.

The consultation responses have triggered a number of changes to the methodology:

The trading strategy for the procurement of countertrade energy has been changed
from an auction like strategy to an active trading strategy. This has triggered a rewrite
of chapter 4 since an active trading strategy implies that the procurement of counter-
trade energy takes place in a longer period of time. In line with an active trading strat-
egy Energinet bid prices and market timing is no longer published.

Netting of countertrade requests with opposite signs (e.g. a request for reduced ex-
port on one border in the same market time unit as a request for increased export on
another border in the same bidding zone) will be implemented, such that only the net
volume is produced in the market.

A number of market participants have emphasized that Energinet has not been able
to show a socioeconomic benefit from the intraday methodology. Energinet has revis-
ited the socioeconomic analyses and have identified mistakes in the previous calcula-
tions, which have been corrected, and have nuanced the reported results more. A
mistake in the identification of hours affected by countertrade had led to an underes-
timation of the effects of the intraday model. However, in the process, Energinet has
reduced the geographical scope for the calculation of the socioeconomic effect since
the original approach most likely led to an overestimation of the effect of the intraday
methodology. Further, the reporting of the effect of the current practice is now to a
larger extent interval-based reflecting better the underlying uncertainty due to the
limited knowledge with Energinet about the physical changes in the power- and heat-
ing system that result from the current practice. This has had a significant impact on
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the calculated effects but does not change the overall conclusion that the intraday
model cannot be conclusively shown to lead to higher socioeconomic welfare. Finally,
the estimated price effect of the intraday model has also been updated and now
shows a larger price impact than previously assessed. This is a consequence of identi-
fied mistakes and not of a changed approach to the calculations.

- Energinet has reassessed its interpretation of its obligation under REMIT to publish
countertrade volumes and bid prices

- The risk of insufficient bids has been removed from the considerations of security of
supply since Energinet will not accept countertrade if such acceptance would endan-
ger Danish security of supply. Instead, the risk of insufficient bids has been included
under the obligation of Energinet imposed by EU legislation to accept countertrade to
the largest degree possible while still respecting the principle of proportionality.

In agreement with TenneT Germany:

- The new capacity adjustment solution on DK1-DE/LU (also described in the public con-

sultation) has been agreed on, and it is now integrated into the methodology.

The methodology will be submitted in Danish including annex 5. All other annexes are kept in
English. An English version of the methodology will be published on Energinets homepage to
service international stakeholders.

General reply on the economic and market impact of the intraday model

Several market participants argue that the proposed intraday model creates distortions in the
day-ahead market and that the expected changes (in particular) to the day-ahead price and the
price of balancing energy are undesirable for various reasons, e.g. investments in flexible and

renewable energy.

Firstly, as stated by Energinet in the consultation material, Energinet recognizes that the ef-
fects described are likely to materialize. However, Energinet does not find that the effects de-
scribed can be considered market distortion but should rather be seen as a result of effective
competition. Secondly, Energinet is committed by EU regulation to accept countertrade re-
quests if there is no legal justification for rejection (e.g. system security or security of supply
risks). Finally, Energinet further argues that there are no alternatives to the intraday model (in
one form or the other) as the current model cannot continue after November 2022, and a new
model must be in place by then.

None of the consultation responses argue that security of supply is threatened by accepting
countertrade or that a different technical set-up of the intraday model could reduce the effects
described of the intraday model. As such, Energinet considers these consequences a result of
effective competition.

The economic and market impact of the intraday model described in the consultation material
thus solely provides a perspective on the foreseen consequences of a shift to the intraday
model. The same applies to the below replies to the consultation responses, addressing this
impact.
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A distortion is a term from economics for something in a market which prevents the market
from reaching the equilibrium between load and generation, which creates the highest possi-
ble social welfare. Some distortions are natural, for example when very significant economies
of scale create natural monopolies where the monopolist could take advantage of its custom-
ers in the absence of regulation. Other distortions are created by regulation, for example capi-
tal requirements for banks which are intended to increase trust in financial institutions through
increased robustness. Distortions typically lead to price increases because they tend to limit
competition.

Whether the proposed intraday model creates distortions in the day-ahead market depends on
whether the proposed model reduces the possibility of the market reaching the most efficient
equilibrium between load and generation. In the present model, only participants in the Nordic
power regulation market (NPRM) located in Denmark (DK1 or DK2) can compete for counter-
trade energy, while the intraday model holds no such restrictions in relation to geography (bid-
ding zones) or prequalification for participation in the NRPM.

With the above common definition of distortion, the current model could rather be labelled
distortionary, which has also been pointed out in some consultation answers, while the intra-
day model is non-distortionary (or at least less distortionary than the current model). The price
impact of shifting from the current model to the intraday model thus represents a correction
of power prices, bringing these closer to their natural level based on the level of supply and de-
mand in the market. The derived consequences of this, for example on the revenue of power
producers, the electricity bills of households and enterprises, and subsidy payments from the
government, are thus beneficial from a societal point of view, even though the parties sustain-
ing losses may not see it this way.

Whether the intraday model is distortionary or not obviously depends on the definition of dis-
tortion if this is not defined by the efficiency effect. If wholesale power markets (day-ahead
and intraday) are strictly reserved, so to speak, for commercial trade only, obviously the intra-
day model breaks with this reservation, since the intraday model will make TSO countertrade
energy a substantial volume in the intraday market. Such a definition implicitly argues that
countertrade energy is something different from the energy traded in wholesale power mar-
kets and should therefore be excluded from these markets to allow the wholesale power price
to reflect the price of commercial energy. Energinet does not find this argumentation, and
therefore definition, sound.

The purpose of power markets is fundamentally to create a balance between load and genera-
tion within the physical constraints in the power grid so that the power system can be oper-
ated with the highest possible efficiency in the short and long run. Due to the need for balance
between load and generation in the short run, the day of operation is planned on the day-
ahead and intraday markets. These plans and developments after the closure of these markets
form the basis for the TSO using the balancing markets to achieve a real-time balance between
load and generation. In that regard, there is no difference between structural countertrade en-
ergy and commercially traded energy which should somehow justify that structural counter-
trade volumes known well in advance of the operational hour should not be traded well in ad-
vance of the operational hour, i.e. in practice in the intraday market.
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Apart from creating the highest degree of efficiency possible through a higher degree of mar-
ket coupling and less restricted access to trading the countertrade energy, the intraday model
also removes a wrong incentive for Danish market participants in the NRPM as described be-
low. Removing this wrong incentive is expected to lead to higher social welfare in the Nordic
bidding zones.

The present model creates a de-facto market for countertrade energy in Denmark where acti-
vated NRPM bids are settled according to their bid price (pay-as-bid) and not according to the
marginal price in the market. This incentivises Danish market participants to bid according to
their expectation of the marginal bid price instead of bidding according to their marginal costs.
This creates a risk that competitive Danish assets are not activated in the NRPM because these
assets prefer the expected higher profits from the “countertrade market”. This distorts the RK-
price, meaning that flexibility is not priced correctly in the NRPM. Further, to the extent that
these competitive assets are ultimately not activated for countertrade, their flexibility will not
be used, while less effective assets are used instead to provide the necessary regulation, thus
leading to a socio-economic loss. With the intraday model, this wrong incentive disappears.

EU regulation interpretation

Energinet’s interpretation of the 70% rule is included in the background section of the method-
ology to explain why the current countertrade volumes on DK1-DE are not expected to de-
crease when the TenneT Commitment expires; and why it is likely that other TSOs’ counter-
trade needs may increase in the future. No consultation answers are read to contest that this
is, in general, a justified expectation stemming from the 70% rule.

Several consultations responses suggest the 70% rule is to be read as applying to intraday.
Energinet maintains its understanding of the rule as set out in the methodology submitted for
public consultation as all relevant aspects in relation to the proper interpretation have been
considered. If it is established that the rule also applies to the intraday timeframe, Energinet
will re-evaluate the methodology.

Several consultation responses suggest that Energinet accepts countertrade requests on DK1-
DE in a way that is not consistent with EU legislation.

It is important to note that the methodology only deals with the process for procurement of
countertrade energy (“how to”). Establishing the circumstances under which TSOs will be
obliged to countertrade or refrain from using that tool (“when and why to countertrade”) is
out of scope of the methodology. That is a legislative matter, and no legal basis exists for
Energinet to submit for approval, or for DUR to approve Energinet’s interpretation thereof.

For that reason, the methodology document does not include an analysis of the legal basis for
rejecting or accepting countertrade requests. For the same reason, said suggestions do not

give rise to alterations or supplements to the methodology notice in this respect.

Further, the suggestions do not impact the methodology itself, i.e. the procedure for procuring
countertrade energy.
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Energinet wishes to stress that suggestions that imply inconsistency with EU legislation have
been noted, even though this does not, for the reasons provided above, appear from the
methodology document submitted.
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Consultation answer

Energinet reply

Finn Grgnkjaer, Effektmarked ApS, 09.07.2021

Jeg anmoder om at fa tilsendt hgringsmaterialet pa dansk, saledes at jeg kan forsta sproget og kun bruge min energi pa at
forsta det tekniske indhold.

Jeg vil ggre opmaerksom p3a, at Energinet har pligt til at agere gennemsigtigt og ikke diskriminerende i markedet som
dansk monopol TSO.

Da jeg ikke vil veere i stand til at levere et hgringssvar, med udgangspunkt i det udsendte materiale, opfatter jeg jeres valg
af sprog for vaerende ikke gennemsigtigt og i hgj grad diskriminerende.

#1 Da metoden ogsa er relevant for
udenlandske aktgrer, sa har Energinet
valgt at sende metodeanmeldelsen i
hgring pa engelsk for ikke at diskrimi-
nere nogen markedsaktgrer.

Selve modhandelsmetoden indsendes
til Forsyningstilsynet pa dansk. Forsy-
ningstilsynet afholder ogsa en offentlig
hgring, hvor der er mulighed for at
kommentere pa metoden.

Energy Norway Toini Lgvseth, Director Market, Electrification and Customers, Per Arne Vada, Industry Policy Advisor,
23.08.2021

Energy Norway welcomes the opportunity to contribute to this public consultation, as provided by Energinet. Our main
input can be summarized as follows:
- Energy Norway is of the general opinion that a well-functioning, open and competitive markets will deliver the
most cost-effective solutions to the challenges that the European power system faces in the green transition.

- We agree with Energinet that the application of the current NRPM and special regulations for countertrading
does not provide efficient competition, and that it is a challenge that the procurement is done in the close-to-
real-time operation phase.

- We agree with Energinet that the planned Nordic mFFR EAM will not be suited for handling planned procurement
of countertrading.
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- For these reasons, we support the need for alternative models for countertrade, and we agree that the intraday
model as proposed by Energinet is the most suitable model.

In effect, and as documented by Energinet, the application of the NRPM (Nordic regulating power market) for counter-
trading has resulted in significantly reduced production in DK1 from wind turbines at negative prices, with economic and
environmental consequences. Due to the manual operations needed to carry out countertrading in the NRPM, effec-
tively, only market participants in DK1 has been able to participate. It would have been more effective, for example, to
down regulate hydro power in Norway or Sweden, saving the water for later, instead of reducing wind power production,
which is then lost forever. This has not been possible in the current setup, apart from some hours where the volume
could be netted against the balancing needs of the Nordic synchronous system. While netting of imbalances is practical in
the operation phase, it in no way ensures that the cheapest available resources are used to meet demand.

From an economic efficiency point-of-view, the new Nordic mFRR EAM with the Automatic Optimalization Function (AOF)
and, in time, the European MARI-platform could provide an acceptable solution, but this would not distance the procure-
ment process from the close-to-operation phase. If the AOF was to fail in a situation where a TSO wanted to countertrade
a significant volume close to real-time, the consequences with regards to system security could be significant. Overall,
our understanding is that no TSOs envisage applying future balancing platforms for planned countertrading.

For these reasons, our opinion is that neither the NRPM nor the Nordic mFRR EAM/MARI-platforms are suited for pro-
curement of planned countertrading. If a need for countertrading should arise close to real-time, the platforms that are
available at that time should be applied.

In the workshops Energinet has facilitated before this consultation, the subject of continued special regulation within the
new, Nordic mFFR EAM by Statnett in Norway has come up. It is worth noting, in that context, that the issues Statnett will
solve by continued special regulation to are quite different than the issues Energinet are trying to solve. First, the special
regulation taking place in Norway is mainly within bidding zones, and as such, neither SDAC nor SIDC can be applied. Sec-
ond, the countertrade volumes are significantly lower, and they arise much more sporadic. For these reasons, the direct
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comparison of Energinets and Statnetts issues at hand is not relevant. On a separate note, indirectly linked to this consul-
tation, Energy Norway would like to see Statnett and other TSOs implement intraday models for planned countertrading
between bidding zones, if deemed efficient, on for example NordLink, NSL and Skagerak interconnectors.

Applying the intraday model to countertrading allows the TSOs to procure resources outside of either of the BZs involved
in the bidding zone border for which the countertrading is carried out. If transmission capacity is available in the relevant
direction towards other BZs, countertrading volumes could be procured from those bidding zones. Effectively, this opens
the market and would significantly increase the supply-side and allow for a cost-effective utilization of the cheapest re-
sources available across more BZs.

If the 70 % rule is applied to the intraday timeframe as well as to the day-ahead timeframe, TSOs cannot countertrade in
the intraday time frame. This could be seen as a way of providing the market with more cross-zonal capacity, increasing
cross-zonal trade and provide more efficient, open markets. However, if that capacity is not actually available it would
need to be countertraded at some point, regardless. This would mean that TSOs would have to countertrade using vari-
ous intelligible, closed local or regional markets with potentially low liquidity and low transparency, while also increasing
the operational security risk. This would lower the overall economic efficiency and for that reason the 70 % rule should
not be applied to the intraday market timeframe.

Given that the European-wide and Nordic balancing platforms of today and the future are not suitable or efficient for
planned countertrading between bidding zones, and that the issues to be solved arise from the SDAC, the only feasible,
efficient and transparent model which also provides system security available is the intraday model. We therefore sup-
port the model that Energinet has proposed.

Energy Norway represents the entire electricity chain in Norway. In other words, our members include electricity produc-
ers, distributers, and retailers. Our members produce 130-140 TWh annually, which is around 95 percent of all power
production in Norway. Our members have approximately 2.5 million grid customers, which is about 90 percent of Nor-
way's grid customers. Norwegian power production is almost 100% renewable and emission-free. 95 percent of the
power production stems from the 1600 hydropower plants, and 3,5 percent is generated from wind power.
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Silkeborg Forsyning, Jacob Hvidberg, 26.08.2021

Silkeborg Varme har udarbejdet hgringssvar til Energinet vedr. forslag til modhandelsmodel.

Silkeborg Varme har laest "THE METHODOLOGY FOR PROCUREMENT OF COUNTERTRADE ENERGY” (herefter kaldet nota-
tet) med en stor forundring. For der er mange punkter i notatet, hvor argumentationen synes at halte gevaldig. Det kan
selvfglgelig skyldes, at vi bare er en lille deltager i det store marked og dermed ikke kan se det “store billede”. Men en
ting ved vi dog, og det er, at det foreslaede system skaber et meget mudret billede af fremtiden. En fremtid hvor vi skal
investere massivt i nye kapacitetsformer, som bgr/skal understgtte den grgnne omstilling. Investeringer som formodent-
lig vil veere baseret pa el, og som derfor skal veere med til at hjelpe el-markedets udfordringer med fluktuerende energi-
produktion fra sol og vind. Vores kritikpunkter gar blandet andet pa:

- Energinet viser med alt tydelighed, at de ikke veerdsaetter de sma aktgrer i elmarkedet. Meget af reguleringen kommer
fra sma og mellemstore fjernvarmevaerker, som med deres elkedler og gasmotorer hjelper med at balancere elnettet.
Men disse aktgrer kommunikerer ikke pa engelsk overfor ret mange af deres samarbejdspartnere, hvis nogen overhove-
det. Sa hvorfor veelger Energinet udelukkende at skrive pa engelsk, nar man er en dansk TSO, som henvender sig til aktg-
rer pa det danske marked? Det virker fra et mindre varmevaerks synsvinkel direkte arrogant, og sender et af to signaler.
Enten: 1) At man er ligeglade med disse aktgrer og regner dem ikke for en del af fremtidens elmarked. 2) Eller ogsa har
Energinet fuldstaendig overset at de eksisterer og derfor glemt, at en dansk version var pa sin plads.

Hvilken af de to signaler der er veerst for Energinet er nok sveert at svare pa, men under alle omsteendigheder ma det
vaere meget problematisk for Energinet, nar den nuvaerende og fremtidig samarbejdspartner fgler sig sa lidt veerdsat og
overset. Det ma og bgr give anledning til alvorlig selvransagelse hos Energinet, hvis man rent faktisk gnsker fjernvarme-
vaerkernes hjzlp i forbindelse med den gregnne omstilling af elmarkedet.

Ift. brugen af engelsk henvises til svar
#1

Den foreslaede markedsmodel
o Flaskehalsproblematikken mellem Nordtyskland og resten af Tyskland er det helt grundlaeggende problem, som notatet
ikke formar at forhold sig til pa en fornuftig og konstruktiv made. Hele arsagen til, at Energinet fgler behov for at aendre

Energinet henviser til det generelle
svar om EU lovgivningen.

Doc.20/08247-14 Public




5/79

modellen, er jo netop, at Tennet har haft stigende kgb af specialreguleringsydelser i Danmark. Var specialregulering kun
noget, der skete ved kabelnedbrud og lignende (dvs. fa gange om aret), sa var dette notat aldrig blevet udarbejdet.

o Argumentationens hos Energinet synes til tider direkte problematisk og ude af trit med virkeligheden og/eller gense
gkonomiske teorier. For hvordan kan Energinet kommer

frem til at:

- Der kommer til at mangle bud til at klare efterspgrgslen (se side 8)

- Energinet kunne jo passende se pa udviklingen i maengderne.

Fra 2018 til 2020 er (kilde Nord Pool samt notatet):

o Nedreguleringen i det danske marked gget med ca. 174 %

o Det faktiske antal timer om aret, hvor der er sket nedregulering, er gget med 82 %
o Og det simple gennemsnit i disse timer er gget med 50 %

- Energinet bgr ogsa kunne se i krystalkuglen over forventede og allerede planlagte forbrugsenheder pa strgm. Alt andet
lige bar regulerbart forbrug i Danmark kunne holde trit med st@rrelserne pa kabelforbindelserne mod/fra Tyskland.

- Argumentet omkring manglende bud synes derfor mere at veere bundet i gkonomiske arsagen end i faktiske fysiske for-
hold.

Energinet har aendret beskrivelsen af
budvolumener til at have et fokus pa
gkonomisk efficiens i relation til risiko
for at matte afvise modhandel frem for
forsyningssikkerhed.

- Flere markedsdeltager, som benytter braendsler, vil give et nedadgaende prispres (side 14)

- Det er sveert at se, hvor disse aktgrer skulle komme fra pa DK1.
- F.eks. har der vaeret 26 timer i 2020, hvor reguleringsmangderne har vzere hgjere eller lig med forbruget pa DK1

- Behovet for nedregulering sker jo typisk nar vindproduktionen er hgj, og deraf fglgende lave priser og dermed lav ter-
misk produktion.

Energinet henviser med formulerin-
gerne til, at intradaymodellen giver ak-
tgrer i udlandet mulighed for at del-
tage. Som analyserne af intradaymo-
dellen viser, sker stgrstedelen af regu-
leringerne pa grund af modhandel i in-
tradaymodellen uden for Danmark,
hvilket viser, at der oftest er ledig plads
pa udlandsforbindelserne.

Doc.20/08247-14 Public




6/79

- Nar den gennemsnitlige nedregulering ligger pa ca. 850 MWh, sa kraever det mindst 3 kraftvaerksblokke pa 400 MW.
Men kgrer de i forvejen pa minimumslast, sa skal reguleringen komme fra vind og regulerbare forbrugsenheder (typisk
elkedler).

