
  

  REMISSVAR 1 (3)  

Datum   

2020-06-29   

 

Magnus Thorstensson, 08-677 28 06 

magnus.thorstensson@energiforetagen.se 

NordREG 

post@forsyningstilsynet.dk 

slrs@forsyningstilsynet.dk 

  

  

  

Energiföretagen Sverige - Swedenergy - AB 
101 53 Stockholm, Besöksadress: Olof Palmes Gata 31 
Tel: 08-677 25 00, E-post: info@energiforetagen.se, www.energiforetagen.se 
Org. nr: 556104-3265, Säte: Stockholm 

  

  

E
F

S
1
0
0
1
, 

v
4
.0

, 
2
0
1
7
-0

9
-1

8
  

  
 

Swedenergy’s reply to the consultation on the 
methodology for capacity calculation in the day-ahead and 
intraday timeframe 

We thank NordREG for opening a consultation on the Nordic TSO’s second 
amendment to the methodology for capacity calculation, and for the opportunity 
to comment on the proposal. 

We are concerned that the TSOs are aiming for a hasty implementation of the 
Flowbased capacity allocation (FB), without evaluating and considering the full 
impacts on the Nordic market. Unless the Nordic TSOs can clearly show the 
benefits of moving to FB, the implementation should be delayed and other 
options (i.e. CNTC) analyzed as an alternative. 

Our concerns have been further emphasized by the TSOs proposed changes to the 
methodology and process, namely: 

• The proposal to delete the requirement to show efficiency and reliability 
of FB before go-live. 

• The proposal to delete the requirement to perform one year of 
simulations showing the efficiency and reliability of FB before starting the 
parallel run. 

• The interpretation that the intuitive FB patch is forbidden (whereas we 
interpret ACER’s opinion that it is not required). 

• That the intraday capacity calculation will not be included for the full 
period of parallel runs. 

The benefits are based on a partial analysis 

Nordic TSOs have hitherto shown only modest socio-economic benefits of the 
implementation of FB, this based on simulations limited to the day-ahead (DA) 
market. We find this inadequate, as a true socio-economic analysis cannot be 
restricted to such partial perspective but should also incorporate the 
consequences for the rest of the electricity market. The most critical issues are 
the impacts for the intra-day (ID) and financial markets respectively, caused by a) 
changed capacity allocation in DA and ID, b) presence of non-intuitive flows and c) 
lack of transparency. This will of course have repercussions for the retail market 
as well. 
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We believe that the TSOs and regulators assess FB too much in isolation, and 
thereby lose visibility of total system impact and in the end socioeconomic 
implications. In short, our main concerns are 

− Reduced transparency and trust in the market outcome 

− Impacts to the financial market and EPADs 

− Lost value of a market for flexibility, i.e. restrictions in ID trade 

− Limited criteria of KPIs before go-live 

We do not rule out that a more extensive evaluation would lead to the conclusion 
that FB is the best alternative for the Nordic countries, but to reach that situation 
other alternatives like CNTC must be evaluated in parallel. 

We remain skeptical to FB being the best option for the Nordic electricity market 
but recognize and respect the current implementation process. However, we 
would like to see the following changes to the implementation process and 
methodology: 

• NordREG and the TSOs should transparently show the benefits of FB and 
guarantee that the methodology will not go live, unless it brings reals 
benefits. The TSOs’ request for removing the condition of showing 
efficiency and reliability of FB in the amended CCM proposal of 17 April 
2020 should therefore be rejected. 

• Simulation period should precede the parallel runs, and TSOs request for 
removing the requirement to perform 12 months of simulations before 
starting the parallel run should be rejected. The simulation should at the 
minimum compare a plain and an intuitive patch of FB and include 
capacities given for allocation to the intraday market. Additionally, we 
would still like to see a fair comparison between FB and CNTC. 

• The process of defining and deciding KPIs for the parallel runs leaves room 
for improvement. In our opinion, more extensive KPIs are needed and 
stakeholder feedback should be duly taken into account when defining the 
KPIs. Stakeholders’ comments on the KPIs were rejected by the TSOs 
without any good argumentation and we see that there was no real 
dialogue with the stakeholders on the KPIs. 

• If efficiency improvements are measured in relation to the current NTC 
method, and thus do not include the potential efficiency gains from a 
CNTC methodology, the FB should be significantly better compared to the 
NTC method. 

• The increased efficiency of moving to FB should be clearly shown during 
the whole period of parallel runs (at the minimum 12 consecutive 
months). Capacities given for allocation to the intraday timeframe should 
be included in the parallel runs as well. 
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• In addition to the benefits for the DA market, the socio-economic 
assessment must cover also the value of the ID market. Also, transparency 
and explicability of the market results have a value, which should be 
considered in the evaluation. 

• The minimum level for transparency in the Nordic countries should be the 
same as in the CWE-region today. This implies e.g. that the TSOs should 
publish also information on the location of the internal critical network 
elements with permanent identifiers. If one a more TSO does not publish 
this information, it is impossible for market participants to understand, 
explain and forecast the market results – only TSOs have the necessary 
data to do this. 

• If the Nordic TSOs are not able to show that FB will contribute to achieving 
the general objectives of CACM (e.g. increasing transparency and 
efficiency), the implementation process must be stopped. At the latest in 
that situation TSOs should also start investigating the other CACM 
compliant capacity calculation methodology, namely CNTC. 

In order to ensure well-functioning methodology and markets, it is important to 
involve stakeholders closely in the implementation. Up to now, however, the TSOs 
have either not addressed the concerns expressed by stakeholders or failed to 
explain why and how the stakeholders are wrong. We therefore support the 
creation of a forum where regulators, NEMOs and market participants could 
together monitor the parallel runs as suggested in the reply from Shadow Analysis 
AB. 

According to the TSO, flowbased capacity allocation will provide the market 
participants with more and flexible possibilities to trade. However, what the 
market participants see is reservation of transmission capacity for the TSOs to 
exchange reserves, capacity calculation based on assumptions two days in 
advance and severe limitation for cross-border trade closer to real time. To us, 
this doesn’t provide the market with neither more nor flexible possibilities, rather 
the opposite and is a huge step towards central dispatch. 