- Nogle af deltagerne kan selvfglgelig komme fra nabolandene, men forventelig ma kablerne vende forkert i mange af

timerne. Dette synes dog ikke undersggt notatet, hvorved argumentet derfor virker mere som “opfundet til lejligheden’
end noget der bunder i den virkelige fysiske verden.

At vi er forpligtet til at kunne levere ydelser til Tyskland (side 14)

- Notatet kunne jo passende ogsa vende, hvad Tyskland rent faktisk selv ggr for at regulere pa deres side. | notatet far
man det indtryk at ansvaret 100 % ligger hos den Danske TSO. Men hovedansvaret ligger vel hos Tennet? For de kan lige
sa godt regulere pa deres side?

- Skulle argumentet holde, sa bgr Energinet som minimum forklare, hvordan Danmark kan veaere forpligtet til at levere
stgtte til nabolande, som overstiger vores samlede forbrug. (eksempelvis har vi reguleret over 2700 MWh i nattetimer,
hvor forbruget pa DK1 har udgjort 85 % af denne mangde). Der ma veaere en naturlig graense for denne forpligtelse.

Metodeanmeldelsens afsnit 2 og 3 re-
deggr for det retlige grundlag for at bi-
stad nabo TSOer med modhandel

- Der argumenteres for, at IT-systemerne ikke kan handtere den nuvarende model. Men Energinet kan vel ikke i fuld al-
vor mene, at IT-udfordringer er en gyldig grund til at @ndre markedsdesign?

Energinets IT-systemer, der skal hand-
tere mFRR aktiveringer under AOFen,
er ikke indrettet til at handtere special-
regulering af hensyn til modhandel. En
sadan funktionalitet vil forventeligt
medfgre en betydelig og pa nuvae-
rende tidspunkt, ikke afdaekket kom-
pleksitet, som vil udlgse omfattende
IT-udvikling. Da specialregulering af
hensyn til modhandel under MARI,
altsa fra Q2 2024, ikke lzengere vil vaere
lovligt, vurderer Energinet, at det i
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praksis ikke er muligt at fortseette den
nuvaerende model.

- Energinets bekymringer omkring Klima og miljg (side 18) synes ikke belyst korrekt. En sddan analyse bgr se pa summen
af de forskellige eendringer og sammenholde disse i en simulationsmodel. Flaskehalse i systemet vil i hvert fald fa en kraf-
tig pavirkning. Desuden synes forholdet omkring CO2-kvoter ikke at

veaere medtaget i analysen. Mange af de braendselsfyrede anlaeg er jo ogsa underlagt CO2-kvoter, hvor et reduceret for-
brug i f.eks. Danmark frigiver kvoter til forbrug andre steder i CO2-kvotesystemet. Notatet veelger da ogsa at kalde det
"bekymringer”, sa de kan tillade sig at tage argument med, selvom dette

ikke er velunderbygget.

Energinet er enig i, at en modellering
alt andet lige vil give et mere systema-
tisk grundlag for vurdering af de miljg-
maessige vurderinger. De modellerings-
maessige vanskeligheder betyder imid-
lertid ogs3, at det er meget sveert at
lave en sadan modellering, i saerdeles-
hed for den nuvaerende model.

- Den foreslaede model ser indirekte ud til at lave et nyt prisomrade (lad os kalde det Tennet-Nord), hvor de faktiske fysi-
ske kabelrestriktioner genberegnes i en ny “prissimulation”. Modsat algoritmer, hvor alle bud ligger inde, og der kgres en
optimeringsmodel, sa fungere den foreslaede model uden en bgrs. | mangel af bedre kan man sammenligne den foresla-
ede model med et “kreemmermarked”, hvor der kun er en kgber,

og hvor kgberen kender alle seelgerne og deres priser. Det er sveert at se, at en sadan model pa nogen made kan vaere
hensigtsmaessigt, da den strider imod hele grundtanken om et sammenhangende elnet. Konsekvenserne et Tennet-Nord
priseomrade frygter vi bliver:

To forskellige kpbspriser pa strgm pa DK1
- DK1 spotprisen
- Tennet-Nord prisen, som de facto kun vil geelde intradaymarkedet i DK1

| intradaymodellen handles modhan-
delsenergien i intradaymarkedet gen-
nem bgrserne. Pa sigt forventes intra-
day-auktioner at blive benyttet, hvor
energien saledes vil blive handlet i en
auktion og ikke i det kontinuerte intra-
daymarked.

Fysiske anlaeg vil tgve med at kgbe i intradaymarkedet (for stor usikkerhed)
- Finansielle spekulanter tiltraekkes.
- Konsekvens: Nar spekulanterne regner forkert, gar det rigtig galt

Se det generelle hgringssvar vedr. gko-
nomisk og markedsmaessig pavirkning.
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- Modellen sikrer ikke, at vaerdien af reguleringsegenskaberne prissaettes korrekt
- Konsekvens: Investeringssignalet til regulerbare enheder kommer ikke til markedets kendskab

Se det generelle hgringssvar vedr. gko-
nomisk og markedsmaessig pavirkning
ift. prisfastseettelse af reguleringsegen-
skaber.

o Helt generelt tvivler Silkeborg Varme pa lovligheden af den foresldede model. Pafaldende bliver det derfor ogsa, nar
Energinet fgler det ngdvendigt at skrive, at det er deres vurdering, at article 4,1 under REMIT bliver overholdt. Som mini-
mum bgr Energinet da sikre, at indfgrelsen af en ny model overholder gaeldende lovgivning. Silkeborg Varme kan derfor
kun opfordre Energinet til at fa dette forhold klarlagt inden modellen indfgres.

Samlet set finder Silkeborg Varme, at den foresldede model vil vaere et skridt i den forkerte retning, da den nye model
ikke lgser det grundlaggende problem i markedet, men tvaert imod pavirker elmarkedet i negativ retning. En model, til
handtering af designfejl i markedet, bgr designes pa en sddan made, at markedspavirkningerne reduceres mest mulig.
Den nuvaerende model for specialregulering er maske ikke optimal, men indfgrelsen af en ny model bgr som minimum
sikre, at markedet ikke pavirkes med negative signaler, hvilket den foresldede model netop synes at ggre. Silkeborg
Varme mener derfor, at Energinet bgr ga tilbage til tegnebraettet og gentaenke en hel ny lgsning. Et muligt I@sningsforslag
kunne jo veere, at den nuvaerende ”pay-as-bid” betaling for specialregulering erstattet af en clearende pris for alle pa spe-
cialregulering, som dermed ogsa er offentlig tilgeengelig. Systemet skal sa kunne handtere to forskellige regulerkraftspri-
ser i samme time. Men eftersom aktgrerne pa markedet ikke ved, hvornar de forskellige situationer opstar, vil de melde
deres marginale priser ind. Markedspavirkningen bgr derfor vaere minimal, samtidig med at prissignalerne ggres offentlig
tilgaengelige og dermed tiltraekker investeringer. Silkeborg Varme uddyber gerne ovenstaende tanker om en model, hvis
Energinet er interesseret.

Se det generelle svar om EU lovgivnin-
gen

| udviklingen af den feelleseuropeeiske
balanceringsplatform (MARI) havde
TSOerne oprindeligt forslaet et to-pris-
system, sa balancering blev afregnet til
marginalprisen, og at bud der ikke blev
aktiveret til balancering kunne aktive-
res og afregnes til indmeldte pris. Men
da ACER har truffet en beslutning om
at alle mFRR bud der indsendes til
MARI skal afregnes til marginalprisen,
sa er den Nordiske AOF blevet udviklet
til at passe med dette, og derfor ggr
det sig geeldende at der efter den nor-
diske AOF ikke laengere er mulighed for
at ”efter-aktivere” overskydende mFRR
(balance) bud til andre formal.

Statkraft Energi, Aslak Mzland, 27.08.2021

Energinet have proposed an intraday-based methodology to replace the current countertrade practice. Statkraft is a ma-
jor power generator and trader in the Nordic power market and welcomes the opportunity to participate in this public

See the general consultation answer
regarding economic and market impact
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consultation. Both the current countertrade practice based on Danish special regulation and the proposed intraday-based
methodology does not only impact the Danish market both also the wider Nordic market. This is the basis for our re-
sponse.

Statkraft believes that well-functioning, open and competitive markets will deliver the most cost-effective solutions to
the challenges that the Nordic and European power system is facing. We share Energinet's view that the current special
regulations for countertrading does not provide efficient competition. Further, the current methodology has had sub-
stantial negative economic and environmental effects due to significantly reduced wind power production in DK1. We
believe that a significant part of wind power reduction could have been replaced with cheaper and more environmentally
friendly alternatives in Norway and Sweden.

We therefore support the need for an alternative model for countertrade, and we agree that the intraday model as pro-
posed by Energinet is the most suitable model. This allows the TSOs to procure resources outside of either of the bidding
zones (BZ) involved. If transmission capacity is available in the relevant direction towards other BZs, countertrading vol-
umes could be procured from those bidding zones. Effectively, this opens the market and would significantly increase the
supply-side and allow for a cost-effective utilization of the cheapest resources available across more BZs.

In a workshop Energinet facilitated the 16th of August the question was asked whether the planned first trading window
at 15:02 was suitable for market participants. We find that 15:02 is appropriate given current requirements and arrange-
ments.

Eurowind Energy, Joachim Steenstrup, 27.08.2021

Mens, vi forsta behovet for en a&ndring af den nuveerende model, sa stgtter Eurowind Energy ikke op om og er uforsta-
ende overfor Energinets foreslaede model, hvor modhandel indkgbes i intraday-markedet, da det vil fordreje og influere
den fri prisdannelse i elmarkedet negativt. Det vil skade de eksisterende ejere og projektudviklere af vedvarende energi-
anlaeg i en grad, der vil pavirke investorvilkarene negativ i betydelig grad.

Den foreslaede nye model for indkgb af modhandel i intraday markedet vil medfgre et konkurrerende statsligt salg af
energi pa en kommerciel handelsplatform i konkurrence med spotmarkedet, hvor den danske vindenergi bliver solgt. Et

Se det generelle hgringssvar vedr. gko-
nomisk og markedsmaessig pavirkning.
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statsligt salg af elektricitet pa en kommerciel handelsplatform i en stgrrelsesorden som til tider vil svare til hele elforbru-
get i Vestdanmark vil vaere forvridende for prisdannelsen i spotmarkedet i en grad, som vil fordyre den grgnne omstilling
og skabe en betydelig usikkerhed om reguleringen af den danske elsektor. Dette vil fa betydelige konsekvenser for inve-
storvilligheden til at bidrage til den grenne omstilling i Danmark.

Eurowind Energy vurderer, at en eventuel implementering af Energinets forslag kan forventes at medfgre et prisfald pa
cirka 2 gre per KWh i intraday-markedet. Ved det teknologineutrale udbud i 2019 vandt Eurowind Energy to tredjedele af
puljen med et pristillaeg pa 1,48 gre per KWh. Det betyder, at en uigennemtankt metodeandring hos Energinet i realite-
ten mere end ophaver gevinsten fra de teknologineutrale udbud. Et prisfald i den st@rrelsesorden vil ogsa give flere peri-
oder, hvor vestdanske vindmgller vil stoppe produktion pga. negative spotpriser.

Det er Energinets egen forventning, at den nye indkgbsmodel vil medfgre, at elforbrugerne vil fa et mindre incitament til
at deltage i spotmarkedet i Vestdanmark. Dette vil ifglge Energinet ske ved spekulativ adfzerd fra aktgrer i elmarkedet,
som vil flytte elforbrug fra spot- til intra-day markedet. Et mindre incitament for elforbrugerene til at deltage i spotmar-
kedet i Vestdanmark vil fijerne effekten af den ggede handelskapacitet pa forbindelsen mellem Vestdanmark og Tyskland.
Energinets forslag vil derfor underminere hensigten om et velfungerende spotmarked og indre marked for energi, som
bl.a. er et baerende element i EU-Kommissionens “Vinterpakke”. Hensynet til et velfungerende spotmarked er en afgg-
rende bevaeggrund bag TenneT’s aftale med EU-Kommissionen om handelskapaciteten pa forbindelsen mellem Vestdan-
mark og Tyskland. Samtidigt vil den foreslaede model i hgj grad fjerne incitamentet for den tyske stat til at Igse de store
udfordringer med transmissionsnettet i Tyskland.
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Et bemaerkelsesvaerdigt fald i prissaetningen i spotmarkedet i Vestdanmark i perioder med betydelige produktioner af
vindenergi vil samtidig fa en negativ indvirkning pa den danske stats udgifter til CfD-kontrakter til vedvarende energi.
Dette vil yderligere fa betydelig negativ indvirkning pa allerede foretagne investeringer i vindenergi, som er afhaengig af
spotprisen, f.eks. anlaeg opfert efter allerede gennemfgrte teknologineutrale udbud. Ligeledes vil det fa en betydelig ne-
gativ indvirkning pa driftsgkonomien i eksisterende vindmgller, ikke mindst for de mglleejere, der allerede har foretaget
investering i opgradering af aldre mgller med nye styresystemer, som ggr det muligt for dem at deltage i specialregule-
ringen.

Energinet har desuden valgt en aggressiv tidslinje for at gennemfgre andringen. Uklare rammebetingelser eller pludse-
lige andringer af eksisterende vilkar skaber betydelige udfordringer i en branche, hvor projektudvikling i reglen straekker
sig over 3-5 ar. Det betyder, at en raekke stremproducenter har truffet investeringsbeslutninger for eksisterende anlaeg
eller anlaeg under opfgrsel, hvor der i beslutningen er medregnet en indtaegt fra at tilbyde fleksibilitet til markedet.

Energinet kommunikerende med kon-
sekvensvurderingen fra 2017 (impact
assessment), at det i 2020 skulle un-
dersgges, om specialreguleringsmodel-
len fortsat var en hensigtsmaessig mo-
del, blandt andet pa baggrund af be-
kymringer om modellens efficiens som
ville fa st@rre betydning ved st@rre vo-
lumener. Pa den baggrund vurderer
Energinet, at danske aktgrer lgbende
har haft den relevante information fra
Energinet til at kunne traeffe investe-
ringsbeslutninger.

Eurowind Energy anerkender behovet for at justere den aktuelle model til indkgb af modhandel, men de alvorlige mar-
kedskonsekvenser forbundet med Energinets foreslaede model bgr f@re til, at Energinet afsgger og aktivt arbejder for
alternative modeller, herunder en TSO-TSO model. En model, der hverken fordrejer prisdannelsen i spotmarkedet eller
underminere det indre marked for energi, samtidig med at modhandelsproblematikken Igses efficient og markedsbase-
ret.

Energinet har igennem over et ar dis-
kuteret mulige modeller med branchen
og har Igbende diskuteret interessen
for en Nordisk TSO-TSO model med de
gvrige nordiske TSOer, hvor der jf. hg-
ringsmaterialet ikke har vaeret opbak-
ning til at ivaerkseette et arbejde med
en sadan model.
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| valget af model til handtering af modhandelsudfordringen, foranlediget at interne tyske flaskehalse, er der bredere hen-
syn end lavest mulige omkostninger for den anmodende TSO TenneT — navnlig hensynet til det indre marked for energi,
markeds- og pris forvridning, balanceringsomkostninger samt omkostninger for den danske statskasse.

Skulle ovenstaende give anledning til spgrgsmal, star Eurowind Energy til radighed for evt. uddybning og dialog om de
afgivne kommentarer.

Dansk Fjernvarme, Nina Detlefsen; Aalborg Forsyning, Simon Ngdgaard Hansen; Helsinggr kraftvarmevaerk, Hans Peter
Balle, 30.08.2021

Dansk Fjernvarme har udarbejdet hgringssvar til Energinet vedr. forslag til modhandelsmodel.
Indledningsvist vil vi takke Energinet for muligheden for at komme med hgringssvar. Dansk Fjernvarme har, som flere af
vores medlemmer, deltaget pa de af Energinet afholdte workshops og dialogmgder.

Hovedproblemstilling

Energinet gnsker en ny platform til handel af modhandel som skal aflgse den nuvaerende platform hvor modhandel hand-
les som specialregulering og neerliggende forslag er at modhandel skal handles i intraday markedet. Dette vil have en
raekke konsekvenser for Dansk Fjernvarmes medlemmer.

Dansk Fjernvarme fgler ikke de har veeret inddraget i seerlig grad i processen med at finde alternative Igsninger. lkke
mindst det at hele processen og materialet er pa engelsk ggr det sveert for mange medlemmer at deltage.

Konklusion

Dansk Fjernvarme er uenig i flere aspekter af det materiale som Energinet har sendt til hgring, men Dansk Fjernvarme
mener at det fundamentale problem i materialet bestar i Energinets fortolkning af 70% reglen.

Opsummerende er Dansk Fjernvarme af den opfattelse af der skal findes en metode som overholder 70% reglen ogsa i
intraday markedet.

Udgangspunktet for det som Energinet kalder det strukturelle modhandel, er at fysikken ikke er i orden grundet interne
flaskehalse i Tyskland. | den sammenhaeng kan man stille sig selv det spgrgsmal om hvad der skal bruges til at mod-
handle. Derfor mener Dansk Fjernvarme at modhandel skal ske sa taet pa driftsgjeblikket som muligt.

Generelt

Energinet henviser til det generelle
svar om EU lovgivningen
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Dansk Fjernvarme mener at det fundamentale problem i materialet bestar i Energinets fortolkning af 70% reglen.

Af elmarkedsforordningen (2019/943) artikel 16(8) fremgar fglgende

“Transmissionssystemoperatgrer ma ikke begraense den maengde af kapacitet pg samkgringslinjerne, der skal stilles til
radighed for markedsdeltagere som et middel til at Igse kapacitetsbegraensninger inden for deres eget budomrdde eller
som et middel til at styre stramme, der er resultat af transaktioner inden for samme budomradde.”

Det kreeves naermere af forordningen at minimum 70% af transmissionskapaciteten skal allokeres til handel pa tveers at
zoner (70% reglen).

Intraday Igsningen baserer sig pa at begraense overfgrselskapacitet (CZC) pa DK1-DE graensen for aktgrerne og derfor me-
ner Dansk Fjernvarme at den af Energinet foreslaede Igsning ikke er i overensstemmelse med 70% reglen. Det er Energi-
nets overbevisning at kravet kun skal vaere overholdt i Day-ahead markedet. Energinet skriver i materialet der er sendt til
hgring:

“It follows from the recommendation that ACER monitors TSOs compliance with the 70% rule, in so far, only in the day-
ahead time frame. This, in turn, indicates that ACER find that the 70% rule is complied with if 70% commercial capacity is
made available to the market in the day-ahead time frame (and only the day-ahead time frame).”

Dansk Fjernvarme fortolker at det udelukkende er et udtryk for at Acer pa nuvaerende tidspunkt ikke har fokuseret pa
Intraday markedet og ikke at det skal fortolkes som Energinet ggr, at det kun er geeldende for Day-ahead markedet.

Hvor Energinet er af den opfattelse at nar der ikke star noget helt specifikt omkring gvrige markeder gaelder det kun i
Day-ahead markedet, er Dansk Fjernvarme klart af den overbevisning at det ma betyde at det skal gelde i alle markeder.

Hvis 70% reglen udelukkende skulle tolkes som veaerende galdende i Day-ahead markedet og nar Energinet i deres oplaeg
vil abne op for modhandel i Intraday umiddelbart efter at Day-ahead er clearet, betyder det de facto at man igen har flyt-
tet begraensningen fra interne flaskehalse til graensen.

Doc.20/08247-14 Public



14/79

Dansk fjernvarme henleder i denne henseende opmaerksomheden p3, at der i elmarkedsforordningen (2019/943) intet
sted star at 70% reglen ikke gaelder i Intraday markedet. Det er Dansk Fjernvarmes opfattelse at Intraday markedet kun
bliver endnu vigtigere i fremtiden. | preeamblen til elmarkedsforordningen (2019/943) star

“Mens dekarbonisering af elektricitetssektoren, hvor energi fra vedvarende energikilder bliver en veesentlig del af marke-
det, er et af mdlene for energiunionen, er det afggrende, at markedet fierner de eksisterende hindringer for handel pa
tveers af landegraenser og tilskynder til investeringer i infrastruktur som f.eks. mere fleksibel produktion, samkgringslinjer,
fleksibelt elforbrug og energilagring. For at understgtte denne omstilling til variabel og decentral produktion og sikre, at
energimarkedets principper danner grundlaget for Unionens fremtidige elektricitetsmarkeder, er det afggrende at szette
fornyet fokus pa korttidsmarkeder og prisfastseettelse pd grundlag af knaphed.”

| praeamblen til elmarkedsforordningen (2019/943) sidestilles Intraday og Day-ahead markedet “Kommissionens forord-
ning (EU) 2015/1222 (7) fastseetter detaljerede retningslinjer for fordeling af overfarselskapacitet og hdndtering af kapa-
citetsbegraensninger pa day-ahead- og intraday-markedet, herunder kravene til fastlaeggelse af feelles metoder til bestem-
melse af de kapacitetsmaengder, der er tilgaengelige pd samme tid pd tveaers af budomrdder, kriterier for vurdering af ef-
fektivitet og en revisionsprocedure for fastlaeggelsen af budomrdder.”

Desuden star der i elmarkedsforordningen (2019/943) artikel 17(2)

“Transmissionssystemoperatgrerne foreslar en passende struktur for fordeling af overfgrselskapacitet pa tveers af tids-
rammer, herunder day-ahead, intraday og balance.”

Dansk Fjernvarme mener opsummerende altsa at der ikke star at 70% reglen ikke skal geelde i Intraday, men er modsat
overbevist om at 70% reglen ligeledes skal overholdes her.

Dansk Fjernvarme gnsker desuden at henlede opmaerksomheden pa Tennet Decision, hvor det fremgar at engrosmarke-
det skal prioriteres og hvis formal ma vaere at sikre fri konkurrence og ikke at flytte interne begraensninger til greensen.

Hvis dette formal skal opfyldes skal der vaere fuld kapacitet alle timer ogsa i intraday markedet.
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Den tyske statssekretaer for gkonomi og energi, Rainer Baake (Bundesministerium fiir Wirtschaft und Energie), udtalte i
2017:

“The agreement is an important step towards deepening the internal energy market and the cooperation with our neigh-
bours. Denmark is one of our closest allies in improving the functioning of the internal energy market and fostering energy
transition. | am therefore particularly pleased that we have found a common solution for the trade capacities between our
countries. This agreement sends two important signals: First, Germany adresses the challenges related to its huge grid
development in close cooperation with its neighbours and aims to limit possible negative implications for cross-border
trade. European electricity trade is one of the building blocks for European energy transition, cost-efficient security of sup-
ply and market integration of renewable energies. We need to make sure that neighbours can rely on cross-border trade
with us and we can rely on cross-border trade with them. [...] Germany is making considerable efforts to solve existing
problems and limit the effects of the internal grid congestions on neighboring countries. In this context, we can neither
reduce electricity trade at one border to zero, nor can we ignore the limits of electricity trade of another border.”

Hvis kapaciteten fjernes umiddelbart efter day-ahead markedet er clearet er det Dansk Fjernvarmes opfattelse at aktg-
rerne ikke kan stole pa handel pa tveers af graenser, da det de facto svarer til at fjerne kapaciteten. Der skal vaere fuld ka-
pacitet for at sikre fri konkurrence og vi henleder opmaerksomheden pa nedenstdende udtalelse fra Margrethe Vestager:

"Energy should flow freely in Europe so that the electricity produced by a wind mill in one country can reach the consum-
ers in another. Our investigation into TenneT is part of our efforts to ensure that electricity grid operators do not unjustifi-
ably restrict the free flow of electricity between Member States, to the detriment of European energy consumers. Ensuring
that electricity interconnectors remain fully open to cross-border trade is essential to achieve our overall objective of an
efficient, sustainable and competitive energy market "

Vi mener ikke det var hensigten fra hverken den tyske eller danske energiminister, eller kommissionen med Margrethe
Vestager i front, at TSO’erne de facto fjerner kapaciteten umiddelbart efter day-ahead er clearet.

Vi opfordrer derfor Energinet til at stadfeeste om den foresldede model overholder 70%-reglen, understgtter de vedtagne
europaiske forordninger og anden i de internationale principper for udvikling af elektricitetsmarkeder.
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Dansk Fjernvarme takker for muligheden for at kommentere pa forslaget.

@rsted, Martin Schrgder, 30.08.2021

@rsted welcomes the opportunity to comment on Energinet’s proposed countertrade model.

The proposed model seeks to address transmission constraints in Danish or neighboring bidding zones through counter-
trade carried out in the commercial intraday market. The model relies on reducing commercial cross-zonal capacities,
which has significant distortive impacts on the wholesale markets and can be questioned from a legal perspective. @rsted
guestions whether the proposed model is compliant with core internal market regulations and @rsted therefore suggests
Energinet to withdraw the proposed model.

As an alternative solution - either permanently or until a legally compliant model has been identified — German TSO Ten-
net (Tennet) should primarily resolve internal grid congestion through its own measures, for instance by making use of
the ample redispatch potential in Germany, after the phase-out of the current special regulation model.

Scope of the proposal

@rsted finds it crucial to distinguish between congestions occurring on the actual border and congestions occurring
within the internal grid of a bidding zone. While congestion between bidding zones can be alleviated through remedial
actions, such as countertrade, that effectively reduces cross-zonal capacity on the border, internal congestions occurring
within a bidding zone should not be addressed through remedial actions that move these to a bidding zone border, as
this is contrary to the aim of an internal energy market where energy should flow freely in Europe.

Application of proposed model to address congestions on bidding zone borders

Should Energinet wish to use the proposed model to address congestions on the actual border, @rsted suggests that this
type of remedial action is agreed upon with neighbouring TSOs and submitted separately to relevant NRAs for approval
under the Capacity Calculation Region Hansa Redispatch and Countertrade Methodologyl. Subject to approval, this re-
medial action can then be implemented by the Hansa Regional Security Coordinator and recommended to TSOs as per
the process set out in the articles and methodologies of the System Operations Guideline. @rsted has no further com-
ments on this use of the model.

Energinet finds no support for the view
that a TSO should ensure that a "TSO's
own remedial actions are applied first".
Rather, Article 16(1) of the Electricity
Market Regulation requires "Network
congestion problems shall be ad-
dressed with non-discriminatory mar-
ket-based solutions which give efficient
economic signals to the market partici-
pants and transmission system opera-
tors involved.", which directly contra-
dicts that a TSO should always use its
own remedial actions first.
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Application of proposed model on DK1-DE to address internal German congestions

The actual subject of this consultation is the application of the model on DK1-DE in order to resolve internal congestions
in the north-south direction of the German transmission grid. Special regulation requests from Germany on this border
practically accounts for all special down regulation in Denmark (3048GWh in 2020) and constitutes the volumes expected
to be traded with the proposed model. Countertrade needs on DK1-DE are thus the primary reason for the new market
setup and that the model is developed for primarily for this border is also evident from Energinet stakeholder dialogue in
2020-21.

Further, Article 22(2) of the SOGL does
not mention TSOs shall apply a “local”
criterion when selecting appropriate re-
medial actions. Rather this article states
that TSOs shall activate “the most ef-
fective and economically efficient re-
medial actions” which directly contra-
dicts a “local first”-approach as sug-
gested in the consultation response.

The German countertrade requests originate from internal grid congestions

@rsted understands that the countertrade requests from German TSO Tennet (Tennet) to Energinet originate from inter-
nal congestions in the German transmission grid. However, as a result of recent German grid expansions, transmission
capacity from the border to Schleswig-Holstein and Hamburg and across the Elbe (recently expanded to 9,6GW) by far
exceeds capacity on the DK1-DE border. Hence the congestions most likely occur south of Hamburg in the Lower-Saxony
region. According to the German Federal Ministry of Economic Affairs and Energy Schleswig-Holstein has 9.1GW installed
wind and solar capacity, 1.1GW thermal capacity, and 1.4GW nuclear capacity. As the countertrade needs are highly cor-
related with wind generation in Northern Germany — which causes the congestion issues - it is @rsted’s assessment that
there will always be sufficient redispatch opportunities within Schleswig-Holstein to address internal grid congestions.
Furthermore, German TSOs have improved options for redispatch from October 2021 when the Redispatch 2.0 regulation
enters into force. This allows TSOs to redispatch all generation assets with an effect of >100kW.

While @rsted acknowledges that Energinet is obliged to cooperate with its neighboring TSOs, including Tennet, such obli-
gation does not supersede other principles and legal requirements in the internal market legislation.

The proposed model manages internal congestions by reducing commercial capacity on the border

Energinet refers to the general reply on
EU legislation
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In the proposed model countertrade in the intraday market is used to resolve internal German congestion. With the
model, Tennet will push surplus German generation into the DK1 bidding zone while simultaneously removing cross-zonal
capacity on the DK1-DE border. This de facto prevents Danish or other Nordic production from accessing the German
market.

This process is described in section 4.3.1.2 of the proposed model (own mark-up):

TenneT allocates a reduced NTC due to the countertrade to the intraday market. If NTC in day-ahead is fully utilised in
the day-ahead market flow direction, SIDC then calculates negative ATC by subtracting the already allocated capacity
(AACDA). This only allows trade in the opposite direction of the day-ahead flow. The set-up in SIDC only allows market
participants to see zero ATC in the system, even if calculated capacity is negative.

The current approach described above to allocating capacity to the intraday market in case of countertrade results in a
negative ATC which is not visible to the market, and it also prevents new capacity from being released to the intraday
market if trades against the market flow direction have been done in the market after the countertrade has been done.

General principles of European internal energy market rules

As @rsted argues below, a model in which commercial capacity, whether in the day-ahead or intraday market, is withheld
from the market is contrary to the objectives of the internal energy market.

TSOs are obliged to offer available cross-zonal capacity to the commercial markets to avoid undue discrimination. This
follows from the Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union (TEUF) in which the general principle of Article 18 pro-
hibits any discrimination on the basis of nationality. Moreover, Article 34 expressly prohibits quantitative restrictions on
imports and all measures having equivalent effect. It is thus clear that a Member State should not restrict imports of elec-
tricity in order to give preference to domestic producers.

Compliance with the Electricity Regulation (2019/943)

The Electricity Regulation (2019/943) regulates the internal electricity market in the European Union. The preamble lists
amongst the main objectives of the regulation the promotion of cross-border electricity trade and the efficient function-

ing of wholesale markets — with a particular emphasis on the increasingly important intraday market.

The new capacity adjustment solution
agreed upon on the DK1-DE/LU border
is a better alternative than the current
and addresses the concerns highlighted
by @rsted
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@rsted does not find support in the Electricity Regulation 2019/943 to introduce different principles on the day-ahead
and intraday markets. The articles and preamble have focus on the wholesale market in general and the articles should
be read in the context of securing the free movement of electricity where any exemptions or limitations has to be inter-
pretated narrowly.

Article 16 obliges TSOs to ensure that the maximum level of capacity of the interconnections and the transmission net-
works affected by cross-border capacity shall be made available to market participants complying with the safety stand-
ards of secure network operation.

However, the proposed model describes no mechanism to ensure that only volumes needed to comply with safety stand-
ards and secure network operations are countertraded. There are no explicit safeguards in the model preventing neigh-
boring TSOs from off-loading internal congestions on Energinet regardless of their geographical location nor is there any
requirement that a neighboring TSO’s own remedial actions are applied first.

@rsted is concerned that the model, which inherently restricts cross-border competition by removing cross-zonal capac-
ity, will not be applied proportionally by the TSOs demanding countertrade.

@rsted encourages Energinet to seek further dialogue with Tennet in order to better understand the options for manag-
ing internal congestions without reducing cross zonal capacities and the expected future demand for countertrade from
Denmark.

The proposed model provides concerns comparable to the concerns found by the Commission in relation to the Tennet
Commitment decision

The principles of the TEUF were in 2017-2018 tested on Tennet’s behaviour on the DK1-DE border by the European Com-
mission. This led to the Tennet Commitment decision in 2018 also described in Energinet’s proposal. In the preliminary
assessment of 19 March 2018, the Commission came to the preliminary conclusion that Tennet had significantly limited
the commercial capacity on the DE-DK1 interconnector, which resulted in partitioning of the internal market and discrimi-
nation between network users based on their place of residence.

Energinet refer to the general reply on
EU Regulation

Also, if TenneT were to request coun-
tertrade in situations where there is no
justifiable concern about compliance
with the safety standards of secure
network operation, TenneT is imposing
costs on German consumers for no rea-
son. Energinet expects that TenneT
only requests countertrade when there
is a good reason for doing so but has
no way of determining whether or not
this is the case, and considers it a task
for the German NRA to ensure that
such practice does not happen.

Doc.20/08247-14 Public




20/79

The decision puts obligations on Tennet — the Tennet Commitments - to ensure non-discriminatory access to markets. As
per the decision these obligations cover commercial markets, also described as wholesale supply of electricity, encom-
passing both day-ahead and intraday markets according to the CACM regulation (2015/1222) and Regulation (EU)
2019/943. The commitment decision states that (@rsted highlights):

(36) The significant limitation of the commercial capacity on the DE-DK1 interconnector in the southbound direction has
contributed to the maintenance of the price difference between West Denmark and Germany by limiting trading possibil-
ities between the two zones. As a consequence of that limitation of trading possibilities, relatively more expensive plants
have been running in Germany to meet domestic demand, which in the absence of that limitation could have been sup-
plied by less expensive power plants in Denmark.

5.1.3. Conclusion on the relevant markets

(50) Against this background, the view of the Commission is that for the purpose of this case the relevant markets are: (i)
the wholesale supply of electricity in West Denmark, and the wholesale supply of electricity in Germany, Luxembourg
and Austria (until 30 September 2018) and (ii) the transmission of electricity on TenneT's network including the DE-DK1
interconnector connected to it.

(60) TenneT gives priority access to its network to domestic electricity production, in particular during the hours when the
domestic wind-based electricity production is high, by limiting access of the electricity coming from West Denmark via the
DEDK1 interconnector (see recitals (29)-(31)). This has been implemented by significantly limiting the commercial capac-
ity of the DE-DK1 interconnector (see recitals (32)-(33)). In the preliminary assessment the Commission concluded that
that behaviour may have resulted in partitioning of the internal market and discrimination between network users
based on their place of residence in breach of Article 102 of the Treaty and Article 54 of the EEA Agreement.
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(65) First, the limitation of trading possibilities on the DE-DK1 interconnector means that electricity generators in West-
ern Denmark and more generally in the Nordic countries are at a competitive disadvantage compared to those in Ger-
many. They are therefore prevented from reaping the benefits of the internal market by exporting electricity to the
German, Luxembourg and Austrian (until 30 September 2018) bidding zone when this would be in their interest.

@rsted has concerns in relation to the proposed model similar to the concerns raised by the Commission in the Tennet
Commitment decision. The Tennet action of concern in the decision — removal of transmission capacity from the com-
mercial markets — is similar to the action proposed in the new model, where the TSO requesting countertrade will reduce
the southbound commercial capacity on the intraday market according to section 4.3.1.2 of the consultation documents.

The model does not solve the concerns raised by the Commission in the Tennet commitment decision. The counter trad-
ing will entail that relatively more expensive electricity will be produced in Germany to meet domestic demand, which in
the absence of the reduction of commercial capacity on the intraday market could have been supplied by less expensive
power production in the Nordics, including Denmark. As a consequence, German energy consumers residing north of the
bottlenecks must pay an artificially high price for their electricity consumption when bottlenecks occur favoring German
producers of electricity. In reality, this is done by moving the internal German congestion problem to the bidding zone
border to Denmark creating an artificial border congestion issue contrary to the aim of an internal energy market.

In this context, we also find it relevant to refer to the Swedish Interconnectors decision3 by the European Commission on
Svenska Kraftnats conduct in Sweden.

These concerns have not been addressed in the consultation documents and @rsted encourages Energinet to address
them.

In the concrete case on the DK1-DE/LU
border, structural countertrade as a re-
sult of the TenneT Commitment to pro-
vide minimum capacities to the Day
ahead market, has always been per-
formed in the intraday market on the
German side of the border. Do to this,
the reduction in capacity provided to
the intraday market has taken place
since 2017.

The big change in the countertrade
model is therefore that the counter-
trade energy will be bought in the in-
traday market where Danish producers
will have to compete with producers
from neighboring countries.

Energinet finds it cost-efficient, envi-
ronmentally prudent, and compliant
with the Hansa Countertrade and Re-
dispatch methodology that TenneT re-
quests countertrade in Denmark
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(where also thermal power and hydro
power can be reduced when trading in
intraday) instead of curtailing the wind
in Germany. Remember that the elec-
tricity cannot physically flow in the in-
ternal northern German grid, why the
reasoning that providing full capacity
to intraday and countertrading in the
balancing timeframe would enable
cheaper power to the German con-
sumer, is simply not correct.

TSO activity in the intraday market

With the proposed model Energinet will become an active market participant in the intraday market. This is unprece-
dented in the Nordics and @rsted is of the basic view that TSOs should not intervene or participate directly in the com-
mercial markets.

The German TSOs have historically been active in the intraday markets. However, due to the relatively small TSO intraday
market share in Germany, this is not comparable to Energinet’s proposed participation in the Danish intraday market.

Tennet requested 4 TWh countertrade from Energinet in 2020. If these volumes were to be traded in the intraday mar-
kets in both Germany and Denmark, it would result in a Tennet market share in the German intraday market of 7 % and
an Energinet share of the DK1 intraday market of 72 %4. In @rsted’ assessment, the DK1 intraday market will de facto be
turned into a TSO market similar to various reserve markets. This is not the purpose of the intraday market.

The expected Energinet intraday market share gives rise to REMIT considerations that could be addressed by Energinet in
more detail.

As described in section 5.9.1, it is a fun-
damental requirement that Energinet
uses market- based solutions to pro-
cure energy needed to fulfil its obliga-
tions as certified TSO.

Energinet also purchases grid loss in
the (commercial) day ahead market to-
day.

The intraday market enables market
participants to bring themselves in bal-
ance prior to the balancing timeframe.
Likewise, Energinet will proactively
trade before the balancing timeframe.
The countertrade volumes are signifi-
cant, and just as they today have a big
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impact where they are handled just be-
fore the operational hour, it will also
have an impact on the intraday market.

As written section 5.9.1. TSOs trading
in the intraday market is not in conflict
with the REMIT regulation.

Estimated market impacts of the proposed model show clear distortionary and discriminatory effects

The internal market rules generally seek to facilitate well-functioning markets providing correct and efficient price signals
to consumers, generators and TSOs. A misguided TSO intervention in the market, with the systematic use of large
amounts of countertrade and reduction of cross zonal capacities in a relatively small market such as DK1, can lead to dis-
tortion of wholesale market prices in conflict with the objectives of the internal energy market. As such, price distortions
serve as a litmus test as to whether a model or intervention fulfills the internal energy market rules or not. This is also
stressed by the European Commission when referring to distorted electricity prices in (66) of the Tennet Commitment
decision.

(66) Second, TenneT's behaviour contributes to the maintenance of price differences between the German, Luxembourg
and Austrian (until 30 September 2018) bidding zone and West Denmark in an artificial manner, which could have re-

sulted in higher prices for electricity consumers in the first area. In the long term, distorted electricity prices provide the
market with distorted signals and thereby lead to inefficient investment both in generation and transmission capacity.
Overall TenneT's behaviour therefore undermines the Union’s efforts to achieve an integrated internal electricity market.

The findings of Energinet’s own analysis show that the model, in which wholesale market cross zonal capacity is removed
from the border at request of the TSOs, will result in discrimination against Danish producers by artificially reducing
wholesale electricity prices. The simulation conducted by Energinet on historical data from 2019 and 2020 shows an aver-
age annual price distortion of 1-1.5 EUR/MWh compared to the historical market prices. The actual distortionary effect
may be significantly larger as:

Energinet refers to the general re-
sponse regarding the economic and
market impact of the intraday model.
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- Historical market prices are already somewhat distorted due to use of the special regulation for netting of Nordic imbal- | Energinet agrees that the effect on

ances. If the intraday model is compared to a situation without netting of special regulation the price effect will be capture prices for wind power will be
higher. higher than the general price effect but
- The distortionary effect will be significantly larger in hours with high volumes of countertrade. As countertrade and refers to the general response regard-
wind generation levels are highly correlated, this translates to a strong down-lift on wind capture prices in DK1. ing the economic and market impact of

the intraday model which argues that

The proposed model will result in an annual loss of around 20-30 mEUR for power producers in DK1, assuming annual this effect is a correction of the price
generation of 18-20 TWh and a price effect of -1,5 EUR/MWh in DK1 as suggested by Energinet. Conversely, German con- | such that it better reflects actual sup-
sumers will face artificially high prices as competitive Nordic power generation is prevented from accessing the German ply and demand situation.

market in order to replace more expensive German generation. The price distortions identified could indicate that the
proposed model is at odds with the objectives of internal market regulations and the Tennet Commitment decision.

As highlighted in the above @rsted is concerned that the model for countertrading suggested by Energinet potentially
could lead to infringements of EU law by removing commercial capacities from the market, i.e. the Electricity Regulation
(2019/943), the EC Decision on Tennet Commitments and possibly the EU competition rules. The legal assessment in En-
erginet’s proposal does not provide sufficient basis for determining the legality of the model.

As a result of the above concerns, @rsted urges Energinet to withdraw the proposal. @rsted instead suggests that Tennet
primarily solves internal grid congestion through own measures after the phase-out of the current special regulation
model.

@rsted remains available for further comments.

Dansk Energi, Carsten Chachah, 30.08.2021

Dansk Energi welcomes Energinet’s consultation on the methodology for procurement of so-called countertrade energy.

Energinet has highlighted several issues driving the proposed methodology over the past year.
Energinet refers to the general re-
sponse regarding the economic and

market impact of the intraday model.
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However, the central task of a TSO is not to arrange a border specific market setup according to cli-mate effects or ac-
cording to the costs of specific market dispatches. The central task of a TSO is to facilitate markets that provides correct
price and investments signals in compliance with EU-regulation.

Energinet’s proposed methodology seeks to address an internal German issue — lack of capacity in TenneT’s transmission
grid — which has previously resulted in heavy reduction of capacity on the Dan-ish-German border. While this was solved
with the Joint Declaration and Tennet Commitments in 2017-2018, Energinet’s proposed methodology rolls back these
advances. The proposed methodology will sustain a distorted day-ahead market price formation in Denmark, an intraday
market in DK1 with no export capacity towards Germany and an intraday market in Denmark where Energinet directly or
through a third party is by far the largest market participant.

These are not efficient elements in a well-functioning wholesale market and Dansk Energi does not consider it compliant
with EU-regulation, nor do we consider it a proportional solution to address the internal German grid congestion.

At this stage, Dansk Energi would like to highlight the following concerns and objections:
1. Dansk Energi does not consider the proposed methodology compliant with the Regulation on the internal market for

electricity [Regulation (EU) 2019/943]

2. Dansk Energi does not consider the proposed methodology compliant with the general principles of the Treaty of the
Functioning of the European Union

3. The combination of the proposed methodology and the requested countertrade volumes would have a disproportion-
ate market impact on DK1 and give rise to distorted price and investment signals in DK1

The concerns and objectives are elaborated in the following:

The proposed methodology will — like
the current way of countertrading —
continue to enable TenneT to live up to
TenneT commitments and provide the
minimum capacity to the day ahead
market on the border.

The proposed methodology will — also
like currently — continue to affect the
capacity given to the intraday market.
The reason for this being that TenneT
already today uses the intraday market
for countertrading, why the ID capacity
on the border ever since the Joint dec-
laration and TenneT commitments has
been adjusted to the flow which is cal-
culated to be possible to flow on the
border and further in the internal Ger-
man grid.
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1. Dansk Energi does not consider the proposed methodology compliant with the Regulation on the internal market for
electricity [Regulation (EU) 2019/943]

Regulation (EU) 2019/943 on the internal market for electricity aims to avoid the reduction in cross zonal capacity due to
internal congestion in one bidding zone.

In the proposed methodology, Energinet claims that reduction in cross-zonal capacity is only a valid consideration for the
day-ahead market and not the intraday market.

Dansk Energi does not see a basis for the claim that the day-ahead and intraday markets should be treated differently
regarding the principles of allocation of cross-border capacity in Regulation 943. The regulation identifies principles and
rules for allocation of cross-border capacity highlighting that it should be non-discriminatory, give efficient economic sig-
nals to market participants and TSO involved and maximise the opportunities for market participants to participate in
cross-zonal trade.

Furthermore, article 16.8 in Regulation 943 explicitly states that “Transmission system operators shall not limit the vol-
ume of interconnection capacity to be made available to market participants as a means of solving congestion inside their
own bidding zone”. The regulation does not state that this principle only applies to the day-ahead market.

Energinet’s proposed model would allow TenneT to force a large local surplus of German generation into the DK1 bidding
zone through the application of a predefined forced market outcome consisting of a large TSO driven offer of electricity
combined with the simultaneous removal of cross zonal capacity.

Energinet refers to the general reply on
the EU regulation
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This practice would take place during a market timeframe purposed for commercial trade among mar-ket participants
and across borders, and it would prevent Danish or Nordic generation from using cross zonal capacity on the Danish-Ger-
man border to access the German market. Furthermore, this practice would entail a magnitude that in comparison with
the volumes in the Danish day-ahead and intraday markets would render it significant in the price formation.

Finally, Regulation 943 advocates a “renewed focus on short-term markets” (preamble 23) and high-lights that “The inte-
gration of balancing energy markets should facilitate the efficient functioning of the intraday market in order to provide
the possibility for market participants to balance themselves as closely as possible to real time” (preamble 13)

Given that the Single Intraday Coupling (SIDC) was established only a few years ago after a decade long European harmo-
nization process, Dansk Energi is highly concerned over such a large step-back in the ability to trade across borders in the

intraday market as Energinet’s methodology would imply.

Dansk Energi does not consider the proposed model compliant with the Regulation on the internal market for electricity.

2. Dansk Energi does not consider the proposed methodology compliant with the general principles of the Treaty of
the Functioning of the European Union
In the legal assessment of:

“COMMISSION DECISION of 7.12.2018 relating to a proceeding under Article 102 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union and Article 54 of the EEA Agreement Case AT.40461 — DE/DK Interconnector”’

the European Commission states in paragraph 5.5:

“In its preliminary assessment, the Commission concluded that TenneT's behaviour of limiting commercial capacity on the
DE-DK1 interconnector is capable of having anticompetitive effects.

Energinet refers to the general reply on
the EU regulation
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“First, the limitation of trading possibilities on the DE-DK1 interconnector means that electricity generators in Western
Denmark and more generally in the Nordic countries are at a competitive disadvantage compared to those in Germany.
They are therefore prevented from reaping the benefits of the internal market by exporting electricity to the German, Lux-
embourg and Austrian (until 30 September 2018) bidding zone when this would be in their interest.”

“Second, TenneT's behaviour contributes to the maintenance of price differences between the German, Luxembourg and
Austrian (until 30 September 2018) bidding zone and West Denmark in an artificial manner, which could have resulted in
higher prices for electricity consumers in the first area. In the long term, distorted electricity prices provide the market
with distorted signals and thereby lead to inefficient investment both in generation and transmission capacity. Overall
TenneT's behaviour therefore undermines the Union’s efforts to achieve an integrated internal electricity market.”

The European Commission thus operates with the term ‘commercial capacity’ in terms of cross-zonal transmission capac-
ity. Furthermore, in paragraph 5.1, the European Commission defines the relevant product market for the assessment of
discrimination between network users based on their place of residence as “the market for the wholesale supply of elec-

tricity”.

The definition ‘the market for the wholesale supply of electricity’ is not exclusively defined as the Single Day-ahead Cou-
pling (SDAC) and therefore does not exclude the Single Intraday Coupling (SIDC) in its consideration. The term ‘commer-
cial capacity’ is not defined exclusively as day-ahead cross-border transmission capacity and therefore does not exclude
intraday cross-border transmission capacity in its consideration. Dansk Energi subsequently does not consider Energinet’s
proposed methodology compliant with the antitrust principles supporting the existing conclusion in the European Com-
mission’s preliminary assessment of anticompetitive effects in the AT.40461 — DE/DK Interconnector case.

Additionally, Energinet has in the past stakeholder dialogues labelled their proposed model as the true or most correct
market outcome, as it is the market outcome that reflects the grid constraints in the German grid. However, it is the mar-
ket outcome where an internal German grid congestion is reflected directly as a reduction of cross-border capacity on the
Danish-German border as the trade between Denmark and Germany over the two market timeframes (day-ahead and
the intraday) combined is actively reduced in a manner that gives preference in the German electricity grid to domestic
German electricity generation over Danish electricity generation.

A consequence of countertrade — both
in the current special regulation model
and in the future intraday model, is
that the physical power flow on the
border is reduced. TenneT chooses to
request for countertrade (assistance to
downward regulate the import in the
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Such preference to domestic German electricity generation in the German electricity grid could also be argued based on
article 34 and 35 of the Treaty of the Functioning of the European Union which prohibits quantitative restrictions on im-
ports/export and all measures having equivalent effect.

German grid) as they cannot physically
transport the power from north to
south in their internal grid. The capac-
ity provided to intraday by TenneT to-
day is also the physical capacity (as
they countertrade in intraday).

3. The combination of the proposed methodology and the requested countertrade volumes would have a dispropor-
tionate market impact on DK1 and give rise to distorted price and investment signals in DK1

In the stakeholder dialogue meeting 17th August, Energinet argued that it is not of importance where the internal Ger-
man grid congestion originates and that Energinet would accept and attempt to handle any magnitude of countertrade
request from TenneT.

Energinet further stated that a distortive effect of the Danish day-ahead market price formation arising from the counter-
trade - regardless of its size - is not part of the decision drivers for the proposed methodology.

Dansk Energi finds this line of argumentation deeply concerning as the net result over the combined time frame of the
day-ahead and the intraday market is that no electricity is allowed to be traded from Denmark to Germany as a ‘collateral
damage’ in the effort to solve any internal congestion anywhere in Germany. Dansk Energi finds such a condition to be an
unacceptable and disproportionate outcome for Danish market participants in a solution to an internal German grid con-
gestion problem.

Energinet is not obliged by European regulation to accept an hourly down regulation request from Tennet the size of the
entire Danish demand and Energinet cannot disregard, that they themselves calculate an average annual price distortion

of 1-1.5 EUR/MWh.

The underlying principles of access to neighboring markets and correct price and investment signals cannot be disre-

garded. However, the combination of the proposed methodology and the requested countertrade volumes would do just

Energinet refers to the general re-
sponse regarding the economic and
market impact of the intraday model.
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that by forcing a predefined trade of power against the price direction in a market timeframe purposed for commercial
trade among market participants and across borders.

Dansk Energi remains available for further elaboration.

Wind Denmark, Morten Yde Petersen, 30.08.2021

Wind Denmark takker for muligheden for at afgive hgringssvar til Energinets forslag til ny model for handtering af mod-
handel. Wind Denmark anerkender behovet for ny model til handtering af modhandel, men ser den foreslaede model
som i konflikt med den europaeiske regulering af det indre marked for energi og som et statsligt indgreb i elmarkedet,
som vil veere forvridende for prisdannelsen i uacceptabel grad.

Wind Denmark anerkender Energinets grundlaeggende behov for at justere den aktuelle model til indkgb af modhandel i
forbindelse med implementering af MARI-platformen pa europaeisk plan. En fortsat aktivering af specialregulering til ind-
kgb af modhandel er ikke mulig i det faelles nordiske regulerkraftmarked pa sigt, da overgangen til MARI-platformen be-

sveerligger dette.

Wind Denmark papeger, at antallet af leverandgrer til Energinet vil kunne gges via andre metoder end et indkgb i intra-
day markedet. Wind Denmark opfordrer til, at Energinet gennemfgrer en reel undersggelse af flere Igsningsmodeller end
den foreslaede intraday model.

Det er Wind Denmarks opfattelse, at en TSO-TSO-model som en udvikling af det nuvaerende samarbejde mellem de nor-
diske TSO’er i det feelles nordiske regulerkraftmarked bgr inddrages i Energinets videre evaluering af modeller til handte-
ring af modhandel, som sendes til Forsyningstilsynet.

Energinet bemaerker, at Forsyningstil-
synets godkendelse af modhandelsmo-
dellen ikke forhindrer Energinet i af af-
dzkke alternative modeller fremadret-
tet. Energinet igangsaetter et bredt
langsigtet nordisk arbejde vedrgrende
modhandel i norden.

P.t. eksisterer der imidlertid ikke andre
Igsninger, som vil kunne implemente-
res inden november 2022.
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Wind Denmark stgtter ikke op om og er uforstaende overfor Energinets foresldaede model, hvor modhandel indkgbes i
intradaymarkedet, da det vil forvride og influere den fri prisdannelse i elmarkedet negativt. Det vil skade de eksisterende
elproducenter i Danmark og projektudviklere af vedvarende energianlaeg i en grad, der vil pavirke investorvilkarene nega-
tivt.

En konsekvens af den foreslaede intradaymodel vil sdledes veere, at man vanskeligggr indfrielsen af 70 %-malszaetningen
og den politiske malsaetning om udbygning af vedvarende energi pa markedsvilkar.

Wind Danmark haefter sig ved, at Energinets foresldaede model er uden paviselig samfundsgkonomisk gevinst, har en ne-
gativ klimaeffekt i Danmark, samtidig med at priseffekten for spotmarkedet og de kommercielle aktgrer negligeres. Det
er samtidig en model som gar imod en enig branches anbefaling om en alternativ handtering af modhandel, som imgde-
kommer de ngdvendige behov om en mere efficient handtering af modhandel uden den negative pavirkning af elmarke-
det.

Wind Denmark ggr desuden opmaerksom pa, at nar Energinet henviser til, at intraday modellen i dag anvendes i Tyskland
til modhandel har den tyske TSO’s aktivering af opregulering til modhandel ingen indvirkning pa prisdannelsen i spotmar-
kedet i Tyskland. Dette vil vaere i modsaetning til Energinets eventuelle anvendelse af intraday modellen i Vestdanmark,
som vil vaere forvridende for prisdannelsen i spotmarkedet. Wind Denmark henviser her til, at stgrrelsen pa modhandlen
i Vestdanmark i perioder vil svare til det vestdanske elforbrug.

Wind Denmark opfordrer derfor til, at Energinet belyser konsekvenserne af anvendelsen af intraday modellen i Tyskland
og perspektiverer dette i forhold til konsekvenserne af anvendelsen af intraday modellen i Vestdanmark.
Wind Denmark anbefaler en TSO-TSO-model til handtering af modhandel.

Se det generelle hgringssvar vedr. gko-
nomisk og markedsmaessig pavirkning.
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Frem for den foreslaede intradaymodel har Wind Denmark Igbende argumenteret for en TSO-TSO-model, hvor modhan-
del handteres indenfor en model lignende det faelles nordiske regulerkraftmarked, som allerede i dag handterer special-
regulering og modhandel.

Man vil saledes kunne udvide et allerede velfungerende samarbejde til ogsa at omfatte modhandel, uden pavirkning af
prisdannelsen pa de kommercielle markeder og uden et statsligt salg af el i konkurrence med kommercielle aktgrer. Wind
Denmark efterlyser, at Energinet forholder sig konkret til, hvordan en sddan model vil kunne implementeres ved siden af
den europ=iske MARI-platform.

Wind Denmark anfaegter Energinets udlaegning af, at man har afsggt mulighederne for at indga i et nordisk TSO-TSO-
samarbejde med begrundelsen, at den norske TSO ikke har tilstraekkelig interesse i modellen.

Det er Wind Denmarks opfattelse, at Energinet ikke i tilstraekkelig grad har arbejdet for hverken alternative modeller eller
en TSO-TSO-model - en model, der vil kunne imgdekomme de ngdvendige behov uden negative konsekvenser for marke-
det. Wind Denmark henviser til, at den svenske TSO tidligere ikke har afvist at indga i et TSO-TSO-samarbejde omkring
modhandel.

Yderligere argumenterer Energinet med, at det ikke vil veere tilradeligt at udvikle et nyt nordisk marked med en TSO-TSO-
model — dette er imidlertid ikke tilfaeldet. Da der, som just beskrevet, allerede i dag er et velfungerende samarbejde pa
det fzelles nordiske regulerkraftmarked, som vil kunne udvides til at omfatte modhandel. Dermed er det ikke en nyudvik-
ling af et marked eller samarbejde, men en udvikling af en eksisterende handelsplatform. Den foreslaede intradaymodel
vil ogsa medfgre udvikling og tilpasning af IT pa samme vis som en TSO-TSO-model.

Endelig afviser Energinet TSO-TSO modellen med:

"It was assessed that the Nordic TSO-TSO CT model would not offer better solutions to the challenges in Danish counter-
trade practice than an intraday-based solution, nor provide a better competitive basis”

Fra Wind Denmarks og branchens synspunkt, leverer TSO-TSO-modellen, hverken bedre eller ringere Igsninger pa de

grundlaeggende behov, der ngdvendigggr implementeringen af en ny model for modhandel.

Energinet har, som beskrevet i hgrings-
materialet, undersggt interessen
blandt de nordiske TSOer for en nor-
disk TSO-TSO model og har ikke fundet,
at der har veeret interesse i at etablere
en sadan model.

Jf. beskrivelsen omkring MARI, mener
Energinet ikke, at det efter Energinets
tiltreeden til MARI vil veere muligt for
Energinet (eller andre TSOer tiltradt
MARI) at benytte mFRR bud til mod-
handel, da modhandel ikke falder un-
der nogen af kategorierne for system-
begransninger (system constraints) jf.
metoden for aktiveringsformal udar-
bejdet i forlaengelse af artikel 29(3).
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TSO-TSO-modellen har imidlertid de samme ngdvendige egenskaber og Igsninger som intradaymodellen, men med den
helt afggrende forskel, at man hverken underminerer det indre marked for energi eller forvrider og influerer prisdannel-
sen i et kommercielt marked.

Wind Denmark efterspgrger, at Energinet forholder sig til de negative konsekvenser ved intradaymodellen og lader de
negative konsekvenser ved modellen indga som evalueringsparametre i ansggningen om metodegodkendelse hos Forsy-
ningstilsynet.

Energinet henviser til det generelle
svar vedrgrende markedspavirkning.

Intradaymodellen er indgribende i et kommercielt marked og har yderst tvivisomme gevinster

Samfundsgkonomiske beregning

Energinet har tidligere for det politiske system og branchen begrundet sit valg af model med, at intradaymodellen var

samfundsgkonomisk fordelagtig. Imidlertid har man fgrst i forbindelse med indevaerende hgring fremlagt beregninger
herfor, hvor det ikke kan konstateres, at der ved en overgang til intradaymodellen vil vaere en samfundsgkonomisk ge-
vinst i forhold til den gamle model.

Det beskrives pa side 41: “... the intraday methodology cannot quantitively be shown to be socioeconomically more effi-
cient than the current Danish countertrade practice.”

Wind Denmark finder det kritisabelt, at man fra Energinets side har argumenteret for og lagt sig fast pa en model pa bag-
grund af en ikke dokumenterbar samfundsgkonomisk gevinst.

Energinet vurderer, at der ikke findes
alternativer til intradaymodellen som
er mulige at implementere fgr novem-
ber 2022, hvor den nuvaerende model
ikke lengere kan benyttes.

Energinet har redegjort for, at der er
betydelige usikkerheder forbundet
med opggrelsen af de samfundsgkono-
miske effekter, da Energinet ikke besid-
der information om de underliggende
alternativomkostninger ved den nuvae-
rende metode. Energinet rapporterer
spaend for de estimerede effekter, som
pa grund af usikkerheden er sa brede,
at en entydig konklusion ikke er mulig.
Den teoretiske analyse er dog entydig
til fordel for intradaymodellen. Energi-
net bemaerker, at hgringssvaret ikke
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papeger fejl eller udeladelser i den teo-
retiske analyse.

Den samfundsgkonomiske pavirkning
af intradaymodellen i forhold til en
ikke-mulig specialreguleringsmodel er
saledes irrelevant for intradaymodellen
som metode.

De rapporterede tal for samfundsgko-
nomi skal sdledes udelukkende betrag-
tes som information, og ikke som en
del af beslutningsgrundlaget for valget
af intraday-modellen.

Endvidere er en samfundsgkonomiske beregning, hvor man sammenligner med den aktuelle model for modhandel, som
man er forpligtiget til at @&ndre, i bedste tilfaelde irrelevant. Den relevante samfundsgkonomisk beregning af Energinets
foreslaede model bgr sammenlignes med alternative modeller og gerne en reference, hvor Tennet selv handterer den
interne netbegraensning. Dette har Energinet desveaerre undladt og det er Wind Denmarks opfattelse, at en fyldestgg-
rende ansggning om metodegodkendelse vil indeholde en evaluering af flere alternativer Igsninger - herunder TSO-TSO-
modellen.

Wind Denmark opfordrer til, at man afsgger alternative modeller til den foreslaede intradaymodel. Hvor de enkelte mo-
dellers effekt pa bade producenter, elmarkedet og statskassen (i form af gget udgifter til CfD-kontrakter) indarbejdes i
den samfundsgkonomiske beregning.

Energinets modhandelsmodel omhand-
ler handtering af den energi, som Ten-
neT gnsker at afsaette i Danmark, og
som Energinet sikkert kan handtere.
Omkostningerne ved intern handtering
for TenneT er i den henseende princi-
pielt ligegyldige. TenneT ma dog anta-
ges ikke at spge modhandel, hvis om-
kostningerne herved overstiger om-
kostningerne ved en intern handtering.

| gvrigt har Energinet preeciseret, at
metoden ikke omfatter den volumen,
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som andre TSOer matte eftersporge,
men hvordan den accepterede volu-
men handteres.

Tvivisom klimagevinst

Energinet beror desuden sit valg af model pa baggrund af en klimagevinst, som fra Wind Denmarks opfattelse kan beteg-
nes som vaerende tvivisom. Tilbage fra Energinets klimaeffektsberegning star, at intradaymodellen unaegtelig skader den
danske 70 %-malsaetning gennem en gget dansk nettoudledning, mens den europaiske klimagevinst, som teoretisk vil
finde sted i Tyskland overvurderes.

Klimapavirkning er ét af de hensyn, det
pahviler Energinet at varetage i sin op-
gavelgsning. Derfor redeggr Energinet i
metodeanmeldesen for sin vurdering
af modellens pavirkning pa klima.

Energinet har i rapportering omkring
forventet klimagevinst anlagt en euro-
paeisk betragtning, ligesom Energinet
ogsa har anlagt en europaeisk betragt-
ning angaende informationen omkring
samfundsgkonomi.

Negative konsekvenser for elmarkedet og dets aktgrer

Den af Energinet foresldaede model har en reekke betydelige negative konsekvenser for elmarkedet og de kommercielle
aktgrer, som udfoldes herunder, og omfatter:

1. Statsligt salg af strem i konkurrence med private aktgrer

2. Underminering af det indre marked for elektricitet

3. Abne ordrebgger med offentlige priser og maenger
4. Negativt prispres pa spotmarkedet negligeres

5. Prisfald vil medfgre meromkostning for statskassen
6. Jget omkostninger til balancering

7. Usikre rammer for investeringer i fleksibilitet

Energinet henviser til den generelle re-
plik vedrgrende vedr. gkonomisk og
markedsmaessig pavirkning pa pkt. 1, 2,
4,5,60g87.

Vedr. pkt. 3 har Energinet har lavet an-
dringer i metoden, sa budpriser ikke
leengere er synlige for markedet.
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1. Statsligt salg af strém i konkurrence med private aktgrer:

Den foreslaede model for indkgb af modhandel i intradaymarkedet indebaerer et de facto statsligt salg af energi pa en
kommerciel handelsplatform i konkurrence med spotmarkedet, hvor den danske vindenergi bliver solgt af Wind Den-
marks medlemmer. Et konkurrenceforvridende statsligt elsalg, som kan betegnes som egentlig prisdumping. Dette udfol-
des yderligere i punkt 3. Abne ordrebgger med offentlige priser og maenger.

Det er Energinets egen vurdering, at den nye indkgbsmodel vil medfgre, at elforbrugerne vil fa et mindre incitament til at
deltage i spotmarkedet i Vestdanmark samt medfgrer spekulativ adfaerd fra aktgrer, der vil flytte elforbrug fra spot- til
intradaymarkedet. Dette vil underminere det indre marked for energi og forvride prisdannelsen i sportmarkedet. Disse to
aspekter udfoldes yderligere i punkt 2 og 3 herunder.

Wind Denmark efterspgrger en modhandelsmodel, som hverken indebzerer et statsligt salg af strom i konkurrence med
private aktgrer, eller forvridning af prisdannelsen i spotmarkedet.

2. Underminering af det indre marked for elektricitet:

Hensynet til et velfungerende spotmarked ser Wind Denmark som et afggrende argument for at sgge alternative lgsnin-

ger til den foreslaede model. Det forhold, at den foreslaede model bygger pa at fjerne kapaciteten i intradaymarkedet er
ikke alene i strid med forordningen om det indre marked for elektricitet (2019/943) det star ogsa i skaerende kontrast til

bevaeggrunden bag den tyske systemoperatgr TenneT’s aftale med EU-Kommissionen om at sikre handelskapaciteten pa
minimum 70 % pa forbindelsen mellem Jylland og Tyskland.

Et mindre incitament for elforbrugerne til at deltage i spotmarkedet i Vestdanmark vil fijerne effekten af den ggede han-
delskapacitet pa forbindelsen mellem Jylland og Tyskland. Intradaymodellen vil derfor underminere hensigten om et vel-
fungerende spotmarked og det indre marked for energi, som er et baerende element i EU-Kommissionens ”Clean Energy
Package”.

Energinet henviser til den generelle re-
plik vedrgrende vedr. gkonomisk og
markedsmaessig pavirkning
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Wind Denmark haefter sig ved, at en af de grundlaeggende hensigter med intradaymarkedet er, at aktgrer kan handle
mindre ubalancer pa plads inden driftstimen. Men ved den foreslaede intradaymodel vil man flytte store forbrugsmaeng-
der fra spotmarkedet til intradaymarkedet — herved risikerer man fra Wind Denmarks synspunkt at indfgre stgrre usikker-
heder og fordyre ubalancer i elsystemet og for den enkelte aktgr, som utilsigtet bivirkning.

Handteringen af modhandelsbehovet fra Tyskland, der er foranlediget af interne tyske flaskehalse, har under den gzel-
dende model fgrt til nedregulering af dansk produktion, som har kunnet levere billigere nedreguleringen, end hvis man
internt i Tyskland havde reduceret egen produktion. Ved at implementere en model, hvis formal i seerdeleshed sigter ef-
ter at levere billigst mulig nedregulering til den tyske TSO pa bekostning af det indre marked, fijerner man incitamentet
for den tyske TSO til at forstaerke eget net og Igse egne kapacitetsudfordringer.

Energinet henviser til det generelle ju-
ridiske svar, og fremhaever i gvrigt at
Energinet har ikke valgt intradaymodel-
len af hensyn til omkostningerne for
TenneT, men fordi intradaymodellen jf.
hgringsmaterialet er det eneste andet
alternativ — og at modellen i gvrigt er
et bedre alternativ.

Dermed indebarer den foresldede model fra Energinet en de facto eksport af en intern tysk kapacitetsbegraensning til
Danmark pa bekostning af danske producenter. Det burde dermed ikke veaere muligt for TenneT at afsatte en stgrre mod-
handelsvolumen end, hvad der preecist er pakraevet for at modga et sydgaende flow - som er blevet fastsat i spotmarke-
det - fra Danmark til Tyskland pa greensen DK1-DE. Wind Danmark finder det afggrende af skelne mellem modhandelsbe-
hov foranlediget af interne tyske flaksehalse eller en flaskehals pa den dansk-tyske graense.

Energinet henviser til det generelle
svar om juridisk compliance.

3. Abne ordrebgger med offentlige priser og maengder

Wind Denmark hzefter sig ved, at Energinet laegger op til en model, hvor modhandel handles pa intradaymarkedet med
abne ordrebgger, hvor maengder og priser er offentliggjort. Wind Denmark er meget bekymret for Energinets foreslaede
praksis, hvor man med Energinets egne ord: ” ... enters with a price that is genrally more attractive than the market level
on the specific day” Man vil saledes tilbyde en lavere og mere attraktiv pris end den markedsfastsatte.

Som Energinet skriver | hgringsmaterialet: ” Most countertrade will be structural in nature, ie. it can be identified well

before the operational hour;”

| forleengelse af hgringen har Energinet
@ndret modellen, sadan energien nu
vil blive handlet i intradaymarkedet
uden at prisen og det praecise handels-
tidspunkt publiceres inden handelstids-
punktet.
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Det er ikke blot i god tid inden driftstimen, men laenge inden spotmarkedet lukker, at professionelle aktgrer kan estimere
behovet for strukturel modhandel med stor sikkerhed. Det betyder at store forbrugsmaengder vil flytte til intraday, da
man her kan indkgbe strgm til priser under den markedsfastsatte. Et resultat heraf vil vaere et betydeligt prisfald i spot-
markedet i timer med modhandel. Modhandel sker primaert i timer med hgj vindproduktion, hvor Wind Denmarks med-
lemmer producerer og saelger strgm i spotmarkedet i Vestdanmark.

De betydelige forbrugsmaengder, der vil ga fra spotmarkedet til intraday, er ifglge Wind Denmark yderst bekymrende og
et fundamentalt problem ved den foresldede model, som udfordrer de grundleeggende mekanismer og hensigter med
elmarkedets opbygning.

Det er uforstaeligt, at en statslig virksomhed som Energinet aktivt vil sgge forvridning af prisdannelsen i et kommercielt
marked pa bekostning af danske aktgrer med henblik pa at opna en besparelse pa driften af elsystemet for den tyske
TSO.

4. Negativt prispres pd spotmarkedet negligeres:

Energinet anerkender, at den strukturelle modhandels behov er forudsigelig og vil bevirke, at forbrug vil flytte fra spot- til
intradaymarkedet.

Energinet har tidligere oplyst til Folketinget, at effekten af den nye modhandelsmodel pa den generelle elpris fremadret-
tet vil veere i stgrrelsesordenen 0,1-0,2 gre/kWh.

Med et modhandels behov i stgrrelsesorden, som i perioder vil svare til hele elforbruget i Vestdanmark er det Wind Den-
marks vurdering, at en eventuel implementering af Energinets foreslaede model, vil medfgre et uacceptabelt nedadga-
ende prispres i spotmarkedet i Vestdanmark pga. en mindre deltagelse fra forbrugssiden i perioder med betydelige pro-
duktioner af vindenergi.

| gvrigt henviser Energinet til den gene-
relle replik vedr. intradaymodellens
gkonomiske og markedsmaessige pa-
virkning.

Energinet har tilfgjet beregninger for
den vindvaegtede pris. Energinet ggr
desuden opmaerksom p3a, at opdate-
rede beregninger viser en stgrre pris-
pavirkning end tidligere rapporteret.
Usikkerhed omkring omfanget af pris-
udligning mellem day-ahead og intra-
day-markedet gg@r det imidlertid sveert
for Energinet praecist at vurdere, hvor
stor prispavirkningen vil veere. Energi-
net har rapporteret prispavirkningen
ud fra perfekt prisudligning, selvom
dette ma antages at over urealistisk.
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| 2020 oplevede man i forbindelse med coronakrisen store udsving i elforbruget, hvor bl.a. et betydeligt fald i elforbruget
i forste kvartal og andet kvartal medfgrte meget store fald i elprisen pa spotmarkedet. Det er Wind Denmarks opfattelse,
at det er en uundgaelig konsekvens af Energinets forslag, at nar store dele af forbruget i Vestdanmark vil forlade spot-
markedet, vil dette medfgre en betydelig priseffekt pa vindens afregningspris.

Wind Denmark er bekymret for, at Energinet negligerer priseffekten og konsekvensen for elmarkedet i deres foreslaede
model til indkgb af modhandel, hvor effekt modelleres som en eksport begraensning i spotmarkedet frem for fald i for-
bruget.

Et prisfald i spotmarkedet i Vestdanmark vil fa en betydelig negativ indvirkning pa driftsekonomien i eksisterende vind-
projekter og ggre det vanskeligere at imgdekomme de politiske ambitioner for udbygning af vedvarende energi pa mar-
kedsvilkar.

Wind Denmark henviser til formalsbestemmelsen i lov om Energinet, som Wind Denmark ser som vaerende i strid med
Energinets forslag om indfgrelsen af en intradaymodel, da man med den foreslaede model lader lavest mulige omkost-
ninger til modhandel (for den tyske TSO) veere afggrende for valg af model, frem for en helhedsorienteret og efficient
handtering af modhandelsudfordringen.

Wind Denmark haefter sig ved at man pa side 49 i hgringsmaterialet anfgrer: ”... the increased market size in the intraday
methodology also ensures competitive efficient consumer prices...”. At der er tale om mere effektive forbrugerpriser stil-
ler Wind Denmark sig kritisk overfor da modellen forvrider prissaetning i elmarkedet og dermed i modstrid med hensigten
om, at der i et velfungerende marked for energi, skal prisen i spotmarkedet afspejle handelskapaciteten pa graansen mel-
lem prisomraderne.

Dermed skaber Energinets model tvivl ved en af de helt centrale mekanismer i det indre marked for elektricitet — prissaet-
ningen.

Wind Denmark er bekymret for, at Energinets forslag reelt vil medfgre diskrimination af vestdanske elproducenter, da

Energinets forslag medfgrer, at vestdanske elproducenter vil blive udsat for en prissaetning i spotmarkedet, som afspejler
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den fysiske flaskehals ved Hamborg. Dette vil veere i modsaetning til tyske elproducenter i Schleswig-Holstein som vil blive
udsat for en prisseetning i spotmarkedet som afspejler handelskapaciteten pa graensen mellem Vestdanmark og Tyskland.

5. Prisfald vil medf@re meromkostning for statskassen

Det er Wind Denmarks opfattelse, at et statsligt salg af elektricitet pd en kommerciel handelsplatform i en stgrrelsesor-
den, som i perioder vil svare til hele elforbruget i Vestdanmark, vil veere forvridende for prisdannelsen i spotmarkedet i
en grad, der vil fordyre den grgnne omstilling ungdigt, med en priseffekt, der langt overstiger Energinets beregninger.

Et betydeligt fald i prisseetningen i spotmarkedet i Vestdanmark i perioder med betydelig produktion af vindenergi vil
samtidig fa en negativ indvirkning pa den danske stats udgifter til CfD-kontrakter til vedvarende energi. Dette vil yderli-
gere fa betydelig negativ indvirkning pa allerede gennemfgrte investeringer i vindenergi, som er afhangig af spotprisen,
f.eks. anlaeg opfart efter teknologineutrale udbud.

Et beregningseksempel udfgrt af Wind Denmark baseret pa et overslag over en mulig priseffekt pa 2-5 gre/kWh pr. ar,
viser at den foresldede intradaymodel kan medfgre en gget arlig omkostning for statskassen til CfD-kontrakter i stgrrel-
sesordenen 121-277 mio. kr. i perioden frem mod 2030. Det er derfor Wind Denmarks opfattelse, at det er uundgaeligt,
at Energinets forslag vil fa indvirkning pa den danske stats udgifter til CfD-stgttet havvind.

Denne omkostning til gget statsstptte af VE via CfD-kontrakter er ifglge Wind Denmark vaere essentiel del af en relevant
samfundsgkonomiske beregning, se saerskilt afsnit herom, og underbelyst i Energinets hgringsmateriale.

6. @get omkostninger til balancering for danske aktgrer Da modhandelsenergi ikke er udtryk
for en ubalance ser Energinet ingen
Wind Denmark hzefter sig ved, at den foreslaede model vil medfgre en gget pris og samlet udgift for balanceafregning til | konflikt med Artikel 22 i EBGL.

opregulering, da modhandelsmangderne ikke laenge vil kunne blive udlignet med modsatrettede ubalancer i balance-
markedet. Det er ikke efficient, at modhandelsvolumener ikke leengere vil kunne udlignes med modsatrettede ubalanceri | | forhold til efficiensbetragtningen er

nettet, da dette vil bidrage til at minimere balanceomkostningerne samlet set. det korrekt, at det ikke vil veere muligt
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Dermed star den foreslaede model i modsaetning til hensigten i Kommissionens forordning (2017/2195) artikel 22 om
fastsaettelse af samarbejde for udligning af modsatrettede ubalancer, som har til formal at sikre en omkostningseffektiv
balancering af det faelles europaeiske elsystem. Wind Denmark efterlyser, at Energinet redeggr for, hvordan den foresla-
ede intraday model opfylder den europaeiske lovgivning ogsa pa dette omrade.

En TSO-TSO-model muligggr udligning af modsatrettede ubalancer, hvilket vil veere mere efficient Igsning end Energinets
foresldaede model — i overensstemmelse med forordningen - samtidige med, at alle gvrige behov impdekommes.

7. Usikre rammer for investeringer i fleksibilitet

Med Energinets foreslaede model aendrer man grundlaeggende pa indkgb af modhandelsydelser ved at flytte handterin-
gen fra balancemarkedet til intradaymarkedet. Danske aktgrer, der har fortaget dyre millioninvesteringer i IT-lgsninger,

for at kunne levere en reguleringsydelse til Energinet, for at kunne afhjeelpe en intern tysk netproblematik, har med kort
sigt udsigt til at fa fjernet grundlaget for de gennemfgrte investeringer, hvormed vaerdien af investeringen udhules.

Wind Denmark finder det yderst problematisk at grundlaget for de gennemfgrte investeringer og dermed investorvilkar
@ndres fundamentalt, bade med kort varsel og uden grund - i seerdeleshed da der er andre og bedre modeller end den
forslaede.

at udligne modhandelsenergi med sy-
stemubalancen, men i stedet vil day-
ahead prisen formentlig veere lavere,
hvilket vil friggre ressourcer til at le-
vere opregulering til en lavere omkost-
ning. Efficiensmaessigt vil der saledes
naeppe vere forskel pa modhandelse-
nergien, der udlignes med systemuba-
lancen i den nuvaerende model, og
handteringen af modhandelsenergien i
intradaymodellen. Af denne arsag er
udligning vaerdisat med den gennem-
snitlige veerdi estimeret for intraday-
modellen.

| gvrigt henviser Energinet til det gene-
relle svar omkring gkonomisk og mar-
kedsmaessig pavirkning af intradaymo-
dellen.

Modhandel giver behov for ned- ikke opregulering:

Wind Denmark haefter sig ved, at Energinet i afsnit 2.3 keeder et manglende udbud af opregulering, sammen behov for en
ny model. Den foreslaede model er tilteenkt at handtere den strukturelle modhandel, som i alle praktiske henseender
vedrgrer nedregulering af produktion i Danmark. Et behov der afstedkommer af en intern flaskehals i det tyske elsystem,
hvor det primaert er i timer med stor produktion af vindenergi, at behovet for modhandel og deraf nedregulering af dansk
produktion opstar. Dermed er den aktuelle mangel pa aktivering af opregulering ikke et argument for den foreslaede in-
tradaymodel frem for andre modeller.

Energinet har sendret beskrivelsen af
de begraensede budmaengder til at af-
spejle en efficiensrisiko, hvor utilstraek-
kelige bud i Danmark i den nuvaerende
model pa grund af den begraensede
markedsstgrrelse vil medfgre et behov
for at afvise modhandelsgnsker fra
TenneT.
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Wind Denmark papeger, at hvis den foreslaede model medfgrer, at Energinet kan aktivere opregulering i en driftstime, Energinet henviser til det generelle
hvor man samtidig har solgt store mangder strgm i intraday markedet, vil dette ikke vaere udtryk for en effektiv drift af svar om gkonomisk og markedsmaessig
elsystemet i Danmark. Wind Denmark opfordrer derfor til, at Energinet belyser, hvorvidt den foresldede Igsning er i over- | pavirkning af intradaymodellen.
ensstemmelse med forordning 2017/2195 artikel 22.
Da modhandelsenergi ikke er udtryk
for en ubalance ser Energinet ingen
konflikt med Artikel 22 i EBGL.

Problematisk udlaegning af EU-lovgivning: Energinet henviser til det generelle
Wind Denmark haefter sig ved at Energinet i sin principielle gennemgang af EU-lovgivningen udlaegger en ganske ensidig svar vedr. EU lovgivningen
tolkning af EU-lovgivningens hensigter, som man ser som direkte understgttende for Energinets foreslaede intradaymo-
del.

Wind Denmark ser ikke dette som en retvisende gennemgang af det lovgivningsmaessige grundlag for en ny model for
modhandel. Et krav om effektive Igsninger i den europzeiske lovgivning kan argumentere for flere modeller, herunder
ogsa en TSO-TSO-model. Energinet bgr som naevnt tidligere inddrage flere modeller for modhandel i evalueringskriteri-
erne.

Energinets foresldaede model er ifglge Wind Denmark et udtryk for en uhensigtsmaessig indblanding i markedet, der ska-
der elmarkedet og gar imod hensigten med det indre marked for elektricitet. Som det formuleres i praeamblen punkt 6 i
forordningen om det indre marked for elektricitet (2019/943):

” Statslige indgreb, ofte udformet pa en ukoordineret madde, har fart til dget forvridning af engroselektricitetsmarkedet,
hvilket har haft negativ indvirkning pa investeringerne og handelen pa tveers af greenserne.”

Den foreslaede model fra Energinet, har en forvridende effekt og negativ indvirkning pa prisseetning i elmarkedet og un-
derminerer aftalen om minimum 70 % tilgeengelig handelskapacitet pa udveksling af el mellem Danmark og Tyskland i
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spotmarkedet. Dette skyldes, at den foresldede model vil resultere i, at store forbrugsmaengder flyttes fra netop spot-
markedet til intradaymarkedet og at transmissionskapaciteten mod Tyskaland reduceres tilsvarende.

Derfor fjernes den sydgaende kapacitet pa DK1-DE fra intraday, hvormed den fulde kapacitet ikke er til radighed for mar-
kedet og dermed begraenses udvekslingen af elektricitet pa graensen og intradaymodellen bliver en hindring for et velfun-
gerende indre marked for elektricitet.

Den forslaede intradaymodel er dermed i modstrid med elmarkedsforordningen (forordning 2019/943) artikel 16 stk. 8.

Det er Wind Denmarks synspunkt, at Energinet med den foresldede model begraenser handelskapaciteten, som skal stil-
les til radighed for det indre marked for energi og samtidig bidrager til at I@se en intern tysk kapacitetsbegraensning pa
bekostning af et ellers velfungerende elmarked i Vestdanmark.

Ved at indfgrer den foreslaede model er Energinet med til at mindske det gkonomiske incitament for den tyske TSO til at
Igse egne interne flaskehalse.

Energinet begrunder sit valg af model af med, at den europziske elmarkedsregulering tilsiger, at kapacitetsudfordringer
skal Igses med efficiente markedssignaler til markedsaktgrer og TSO’er. Energinets vurdering af dette fremgar af side 37 i
hgringsmaterialet:

“Energinet’s assessment, that the intraday methodology should result in the lowest possible socio-economic costs based
on a competitive price setting, and that this should be reflected in the price of the countertrade energy which is to be paid
by the requesting TSO.”

Energinet tager dermed i sin vurdering af gkonomisk efficiens et utilstraekkeligt evalueringskriterie da vurderingen alene Energinet har ikke valgt intradaymodel-
beror pa lavest mulige driftsomkostninger for TSO’en, som anmoder om modhandel. At vurderingen i sidste ende udeluk- | len af hensyn til omkostningerne for

kende forholder sig til den tyske TSOs omkostninger til modhandel er steerkt kritisabelt. TenneT, men fordi intradaymodellen jf.
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Fra Wind Danmarks synspunkt er det ikke alene i modstrid med formalsbestemmelserne i lov om Energinet og kravet om
aben og lige adgang til elnettet for alle brugere, det er desuden en utilstraekkelig vurdering af de gkonomiske konsekven-
ser af den valgt model.

hgringsmaterialet er den eneste model
der kan implementeres inden novem-
ber 2022- og den er et bedre alternativ
end den nuvaerende. De gkonomiske
betragtninger praesenteret i hgrings-
materialet bidrager med en forstaelse
for de aendringer det vil medfgre at
skifte til en intraday model.

Opfordring til at afsgge alternative modeller

Wind Denmark anerkender behovet for at justere den aktuelle model til indkgb af modhandel, men de alvorlige markeds-
konsekvenser forbundet med Energinets foreslaede model bgr fgre til, at Energinet afsgger og aktivt arbejder for alterna-
tive modeller, herunder den omtalte TSO-TSO model. En model, der hverken forvrider prisdannelsen i spotmarkedet eller
underminere det indre marked for energi, samtidig med at modhandelsproblematikken Igses efficient og markedsbase-
ret.

| valget af model til handtering af modhandelsudfordringen, foranlediget at interne tyske flaskehalse, er der bredere hen-
syn end lavest mulige omkostninger for den tyske TSO TenneT — navnlig hensynet til det indre marked for energi, mar-
keds- og prisforvridning, balanceringsomkostninger samt omkostninger for den danske stat.

Skulle ovenstaende give anledning til spgrgsmal, star Wind Denmark til radighed for evt. uddybning om de afgivne kom-
mentarer.

TenneT Germany, Malte Drerup, Carsten Pflanz, 30.08.2021

Doc.20/08247-14 Public




45/79

Please find below the response of TenneT to the public consultation of Energinet's foreseen methodology
for the procurement of countertrade energy in the Danish continuous intraday power market.

First of all we thank you for consulting us on the matter not only by means of the public consultation but
even more during the whole process of development.

Furthermore, we acknowledge and very much appreciate the effort taken by Energinet to develop an
advanced countertrading methodology, which is for the benefit of Denmark as well as the neighbouring

countries.

Although we consider the proposed methodology an improvement compared to the current practice of
making use of resources from 'special regulation' for the application of countertrade, we suggest considering
the following aspects.

First and foremost, with regard to section 4.3.1.2, we suggest a more active trading approach. Placing the
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whole volume in a single order per trading window (with a single price limit) poses two risks from TenneT
perspective. Depending on the price limit you risk to end up with significant open positions (if the price limit
turned out to be too low and there are not sufficient orders to match all countertrade orders), or with a high
costs (if liquidity/supply was low, and the countertrade orders are matched with high priced orders). If your
position was not fully covered in the first trading window, order limits have to be rather high in the second
trading window to ensure sufficient countertrade energy. An active trading strategy, placing bids and setting
limits depending on market situation during a longer trading session, in our view results in less impact on the
market (e.g. prices from within the trading windows might be outliers distorting the price signal) and more
favourable prices (i.e. lower costs of countertrade), which is in the interest of all grid users.

Also, we think there are disadvantages of trading the full volume of structural countertrade far in advance of
delivery, since congestion forecast change when moving closer to delivery. Allowing for structural
countertrade requests closer to delivery — in order to leave a (small) fraction of the initial countertrade need
open and only request it when still necessary according to intraday congestion forecast — will increase
efficiency and will avoid unnecessary market impact. This might be achieved either by continuous trades (at
least during regular business hours) or a third trading window in the morning of the delivery day.

Regarding section 4.3.1.1. "Netting", we stress that not providing for netting will result in higher transaction
costs (exchange fees) and might result in clearing at extreme prices (e.g. worst case if unlimited orders of
two TSOs are matched the price will be +/- 9999 €/MWh to the disadvantage of the TSO whose order was
entered second). Matching two TSO orders at extreme prices will result in inadequate high costs for one
TSO and unjustified windfall profits for the other TSO plus an avoidable distortion of price signals to the
market. We rather suggest to apply netting at a commonly accepted reference price like the hourly

Regarding section 4.3.1.2 "Capacity submission to SIDC (Single Intraday Coupling)", we would like to clarify
that TenneT does not reduce the NTC (Net Transfer Capacity) due to the countertrade but just provides the
'true' NTC (i.e. the operationally secure NTC without any minimum capacity included) to SIDC. Due to the

minimum capacity offered and potentially allocated in the day-ahead timeframe, the AAC (Already Allocated

Based on consultation answers Ener-
ginet will switch to an active trading

strategy. Trading time and price will

not be published.

The structural countertrade will be
possible to trade in 2-3 trading slots
(some of which will be closer to deliv-
ery hour than the second window origi-
nally suggested in the public consulta-
tion) with the changes that has been
made in relation to the switch to a
more active trading strategy.

To keep the operational burden at a
reasonable level, the structural coun-
tertrade will not be possible to trade
continuously. Potential updates of CT
volumes, adjustments of external TSO
schedules and capacities every MTU on
all Danish borders is simply too time
consuming for the operators

Energinet agrees that the NTC provided
to ID in the current process of adjust-
ing the capacities is the true physical
capacity, whereas the NTC provided to
DA has been increased to comply with
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Capacity) of SDAC (Single Day-Ahead Coupling) can exceed the true NTC resulting in the need for
countertrade and a negative ATC (Available Transmission Capacity; ATC = NTC — AAC) in SIDC. Besides,
considering the countertrade in the AAC only after the countertrade was fully executed and confirmed
prevents the need to temporarily close the border in SIDC as mentioned in section 4.6.3.

Regarding section 4.3.2.3 "Publication of volumes and bid prices", the publication of the countertrade

volume might have an adverse effect on the price formation. Although it might attract sufficient supply and
foster competition, it might as well lead to a kind of pay-as-cleared pricing. If market participants see the
total volume, they know the marginal order in the current order book that is needed to meet the full demand.
They will adjust the ask price of their orders to (or just below) the ask price of the expected marginal order to
capture the surplus. This will result in higher average prices for the requesting TSO compared to an

approach with hidden demand for countertrade. The publication of the bid prices (order limits) might result in
a more severe effect if the potential market supply is below the requested volume. If market participants
foresee such a situation, they might place orders at the bid price of the TSO. Publishing only the forecasted
volume of countertrade which might change when moving closer to real time (better forecasts) and for which

it is unclear in which trading window (potential more than just two) it is placed in the SIDC order books,

TenneT commitments. The description
of the current solution applied for ca-
pacity adjustment has been revised.
Energinet and TenneT has together
found a new capacity solution for the
DK1-DE/LU border which is a part of
the methodology.

The price will not be published with the
changes made to the methodology
based on consultation answers.

However, the demand for CT (CT vol-
umes) will be published prior to trad-

ing.
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could reduce such risks. Our recommendation to Energinet is to actively monitor the effect of publication of
volumes and bid prices, and to adjust the approach in case significant adverse effects on the price formation
are observed.

We hope this input is helpful for Energinet to further improve the countertrade methodology. In case of
questions to the feedback provided via this letter, feel free to get in touch. We again thank Energinet for the
consultation and the effort taken with regard to the countertrade methodology. In any case we are looking
forward to continue our good cooperation.

Lyngby Kraftvarmeveerk A/S, Jakob Bendixen, 30.08.2021

Lyngby Kraftvarmevaerk A/S takker for muligheden for at afgive hgringssvar.

GENERELT

Den fremlagt hgring og Energinets ageren optil hgringens offentligggrelse giver en oplevelse af at Energinet (ENDK) er
underlagt en alternativ dagsorden, som ikke er en del af det fremlagte materiale. Vores frygt er at det kan vaere noget sa
dumt, som silotaenkning og statistisk metode.

Energinet anerkender, at et skifte til in-
tradaymodellen vil pavirke elsystemet
pa mange mader. Energinet henviser til
den generelle replik vedrgrende intra-
daymodellens gkonomiske og mar-
kedsmaessige pavirkning. Dette gene-
relle svar redeggr for, at pavirkningen
af de mangeartede forhold, som hg-
ringssvaret oplister (omkostningen for
TenneT, tarifindtaegter for Energinet,
den grgnne omstilling, etc.) er resulta-
tet af almindelig, sund konkurrence og
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saledes er at betragte som hensigts-
maessige. Hvis markedets prissignaler
opfattes som utilstraekkelige ift. en gi-
ven malsaetning, er det Energinets op-
fattelse, at malsaetningen bgr under-
stgttes gennem politiske tiltag frem for
tiltag, der forvrider prisdannelsen i el-
markedet.

DET KOSTER TENNET MANGE PENGE?
Energinets medarbejdere har ved flere lejligheder (aktgrmgder, oplaeg hos Dansk Fjernvarme, m.v.) fremfgrt argument
om, at den nuvaerende metode for specialregulering med TenneT DE koster mange penge.

2021/6 MDR 2000 2019 ws | 2007 |

Modtaget fra TenneT (GWh) 2156 3sn 1914 1598 1.210
Nedreguleret hos danske aktarer (GWh) 1.556 3048 1312 1.114 781

- Step/reduktion af produktion fra termiske anleg 44% 35% 45% £3% B4%

- Start af elkedler 2% 17% 2% 2%

- Step af vindmaller 34% 48% 3% 26% 14%
Gns. pris for al indenlandsk nedregulering (ke/MWh) 122 174 92 69 57

Anwvendt til opregulering i bal.marked, netting (G\Wh) 600 853 602 484 429

Netting i % af overfprt mangde fra Tennel 28% 2% 31% 30% 35%
Gns. pris for netting i balancemarked (kr/MWh) in 127 284 280 199

Det er derfor relevant at gennemga fakta omkring gkonomien i specialreguleringen med TenneT DE. Energinets egne tal
viser klart, at nettobetalingen for special regulering gar FRA ENERGINET TIL TENNET i 4 ud af de seneste 5 perioder, und-
tagelsen er ar 2020, hvor Corona situationens ekstremt lave elpriser fik vendt betalingsflowet. Allerede i fgrste del af
2021 er betalingsflowet tilbage i TenneT DE’s favgr, pa baggrund af det normaliserede prisniveau.

Derudover skal det jo understreges, at TenneT DE jo kun veelger at benytte specialregulering i Danmark, fordi det er den
billigste lgsning, som de har til radighed. Det er ikke noget de bliver tvunget til, det er et tilbud fra dansk side som TenneT

DE helt frivilligt veelger at benytte.

Energinet har ikke argumenteret for, at
det er den absolutte omkostning for
TenneT, der spiller en rolle, men der-
imod at den pris, som TenneT modta-
ger for modhandelsenergien ikke szet-
tes under utilstraekkelig konkurrence
og saledes er udtryk for en inefficient
handtering af modhandelsenergien.
Fortegnet pa prisen er i den henseende

ligegyldigt.
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2021 6mdr 2020 2019 2018 2017
Modtaget fra TenneT GWh 2.156 3.501 1514 1.598 1.210
Nedreguleret hos DK Aktarer GWh 1.556 3.048 1.312 1.114 781
- reduktion termisk prod. 44% 35% 46% 53% 64%.
- start elkedler 2% 17% 22% 21% 22%
- Stop vindmeller 34% 48% 32%. 26%. 14%.
Gns, Pris for DK nedreg. DKK/MWh -122,00 -174,00 -92,00 -69,00 -57,00
Anvendt til opreg. Balance (netting) GWh 600,00 853,00 602,00 484,00 429,00
%-del til netting 28% 22% 31%. 30% 35%.
Gns. Pris for netting 372,00 127,00 284,00 280,00 199,00
Cash flw fra Tennet til ENDK mio. DKK -150 -530 -121 -77 -45
Cash flow fra ENDK til Tennet mio. DKK 223 108 171 136 85
Sum fra TENNET til ENDK mio. DKK 33 -422 50 59 41

DET KOSTER ENERGINET MANGE PENGE?

Det Energinet, der faciliterer handlen mellem TenneT DE og de danske aktgrer, sa det koster nogle ressourcer hos Energi-
net, omkostningen er ikke kendt. Men nar man se at specialreguleringen ar efter ar, har bidraget med 2 cifrede millionbe-
Igb i indtaegter til Energinet, sa er det helt klart, at specialreguleringen er en betydelig overskudsforretning for Energinet.

Forgget forbrug 2021 6mdr 2020 2019 2018 2017
Elkedler Gwh 342 518 289 234 172
ENDK forbrugstarif (2021-niv.) DKK/MWh 108 109 110 110 110
ENDK indtaegt pa forbrugstarif mio. DKK 37 56 32 26 19
Reduceret produktion
- reduktion termisk prod. GWh 685 1.067 604 590 500
- Stop vindmaller GWh 685 1.067 289 234 172
| alt GWh 1.369 2.134 892 824 672
ENDKs provenu tab pa reduceret produktion 1.369 2,134 892 824 672
ENDK Produktionstrif (2021-niv.) 7 8 10 11 12
mio. DKK 10 17 9 9 8
ENDK selskabsgkonomi 27 39 23 17 11

Dette vil altsa veere det belgb, som pa anden vis skal opkraeves hos de danske forbrugere og producenter.

Som beskrevet i hgringsmaterialet, vur-
derer Energinet, at Energinet skal an-
legge et europaeisk samfundsgkono-
misk perspektiv, nar modellen for
handtering af modhandelsenergi skal
veelges. De lokale effekter for Danmark
fx i forhold til tarifbetalinger er dermed
underordnede.

DEN GRONNE BUSINESS CASE

Samlet set er specialreguleringen, et marked, hvor danske aktgrer kan hente omsaetning og dermed forbedre business
cases for investering i vindmgller, solceller, elkedler og varmepumper. Uden omsaetningen fra specialregulering vil mange
af disse investeringer ikke kunne foretages, og derved gar Danmark glip af muligheden for yderligere kommercielt drevet

gregnomstilling uden tilskud.

Energinet anerkender denne pavirk-
ning, men da Energinet jf. den juridiske
analyse skal anlaegge et europaeisk og
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ikke et dansk samfundsgkonomisk per-
spektiv, er den beskrevne effekt under-
ordnet.

DEN GR@ONNE OMSTILLING

| hgringsmaterialet er der lavet nogle statiske beregninger omkring CO2 betydning af special regulering.

| stedet for at kigge pa nogle beregninger, som ikke tager hgjde for, at vi er midt i en grgnomstilling, sa bgr vi i stedet for
kigge pa pengene (follow the money).

| Danmark har vi sat os betydelige mal omkring grgn omstilling og CO2-neutralitet og her er samarbejdet med TenneT DE
en del af det puslespil, der skal fa det hele til at fa op en grgnnere enhed.

Det er vigtigt at understrege, at specialregulering betyder, at TenneT DE har et overskud af produktion fra vindmgller og
solceller og derfor sender den grgnne strgm ind i Danmark — understreget GR@N STR@M!

Vi ser pa Energinets data, at en betydelig del af specialreguleringen, leveres fra elkedler som benytter den grgnne strgm
fra TenneT DE til at reducere forbruget af naturgas (og evt. biomasse) i fiernvarmeproduktionen, dette ses ogsa ved, at
den termiske produktion lukkes ned, hvilket igen i stor udstraekning er fjernvarmeproduktion som reducerer CO2 udslip-
pet.

Udover elkedler og termisk produktion kommer den sidste og store del af specialreguleringen kommer fra vindmegller.
Vindmgller i Danmark kan kun levere systemydelser (herunder specialregulering), hvis de er pa markedsvilkar. Den speci-
alregulering, der leveres fra vindmgller, er saledes kommercielt drevet, altsa vindmgllerne leverer kun specialregulering,
hvis der er en bedre gkonomi i at ggre det, i forhold til alle andre muligheder.

Hvis man forstar, at el har meget forskellig vaerdi fra periode til periode, sa vil man indse, at de danske vindmegller kun
lukkes ned, nar vaerdien af den strgm de producerer, er meget lav og derfor ligesa godt kan leveres fra nordtyske vind-
mgller hos TenneT DE. Effektive danske reguleringsmarkeder ggr det billigere at stoppe danske mgller end tyske mgller.

Overudbud resulterer generelt i en me-
get lav vaerdi af den givne vare. Dette
gar sig ogsa geeldende i elsystemet.

Anmodninger om strukturel modhan-
del er netop udtryk for et lokalt over-
udbud, som TSOen forsgger at lgse
mest effektivt.

TSOen kunne Igse overudbuddet lokalt
ved at nedregulere lokal produktion,
som ofte vil veere VE-baseret og der-
med have meget lave omkostninger.
Med argumenterne anfgrt i hgringssva-
ret vil dette vaere en god lgsning. Ener-
ginet er uenig i en sddan betragtning.

Ved modhandel kan den nuvarende
model Igse overbuddet ved at afsaette
den overskydende energi i et st@rre
marked, i praksis i Danmark. Dette re-
ducerer behovet for at nedregulere VE-
produktion med meget lave omkost-
ninger, men vil pa grund af den relativt
lille stgrrelse af det danske marked
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gg‘;lfrration Additional Wind Generation
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Figuren her viser power curle for vindmgller, arealet under den orange linje, er den produktion, som giver direkte gront
impact, her kan hele vindkraftproduktionen udnyttes. P& kurven ”Additional Wind Generation” ses, at denne udbygning
af vindkraft bidrager til at fortraeenge CO2 under i situationer med lave eller mellemkraftige vindforhold, men i situationer
med kraftig blaest, sa er der en betydelig overproduktion fra vindmgllerne, fordi kapaciteten er udvidet for at opna CO2
reduktion under lavere vindhastigheder.

Dette forhold gor sig geeldende i bade Danmark og i Nordtyskland. Samlet set vil vi gerne have stor vindmgllekapacitet, sa
vi har gregn strgm til radighed, nar vi skal bruge det. Men det betyder ogsa, at vi i nogle situationer, vil have en overpro-
duktion (indtil der kommer nok PtX kapacitet) og her er det vi har specialreguleringen, som en simpel og enkelt metode
til at veerdisaette produktionen saledes, at den samlede vaerdi er stgrst.

Overkapacitet er helt naturligt og kendes fra mange brancher — vi har ambulancer, der er investeret mange millioner DKK
i, som holder stille nzeste hele tiden, fordi vi gerne vil have kapaciteten, nar vi skal bruge den. Bilka har mange kasser i
kasselinien, som er lukkede naesten altid, men de skal bruges lgrdag efter Ignningsdag. Og vi har vindmgller som star stille
i nogle perioder, det er helt naturligt.

fortsat resultere i en potentielt omfat-
tende nedlukning af VE-produktion, sa-
dan som det skete i iseer 2020. | den
nuvaerende model vil der saledes fort-
sat veere et overudbud af energi.

Ved modhandel i intradaymodellen kan
det lokale overudbud afseettes i et
endnu stgrre marked, hvormed beho-
vet for nedregulering af VE-produktion
minimeres. Dermed forventes over-
buddet i stgrst muligt omfang at blive
Igst effektivt.

Dette ses tydeligt ved sammenlignin-
gen af priserne pa nedregulering i den
nuvarende model, som har vaeret me-
get lave (endda meget negative), med
de simulerede priser for intradaymo-
dellen i samme periode, som generelt
er langt hgjere.

Nedlukningen af dansk vind er saledes
udelukkende udtryk for en lokal over-
kapacitet, ligesom nedlukning af tysk
ville vaere det, hvis der ikke fandtes
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bedre modeller. Energinet argumente-
rer for, at intradaymodellen netop er
en sadan model.

ELSYSTEMETS DRIFT
Energinet har ved flere lejligheder beklaget sig over, at man finder det udfordrende at handtere de store mangder af
energi i specialregulering.

Som naevnt ovenfor er der ikke tvivl om, at handteringen af specialreguleringen kraever ressourcer hos Energinet, men at
bruge det som argument for at fjerne specialreguleringen er i bedste fald et udtryk for samfundsskadelig silotaenkning.

Energinet er formentlig den TSO i verden, der rader over, den stgrste maengde af frivillige ressourcer. Reguleringsressour-
cer, som der udviklet og investeret i med henblik pa at kunne levere systemydelser til Energinet — herunder specialregule-
ring. Fjernelse af specialregulering vil vaere groft misbrug af disse investorers tillid.

Energinet har papeget, at handteringen
af de til tider meget store modhandels-
volumener udggr en driftsmaessig ri-
siko, da volumenerne kunne handteres
tidligere i en anden model som fx intra-
daymodellen, hvilket ville reducere
denne risiko.

Den store maengde af frivillige og billige reguleringsressourcer (herunder ogsa den del som neutraliseres med TenneT DE)
betyder, at ubalanceomkostningerne i Danmark er meget lave og dermed ogsa medvirkende til at reducere risikoen ved
at investere i vedvarende energi.

Nar vi omtaler dette som et Silotaenkningsproblem, sa er det fordi Energinet ikke afholder omkostninger til ubalancer, her
sendes omkostningerne blot videre til aktgrerne og dermed fremgar balanceomkostninger, som omkostninger i Energi-
nets regnskab, mest det for aktgrerne er en helt reel omkostning.

Balanceomkostninger betales af alle danske forbrugere og producenter, ogsa hr. og fru Danmark over deres almindelig
elregning.

Energinet anerkender, at ubalanceom-
kostningerne palaegges markedsdelta-

gere og saledes i sidste ende betales af
elforbrugerne.

Jf. den juridiske analyse skal Energinet
anlaegge et europaeisk samfundsgkono-
misk perspektiv, nar modellen for
handtering af modhandelsenergi skal
veelges. De lokale effekter for Danmark
fx i forhold til balanceringsomkostnin-
ger er dermed underordnede.

DEN SAMLEDE @KONOMI
Specielreguleringen er samlet et betydeligt bidrag til den grgnne omstilling:

Energinet anerkender, at den nuvee-
rende model er samfundsgkonomisk

Doc.20/08247-14 Public




54/79

- Bidrager til gren omstilling i Nordtyskland ved at vaere et handtag TenneT kan benytte til at sikre balancering af mere VE

- Bidrager til Energinets virksomhedsgkonomi og holder dermed tarifferne nede

Bidrager direkte med omsaetning til grgn elproduktion solceller og saerligt vindmgller i Danmark
- Bidrager til grgn varmeproduktionen i elkedler og varmepumper
- Bidrager til holde balanceomkostningerne nede for danske forbrugere og producenter

mere effektiv end alternativet i form af
nedlukning af tysk VE produktion, da
der i den nuvaerende model sker ned-
regulering af termisk produktion, op-
start af elkedler og udligning med uba-
lancer, som alt sammen skaber stgrre
veerdi end nedregulering af VE produk-
tion.

Energinet vurderer dog, at intradaymo-
dellen vil veere endnu mere effektiv.

Energinet anerkender, at den nuvae-
rende model kan have positive effekter
set alene med danske briller, men vur-
derer jf. den juridiske analyse, at det
ikke er et rent dansk samfundsgkono-
misk perspektiv, men et europaeisk
perspektiv, der skal anlaegges. De lo-
kale effekter for Danmark er dermed
underordnede.

DEN MANGLEDE SAMFUNDS@KONOMI | DANMARK
Energinet vil med det fremsendte forslag, ikke afskaffe Specialregulering som koncept, men zendre metoden hvormed
ubalancer fra TenneT DE udlignes.

Det er Lyngby kraftvarmevaerks opfattelse, at for at Energinet, som TSO i Danmark, kan foretage en metodeandring, skal
der fremlaegges samfundsgkonomiske beregninger, som viser forbedret samfundsgkonomi | DANMARK ved andringen.

Energinet har fremlagt en juridisk ana-
lyse, der peger pa, at det er europaeisk
lovgivning, der fastlaegger rammerne
for denne beslutning.

Doc.20/08247-14 Public




55/79

Pd baggrund af ovenstdende gennemgang, er det ikke sandsynligt, at der kan laves sadanne samfundsgkonomiske
beregninger, og det ma derfor vaere klart, at den nuvaerende metode til udligning af ubalancer med TenneT DE ikke kan
anderes til det fremlagte.

Som naevnt i indledningen er vores frygt, at det korstog som Energinet har sat i gang mod specialreguleringen, dels skyl-
des soliteenkning og dels statistisk metode.

Der er nemlig den statistisk uheldighed, at der Energinet (og politikerne) godt kan lide at fortzelle, hvor meget grgn
strgm, der bliver produceret i Danmark.

Maske kunne vi vaere sluppet for alt denne kamp om specialregulering, hvis man i stedet for gik op i hvor meget grgn
strgm, der blev brugt i Danmark. Da specialreguleringen betyder, at danske mgller lukker fgr tyske mgller, sa teeller pro-
duktionen med i Tyskland, mens stremmen forbruges i Danmark, da den erstatter de danske mgllers produktion. Men for
den globale opvarmning har det ingen betydning om mgllerne star pa den danske eller den tyske side af graansen

For sa vidt, at det matte veere korrekt,
at det ikke er muligt at lave sadanne
samfundsgkonomiske beregninger, er
den eneste mulighed at basere en vur-
dering af de samfundsgkonomiske ef-
fekter pa en teoretisk analyse. Energi-
net har fremlagt en sddan analyse, som
er simpel og entydigt peger p3, at in-
tradaymodellen er bedst pa grund af
iseer den stgrre grad af markedskob-
ling.

Dansk industri, Louise Bank, 30.08.2021

DI takker for muligheden for at kommentere pa Energinets udkast til ny metode for
handtering af modhandel.

DI bemeerker indledningsvist, at vi overordnet set ikke finder udbredt brug af specialreguleringer hensigtsmaessigt. DI ser
gerne, at specialreguleringer begraenses til de omrader, hvor det er strengt ngdvendigt, og hvor der ikke andre mulighe-
der. Dl ser saledes gerne, at mest muligt handteres pa frie kommercielle markeder, med god likviditet

og bred adgang til deltagelse.

DI har noteret sig, at de modhandlede mangder el over den dansk-tyske graense og prisen herfor er steget betragteligt i
de senere ar, med stor nedregulering pa dansk side til fglge. Der er saledes tale om, at handel med store mangder el
handteres uden for det frie kommercielle elmarked, og i stedet handles i et specialmarked med begraenset adgang kun

for (relativt fa) danske aktgrer — ovenikgbet til en hgj pris.
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DI noterer sig endvidere, at modhandlen fint kan handteres i det frie kommercielle elmarked, og yderligere vil kunne
have den gavnlige effekt, at forbrugerpriserne falder. Et sadant nedadgaende pres pa forbrugerpriserne vil veere til gavn
for bade de danske virksomheders konkurrenceevne og for elektrificeringen.

DI ser saledes positivt pa Energinets forslag til ny metode for modhandel.

Centrica, Jan Gibbert, 30.08.2021

In reference to Energinet’s proposal on the methodology for procurement of countertrade energy, Centrica plc welcomes
the possibility to provide the following comment.

Centrica believes that the transition to trade balancing energy on the European balancing platform MARI does not re-
quire Energinet to implement the proposal. Instead, we strongly advise Energinet to rethink its methodological frame-
work as it will create negative welfare effects for Danish consumers.

We are happy to elaborate on our assessment in the following paragraphs and will engage actively over the coming
months to ensure that an efficient framework is chosen.

Centrica Comment

As one of the largest energy trading companies in Denmark, Centrica is particularly exposed to changes to the availability
of cross-border capacity with bordering countries. This is due to the fact that we actively optimize the positions of our
renewable energy portfolio in the Danish short-term markets. We are, therefore, dependent on strong and undistorted
price signals both in the day-ahead and intra-day market timeframe.

However, we fear that Energinet’s proposal would have quite the opposite effect. Firstly, it is our belief that the system
will make it more difficult to forecast market behaviour and wholesale prices. As the TSO (or a third party) is required to

procure large volumes of countertrading energy within a constrained intraday market. Particularly as the export capacity

Energinet refers to the general re-
sponse regarding the economic and
market impact of the intraday model.
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between the market zones DK1 and DE/LU will be restricted during these situations. Secondly, the limitation of cross-
border capacity between DK1 and DE/LU will reduce positive welfare effects for consumers and hurt flexible assets, since
the functioning of the Single Intraday Coupling regime (SIDC) is strongly disturbed. Therefore, this intervention into the
Danish wholesale market and the European Single Intraday Coupling regime (SIDC) should be more convincingly assessed
by Energinet. Also, regarding its proportionality, given the fact that it's a mere consequence of internal German grid con-
gestions.

On a more general note, it is surprising to us that even after the EU Commission’s antitrust decision from December
2018, Energinet proposes to establish a regime which would restrict the capacity on the DE-DK1 interconnector. An ac-
tion by German TSO Tennet that was deemed to have anticompetitive effects on electricity generators in Western Den-
mark and the Nordics. We would be interested to understand if the implications of Energinet’s proposal on German elec-
tricity generators have already been discussed with the DG Competition, and if any preliminary assessment can be shared
with market parties.

Lastly, and besides the wider concerns regarding its impact on the overall market functioning, we believe that the pro-
posal does not comply with the EU regulatory framework for the availability of cross-border capacity. According to Regu-
lation (EU) 2019/943, the reduction in cross zonal capacity due to internal congestion in one bidding zone should be
avoided. We therefore disagree with Energinet’s elaboration that this principal only applies to the day-ahead market and
not the intraday market. Instead, Regulation (EU) 2019/943 provides clear principles for the allocation of cross-border
capacity, in which it emphasizes that it should be non-discriminatory, give efficient economic signals to market partici-
pants, and maximise the opportunities for market participants to participate in cross-zonal trade.

Centrica encourages Energinet and the Danish regulator to thoroughly assess the outlined arguments before taking a fi-
nal decision. In addition, we would also like to point to the learnings of other European markets, in which TSOs received
larger mandates to become active on the intraday market and which later proofed to have a distortive impact on whole-
sale markets.

We look forward to engage with Energinet on the points highlighted in the letter and remain available for discussion.

Energinet refers to the general reply on
EU regulation.

Energinet would also like to highlight
that the practice with adjusting the in-
traday capacity when countertrading
has been performed by TenneT since
2017 (as they procure countertrade en-
ergy in the intraday market). As such,
the capacity provided to the intraday
market will not be changed with the
new intraday model and therefore
poses no change to the fact that Ten-
net complies with the TenneT commit-
ments when providing minimum ca-
pacities to the day ahead market.

Vattenfall, Esben Baltzer Nielsen, 30.08.2021
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Vattenfall welcomes the opportunity to comment on Energinet’s proposal for a new intraday countertrade model.

Vattenfall’s high level position is that market-based solutions which maximizes competition and efficiency should be pri-
oritized. Hence Vattenfall welcomes Energinet’s proposal to use the intraday market as a means of ensuring capacity on
the Danish (DK1) and German interconnector rather than the current situation with special regulation.

Shifting the countertrade to the intraday market will allow more actors to participate with increased market liquidity and
competition as a direct consequence. This will result in more efficient prices to the competitive markets and ultimately
more system- and socioeconomical efficiency to the benefit of society and climate.

In short the suggested model will offer the same qualities as the existing model when it comes to securing the capacity
on the interconnector, but with the added benefit of increasing the efficiency.

Vattenfall perceive countertrading through the intraday market as a promising model for handling capacity on intercon-
nectors, and would thus like to see it in use on other cross border flows going forward. It’s a pragmatic way of solving
challenges at hand, but also a new model where the prudent approach is to trade and test small volumes within the
model and ramp up volumes with time and experience. We look forward to contributing to refining the model.

Concerns have been raised that the new model will distort wholesale market prices. Although this might be the case in
the short term, we do not believe the model will have a significant impact in the long term on the Day-A-Head-volumes
or prices. Already in the current model the potential risk of market players utilising countertrade for speculation exist.
The difference is that trading takes place in the smaller regulation power market. Thus, we expect that this risk will di-

minish since the suggested model will substantially increase competition for these countertrade volumes.
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Access to additional market liquidity and flexibility in Denmark and neighbouring countries will have a positive climate
effect. When there is available trading capacity to nearby areas it will be possible to for instance decrease hydro power in
Norway or Sweden instead of curtailing wind power in DK. That means storing water and saving valuable flexibility which
can be utilised in other delivery periods when there is power shortage instead, decreasing the need for heat based power
creating positive CO2-effects.

With regards to the timing of the trade we don’t see a major challenge with Energinets proposal to execute these coun-
tertrades at 15:02, given current TSO-deadlines before 16:00. Postponing with some minutes (e.g. to 15:15) would give
some extra margin for market participants to adjust their bids according to Intraday capacities published by the TSOs at
latest 15:00. But since market players can place their bids beforehand (from 14:00) the additional benefit from such post-
ponement is limited and must be compared to TSO deadlines and needs.

However, the regulatory framework and oversight emphasise the importance of Nordic TSOs always meeting the final
deadline for publishing Intraday-capacities (before 15:00), and we expect the relevant authorities to take action if this
would not be the case.

Energinet has changed the description
in the methodology on behalf of con-
sultation answers and a check of avail-
ability of cross border capacity will be
performed before trading.
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We believe that This strategy has some clear advantages since it enables outsourcing of trade execution to a 3rd party
and in theory it may also have positive impact from a market liquidity perspective. However, liquidity is a common issue
in the Nordic Intraday market especially short term (if you need to trade large volumes at a short time period), but when
there is a concrete buy or sell need (with high payment power) then the additional volume will arise over time.

Energinet finds that active trading also
can be done automatically with an al-
gorithm, which is why it may be possi-
ble to outsource the trade execution to
a third party even under an active trad-
ing approach. This will be explored
with a market study prior to a tender
process.

PowerMart, MFT Energy, InCommodities, Emil Kildegaard Gerhardt, 31.08.2021

As a preliminary matter, we appreciate how inclusive Energinet has been in its dialogue with stakeholders, and how thor-
ough it has been in continuing to call for workshops to help ensure that all stakeholder views and opinions have been
discussed openly. In our view, this transparent and nondiscriminatory approach gives the best foundation for Energinet’s
work and for the market to operate as efficiently as possible.

On the proposed Intraday Methodology, we welcome a market-based approach, where all participants can contribute to
offering flexibility. In our opinion, this motion supports both the European Single Market and Clean Energy Package. The
motion also values the contributions of all market participants to achieve a more flexible, fair, economic and environ-
mental solution than the current methodology.

We reference some of the elements that we consider relevant in the final evaluation of the proposal by Energinet below:
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Trading windows

In the proposed model, the countertrading windows take place immediately following the release of the Nordic XBID ATC
and subsequent Continental XBID ATC, which we consider very important for obtaining the maximum liquidity for the
countertrades.

We are, however, concerned as to how much trading costs could suffer, should the capacities release timing change, so
we would recommend that Energinet has the option to change timing on the trading windows in order to peg them to
the capacity releases.

We are not particularly concerned about delayed capacities, as our observation is that they are released punctually. How-
ever, in the past, there were, on occasion, frequent delays when one or more TSOs forgot to release their capacities or
suffered from technical issues. Should such behaviour occur again, we would expect market efficiency to suffer signifi-
cantly, though it would still be superior to current countertrade model. Our view is that, whatever instability has been
experienced in the past, it seems to have been dealt with. Further, we consider that poor behavioural outcomes should
be governed by legislation, ensuring timely release in the future.

Energinet has changed the methodol-
ogy such that cross border capacity
must be available before countertrade
energy is procured in the ID market.
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Publication of volumes and prices
In general, we believe that market transparency enhances market efficiency, and there is vast support in both academia
and European TSO studies to support this belief.

As for publishing the bid price (Energinet’s price limit for selling the energy), we expect this information to impact the
price discovery of the markets.

It can be argued that publishing this bid price imposes a pricing bias, as market participants might be motivated to place
their orders close to the bid price rather than their own marginal price, resulting in an adverse impact on trading costs.
However, there are counter arguments to this behaviour, and we believe that these outweigh the possible adverse im-
pact.

Energinet has changed the proposed
methodology and will not publish the
price prior to trading.

These include:
1. publishing the bid price will make it efficient for the participants to assess if their flexibility is relevant for the counter-
trade on the given day, and so should yield a higher participation (enhanced liquidity and price competition)

2. in lack of a proper expectation of the marginal selling price, there is a risk that some bids are placed below the bid
price, in an attempt to increase the revenue of offering the downward flexibility. With price clarity this risk is mitigated,

which increases liquidity and price competition

As Energinet has changed the trading

strategy to an active trading strategy it
is more likely that all countertrade vol-
umes can be traded without exposing

the max/min prices. However, if there
are not enough bids in the market, the
trading algorithm will ultimately bid at
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3. competitive forces should ensure that market participants are motivated to adjust their prices according to other par-
ticipants’ bidding, and not the bid price, thus competing to be traded towards Energinet’s countertrades

4. it would not be unexpected to see Energinet’s residual order in the market occasionally, when exhausting the immedi-
ately available liquidity in the trading windows, thus disclosing the bid price. Had the bid price not been disclosed, this
information would only be available to the very active participants, and so disfavour those who are just offering their as-
sets’ flexibility to this specific model. In other words, publishing the price will distribute the information fairly.

If publication of the bid price gives rise to concern, we would recommend that Energinet implement the publication on an
experimental basis for some period, with discretionary power to establish it as a permanent action. With this, Energinet
would be able to act, should the adverse impact outweigh the beneficial effects.

Discrimination

We believe that the current countertrade participants can, and will, continue to contribute their flexibility and, presuma-
bly, at more competitive prices. Under the proposed model, with the market rules being non-discriminatory in Denmark
allowing Danish and foreign participants on the Danish market, whether holding assets or not, we believe this motion is
supportive of the EU Single Market non-discrimination principle.

Market efficiency and technologies

With the proposed model, we would expect the countertrading to extrude polluting technologies to a much larger extent
than today. Such polluting technologies are more expensive and so have higher marginal costs than less polluting tech-
nologies. In effect, the proposed model benefits the environment. In addition, market efficiency will help ensure that the
proposed model is economically superior to the current implementation of countertrading, which in turn supports fur-

ther integration of renewables.

its max/min settings thus revealing
these.

The upsides with the very transparent
approach of also publishing the price is
unfortunately not relevant anymore,
however the publication of the CT vol-
umes will ensure that the market
knows the need — which will also at-
tract liquidity.
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Non-netting
We understand that, in case of opposing countertrading interests from different TSOs, Energinet will not be able to

match these before going to the market. We would encourage Energinet to consider if, whatever the obstacles, a solu-
tion could be implemented. We are particularly concerned that nonoffset opposing countertrading interests will increase
the balancing costs and could help sponsor “unenvironmental” operation of assets (e.g. starting up a gas turbine to de-
liver upwards flexibility for Statnett, while stopping wind turbines delivering downwards flexibility for Tennet). We pro-
pose that Energinet retains the optionality to implement a netting function before marketing the countertrade volumes

on the Intraday market.

After input from consultation answers
Energinet has decided that counter-
trade needs shall be netted before
trading.

Landbrug & Fgdevarer, Jens Astrup Madsen, 31.08.2021

Landbrug og Fgdevarer takker for udkastet til en ny model for modhandel og vores mulighed for at kommentere pa udka-

stet.

Landbrug & Fgdevarer er enig i, at der er behov for at fa udarbejdet en ny modhandelsmodel i stedet for den nuvaerende
specialregulering. Den nuveaerende model har som effekt, at der i perioder kan forekomme en markant nedlukning — som
ogsa de sidste ars omfattende modhandel viser - af dansk vindproduktion. Det har en negativ indvirkning pa de overord-
nede mal i forhold til den grgnne omstilling i Danmark, ligesom det kan pavirke elprisen uheldigt set fra et forbrugerper-

spektiv.

En specialregulering kan dog veere ngdvendigt i forhold til omrader, hvor der ikke er andre muligheder. Vi noterer os, at
for en ny model ogsa taler, at den nuveerende model ikke kan benyttes efter overgangen til europaeiske balanceringsplat-

forme i 2023-2024.
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| forhold til den foresldede model, sa tror vi pa, at der overordnet kan vaere gevinster — ikke mindst set fra et forbruger-
synsvinkel, herunder vores virksomheders konkurrenceevne - og i forhold til den grgnne omstilling - ved at fa modhand-
len fremadrettet handteret i et mere kommercielt elmarked.

Vores umiddelbare opfattelse er, at ved at lade modhandlen fremadrettet blive foretaget i det europeeiske intraday-mar-
ked fas bade et stgrre og mere efficient marked med flere aktgrer, som alt andet lige vil gge konkurrencen og dermed
saenke prisen for modhandlen.

Vi har forstaelse for, at det kan blive ngdvendigt med en gradvis indfasning af den nye model.

Landbrug & Fgdevarer finder, at det aktuelt, og ud fra det foreliggende grundlag, er sveert konkret at vurdere de mere
tekniske og gkonomiske konsekvenser, herunder priseffekter, forsyningssikkerheden og systemdriften, af den foreslaede
model. Vi haber derfor, at Energinet forsat vil arbejde pa at tydeligggre disse forhold og inddrager relevante interessen-
ter i dette arbejde. Pa den baggrund vil Landbrug & F@devarer ogsa gerne forbeholde os muligheden for at vende tilbage
med yderligere kommentarer, hvis vi far behov for dette.

Selv om der nu bliver lavet en ny model, vil Landbrug & Fgdevarer fortsat gerne advokere for, at Energinet arbejder pa at
fa de tyske energiselskaber til at fa Igst flaskehalsproblematikkerne i Nordtyskland, s8 modhandelen pa sigt kan minime-
res ganske meget.

Nord pool, Rickard Nilsson, 31.08.2021
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Nord Pool EMCO welcomes this opportunity to share views on this Energinet (ENDK) consultation on the proposed

shift of countertrading (CT) solution from the current solution via (Balancing) Special Regulation isolated to parties in DK1
to a solution via the SIDC (XBID) — thereby opening also for support from market parties in adjacent bidding zones and
even BZs far away from DK1.

We have followed closely and contributed to the very constructive series of workshops and dialogue meetings that ENDK
has carried out on this matter in the past year. In that context we have given oral support for the general shift of direc-
tion from a closed DK1 CT model to a geographically etc. more open and transparent solution for CT in DK1 via SIDC XBID.

We have in that dialogue also reflected on some key market design caveats that we find need to be considered in any CT
solution via SIDC to work efficiently from both a market and power (grid) system perspective, including in terms of overall
competition, liquidity, and price formation efficiency.

In this consultation response we address some of those previously mainly orally stated inputs and we also add some
more specifics linked to the material provided by ENDK in this consultation process.

We are happy to further discuss and align on these and possibly more detailed practical market/trading design matters
directly with ENDK, and in whatever further process ENDK proposes together with relevant authorities and all market

stakeholders in the coming months.
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4.1 Scope of the intraday methodology

In this chapter we suggest a few changes to the table to make it more precise. In the table’s left columns, it is written
“Countertrade needs arising later than half an hour before window 2 (cannot be handled in intraday under the methodol-
ogy)”. Our understanding is that this is only true for Structural countertrade (CT), as unexpected CT can be traded contin-
uously (i.e. later than half an hour before window 2) as long as it happens “more than half an hour before GCT” (as is
written in the right column).

One option would be to write “Countertrade needs arising later than half an hour before GCT (cannot be handled in intra-
day under the methodology)”. Similarly, in the cell below, “Countertrade needs arising after day-ahead closure or at least
half an hour before GCT (can be handled in intraday under the methodology)” in the cell below. However, this will not
distinguish between structural and unexpected CT. Our understanding is that ENDK propose that structural CT in DK1
(e.g., TSO CT requests linked to the DK1-DE border) only will be traded during the given windows, and not continuously
until the (local) GCT for Intraday (SIDC) trading for the given delivery period (MTU). An alternative approach could be to
change the table structure to something like this:

Trading in windows 1 | Trading after Window

It is correct that unexpected counter-
trade will be handled continuously.
However, the first two hours right after
a trip will result be handled in the regu-
lating power market as there is not suf-
ficient time to trade on intraday.
Adjustments have been made in the
methodology to make this more clear.

It is correct that structural counter-
trade shall take place in the windows
(or with the shift to an active trading
strategy in trading slots)

L and2 12
Structural Tennet Commitment | Yes | No
70 % Rule | Yes | No
Unexpected IC trip less than 30 No

min before GCT
IC trip less than 30 - Yes

min before GCT
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4.3.1 Methodology design basics

The methodology defines two trading windows. Nord Pool suggest that Energinet ensure that the placing of their CT or-
ders in DK1 happens only after the cross zonal capacity has been opened - as a minimum on all interconnectors linked to
DK1 that today according to IDCZGT Methodology shall be opened by respectively 15:00 and 18:00 CET on day D for
MTUs on day D+1. This could be added in chapter 4.3.4. Also, it would be beneficial to give market participants outside
DK1 some minutes to adjust their orders depending on whether there is capacity to/from DK1 or not, before ENDK place
CT orders in the market.

For several reasons, Nord Pool would recommend not to place orders at exactly the same time each day. We believe this
would increase the risk of energy hoarding, as described in 5.9.4 and Annex 2, as this makes it possible to set algorithms
to hit on competing orders in the millisecond before Energinet’s orders are placed in the market. Reference is also made
to decision by Bundesnetzagentur on 2019.02.201, where a market participant did market manipulation by using iceberg
orders to block other market participants from trading with the market area manager. Our understanding is that such a
strategy would be less likely to occur if orders are not placed exactly at the same time each day. Nord Pool therefore rec-
ommends starting by placing the CT orders at a random point in time within a 10-minute interval. After a period, this
practice could be evaluated with feedback from market stakeholders, and relevant NRAs and NEMOs.

Furthermore, when combining these risks of gaming/manipulation with the criticality of having cross zonal capacities
to/from DK1 and beyond available BEFORE ENDK places their CT orders, we recommend that the normal timing of placing
orders would be around 15:15 and 18:15 CET plus/minus 5 minutes respectively. Based on that the Trading Windows
should be counted from when the CT orders were placed by ENDK (e.g. if CT orders placed at 15:14 the time window lasts
until 15:44 and if CT orders are placed at 15:10 the time window lasts until 15:40 CET). This section could also specify
what type of orders Energinet intends to use in the intraday market and what will happen if the order is not immediately,
completely matched.

Energinet has changed the trading
strategy to an active trading where nei-
ther the trading time nor the trading
slots will not be published. Further-
more, Energinet expects to be able to
trade with an algorithm, and will there-
fore include in the algorithm require-
ments, that trade can be initiated once
capacity has been released on the bor-
ders.

4.3.1.1 Netting
To get a market-based price for countertrading volumes, we agree that Energinet should not do netting between the dif-
ferent needs of different TSOs. However, one could image that Energinet themselves have both a need for selling and

Based on consultation answers the
methodology has been changed to in-
clude netting between countertrade
needs (not with the system imbalance).
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buying CT volumes in the same hour. We cannot see that it is defined whether netting would occur in such a situation.
Our recommendation is that Energinet nets their own needs before taking it to the market to reduce costs.

4.3.2.4.2 Energinet requesting (own countertrade needs)

With regards to the pricing strategy, Nord Pool would like to suggest two alternative approaches for Energinet to con-
sider. Our main suggestion is that Energinet could base their CT order prices on the SDAC prices in DK1 and take in to ac-
count the prevailing market-based bid/ask spread for possible matching within and linked to DK1 in SIDC. Energinet
would then take the current market situation into account when placing orders in the market. This will secure a fair and
cost-efficient trading price, and make sure that also other market participants with the same needs as Energinet can
trade at a market relevant price. If Energinet does not manage to trade their intended volume in the first Trading Win-
dow, the order price can be adjusted before the second Trading Window.

If Energinet insists on basing the pricing strategy on historical data, an alternative to historical intraday prices would be to
use the price Energinet historically has paid for CT in the balancing market. As the traded volume per delivery period in
the intraday market in DK1 typically range from 0 to 1000 MWh/h (5.9.2.2), it may not be representative when Energinet
would seek to in a very short timeframe (2 Trading Windows of 30 minutes each) trade up to 3000 MWh per delivery pe-
riod (MTU) in DK1.

As pointed out before we could also see it as fit for purpose that (A) if the requested CT needs in DK1 are not covered in
the 1st Trading Window then the ENDK price level for the remaining part could be adjusted when in SIDC placing remain-
ing CT needs in the 2nd Trading Window according to then prevailing market bid/ask spread, and (B) ENDK also could
consider opening additional Trading Windows for trading of their remaining DK1-DE border related CT needs in DK1, e.g.
considerably closer to actual SIDC GCT for the given delivery (MTU) period.

Energinet wishes to use an algorithm
to trade. In order to avoid unex-
pected/manipulative behaviour by the
algorithm the volumes requested in
the same BZ will be netted if possible.
Note that the full requested volume
will be published beforehand. Netted
countertrade needs will be settled at
the day-ahead price of the bidding
zone in which needs are netted.

With the swich to an active trading
strategy the requesting TSO and Ener-
ginet can decide on a max./min
sell/buy price, and this will not be pub-
lished. The algorithm shall be able to
take the current order depth and trad-
ing statistics into consideration, to en-
sure a continuous fit with market de-
velopment.

Doc.20/08247-14 Public




70/79

4.3.2.3 Publication of volumes and bid prices Energinet has adjusted the methodol-
To our knowledge, Energinet does not in advance publish their willingness to pay nor even the requested volume for CT ogy and will only publish volumes in
in the current procurement process via the Special Regulation linked to existing TSO balancing mechanisms. Simply by advance.

moving to an intraday model, the market will become much more transparent — giving market participant more infor-
mation on how the CT volumes are secured and at what prices such volumes are matched in the market.

We recognize that there could be some benefits of publishing ENDK’s CT volume needs prior to opening of the Trading
Windows, but we fail to see any added value of publishing the CT order prices. We do, however, see several disad-
vantages, namely such prior publication of order prices would (1) unduly influence the order prices placed within and
linked to DK1 by regular SIDC market participants — thereby increasing the risk of market manipulation, and (2) severely
increase the risk that ENDK’s CT volumes in DK1 would not be settled at levels which contributes to overall welfare opti-
mization - that is a critical component in all open markets in CACM and also EB GL.

The methodology defines the conditions that neighbouring TSOs need to approve to request CT volumes with(in) Den-
mark. Energinet in this sense acts as a single seller/buyer of such CT volumes and an aggregator for this requested ser-
vice. In Nord Pool’s view, it is problematic that neighbouring TSOs directly (via ENDK’s publication of CT order prices) be-
fore the actual trading would have to reveal their willingness to pay to be allowed to do countertrading. This may nega-
tively affect their cost from ENDK'’s procurement of CT volumes in DK1. It may also impact their trading results (e.g., CT
procurement costs) in other bidding zones and markets, as their willingness to pay has become public information.
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As an alternative approach, Energinet could (A) limit their pre-SIDC trading (i.e. prior to placing orders) publication to the
expected CT volumes they will procure in DK1 for all MTUs tomorrow via SIDC, and then (B) after the CT trading in DK1
has been completed for the given delivery date, ENDK would publish a daily/weekly trading report containing e.g. traded
CT volumes in DK1 per MTU, average price (preferably volume weighted) and also max/min price or price quantiles for
the CT trades per MTU in SIDC. In our opinion, this would give the market participants the correct market signals without
the disadvantage of sharing sensitive bidding information (individual TSOs willingness to pay) which inevitably would in-
fluence the bidding strategy of market participants, and severely risk to undermine the integrity of the price formation in
and linked to DK1 in the intraday timeframe. Consequently, such potential reduction of welfare optimization and effi-
ciency can simply be avoided by ENDK directly placing bid/ask prices for CT volume needs in the SIDC XBID system during
the given Trading Windows for ENDK CT trades in DK1 linked to the DK1-DE border.

The volumes countertraded will be
published on the transparency plat-
form.

The price will not be published, since
Energinet has changed to an active
trading strategy.

The general price information from the
intraday market provides market par-
ticipants with the relevant information
on the pricing of countertrade. Ener-
ginet does not expect to publish spe-
cific information on the price of coun-
tertrade energy.
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5.9.1 Energinet as a market participant in the intraday market

This chapter defines Energinet as a market participant under REMIT and make references to the obligation in article 4 to
publish inside information. It is written that Energinet assesses that REMIT Article 4.1 “requires that Energinet publish, in
advance of trading, the volume it intends to trade”. Nord Pool supports the publication of requested CT volume prior to
trading, but we do not interpret REMIT in the same manner. Reference is made to REMIT Recital 12 where it is stated
that “Information regarding the market participant's own plans and strategies for trading should not be considered as
inside information”. We consider the exact volume intended to trade would be Energinet’s own plans and strategies and
would therefore not qualify as inside information which must be disclosed prior to trading.

Finally, we agree with Energinet’s assessment that the risk of market manipulation does not make the intraday method-
ology less attractive, since such gaming/manipulation risks in principle will be significantly decreased due to the ex-
panded pool of participants and geographical areas (e.g Bidding Zones/countries) that can lend support to cover the
given ENDK CT needs in DK1 via SIDC XBID in comparison with only parties situated in DK1 in the current CT solution via
Special Regulation. In that respect we also in large parts, while not on all accounts, share the conclusions on (our word-
ing) “supportive evidence” for the shift to SIDC XBID for ENDK’s procurement of CT needs in DK1 that is presented in the
consultation Annexes 1-3.

Energinet has considered the sug-
gested REMIT interpretation.

However, even if Noord Pool rightly as-
sumes Energinet is under no legal obli-
gation to publish volumes in advance,
Energinet deems it a prudent ap-
proach, taking into consideration the
large volumes concerned.

For that reason, Energinet maintains its
intent to publish volumes in advance.

Lars Kristiansen, Bramming fjernvarme, 21.09.2021

Jeg har agere, som aktgr i DK1 og har veeret aktiv i el-markedet i mange ar. Jeg er et varmevaerk, der skal levere billig
varme til mine varmekunder. Jeg har foretaget investeringer, sa jeg har kunne producere og forbruge el samt have fleksi-
bilitet, der er ngdvendigt for elmarkedet.

Mange vaerker star over for at skulle foretage fremtid investeringer. De omtalte aendringer, der bliver diskuteret omkring
specialregulering, ggr det umuligt for CHP-veerkerne at foretage en investering, der vil gavne de danske varme forbruger.
Vi er a.m.b.a selskaber, der ikke ma patage investeringer, der ikke er samfundsgkonomisk korrekt. Vi tvivler pa at elmar-
kedet, ser os som aktive spiller i den grgnne omstilling, hvor varme-sektoren og elsektoren kan gavne hinanden, nar de
konstant eendre markedsvilkarene.

Energinet forsgger gennem sin kom-
munikation generelt at give markeds-
aktgrerne mulighed for at inddrage
fremtidige markedseendringer i deres
beslutninger. Her henviser Energinet fx
til den "impact assessment”, der blev
udarbejdet i 2017, som pegede p3, at
valget af modhandelsmodel skulle gen-
besgges i 2020, da den dengang valgte
model havde udfordringer i forhold til
gkonomisk efficiens.
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Bramming fjernvarme og andre nuvae-
rende og potentielle aktgrer i elmarke-
det skal foretage investeringer, hvis
disse investeringer af investoren vurde-
res at vaere hensigtsmaessige givet.
Energinet ser det som sin opgave at
sikre, at markedspriserne er konkur-
rencedygtige, hvorefter markedsdelta-
gerne ma indrette sig derefter.

Energinet henviser i gvrigt til den gene-
relle replik vedrgrende intraday-mo-
dellens gkonomiske og markedsmaes-
sige pavirkning.
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