Wording proposals on the CACM Amendments - proposal from the TSOs

Date: 28 November 2025

The proposed wording adjustments complement and are without prejudice to the concerns on the alignment of CACM 2.0 proposal with its scope as an implementing
legislation. These concerns include, but are not limited to, the following: the organisation of market coupling (e.g. Art. 18-19 of the proposal), the allocation of new
supervisory roles for ACER (e.g. Art. 19(6) and 70(6)) and new operational roles of RCCs (e.g. Art. 26 of the proposal) within the scope of an implementing act, and the
treatment of third country stakeholders (e.g. Art. 1(4), 4(2) and 30 of the proposal).

Disclaimer: not exhausted list of articles.

a) Objective

The objective of this document is to provide concrete wording proposal to facilitate the technical exchanges.

Changes compared to previous version are highlighted in Orange

b) CACM wording proposal on Governance topics

Original text (version: EC October 2025)

Proposed amended text by TSOs

Reasoning

3. TSOs and NEMOs shall define, in line with paragraph 2,
a decision-making procedure which they shall apply to the|
development and submission of each proposal for terms and
conditions or methodologies referred to in Article 5(1) and
5(2). Regarding third country TSOs and NEMOs whic

have been integrated in Union’s single day-ahead and).
intraday coupling pursuant to Article 1(6) and (7), the
decision-making procedure shall provide for clear rules o
their engagement, consistent with the relevant agreement
between the Union and a third country. Third country TSOs

3. TSOs and NEMOs shall apply—in—tine—with—paragraph—2. a

decision making procedure which—they—shall-applyte  for the
development and—submission of each proposal for terms and

conditions or methodologies referred to in Article 5(1) and 5(2).

integrated in Union’s single day-ahead and intraday coupling
pursuant to Article 1(6) and (7), the decision-making procedure
shall provide for clear rules of their engagement, consistent with the
relevant agreement between the Union and a third country. £SOs

Paragraph 3: The EC proposal raises
concerns about consistency with higher-
level legislation, practical
implementation, the risk of undermining

egarding third country TSOs and NEMOs which have beenexisting technical and contractual

arrangements, and the potential for
increased legal uncertainty and
inefficiency in cross-border cooperation.
The existing All TSOs Process/Policy
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and the E-E Articles of Association

or NEMOs that are not integrated pursuant to Article 1(6)

and (7) shall only be given the possibility to participate in
the consultation of stakeholders referred to in Article 9

Third countrv TSOs or NEMOs that are not 1ntegrated pursuant to

e.already provide a framework for

decision-making that is consistent with

TSOs and NEMOs shall submit the decision- making|

IArticle 1(6) and (7). but that have concluded an agreement with the

the Electricity Regulation. Introducing

\Union or are under the obligation to apply specific provisions of a|

additional or alternative procedures at the




procedures to ACER or the competent regulatory authorities
for approval, as applicable.

network code or guideline, shall be given the possibility to|

level of an implementing act would not

participate in the development of each proposal for terms and

only be redundant but could also

conditions or methodologies referred to in Article 5(1) and 5(2);

undermine established contractual

however, they shall not participate in the vote approving the terms

arrangements and lead to inefficiencies in

and conditions or methodologies, unless otherwise providedcooperation. Regulating such

according to the agreement between the Union and the third country]

fundamental participation rights in an

in_question.

implementing regulation is not

appropriate from a legal perspective.

4.TSOs and NEMOs shall regularly — and at least on a4' TSOs and NEMOs shall regularly - and-atleast on-a quarter;

quarterly basis — iferm update the competent regulatory
authorities and ACER, either in writing or orally during

basts- update the competent regulatory authorities and ACER;—eithes
i-writing-or-orally during the relevant working groups or when duly)

relevant working groups, about the progress of developingrequested by the competent regulatory authorities and ACER, about

those terms and conditions or methodologies, and shall
inform the competent regulatory authorities and ACER|
within 5 working days in case a potential delay has been
identified.

the progress of developing those terms and conditions or
methodologies and—shal—inform—the —competent—regulatory
b | ACER withinS Kine davei ]

delay-has-been-identified—In the case of identified implementation|
delays, TSOs and NEMOs shall inform the competent regulatoryj

authorities and ACER without undue delay upon identification.

5. The implementation process shall be specified in the
proposals for terms, conditions and methodologies with
such implementation process and timeline taking into
account the technical challenges associated with the

Implementing acts must not amend or
supplement the enabling act (here, the
Electricity Regulation 2019/943), and
any new conditions for third country
participation should be explicitly
anchored in primary legislation. Finally,
from a practical perspective, excluding
third countries from the development
phase of TCMs could undermine
operational cooperation and grid security.
Current practices in regions such as Italy
North, Core, and Central Europe already

5. The implementation process shall be specified in the proposals
for terms, conditions and methodologies. wwith—sueh The

implementation process and timeline taking—inteo-account shall be

implementation of the said methodologies. The
implementation period of the proposed terms, conditions
and methodologies shall be agreed between the submitting
parties and the relevant regulatory authorities or ACER. In|
absence of such agreement, the implementation period shall
ot be by default no longer than 12 months after th

approval by the relevant regulatory authorities or ACER.,
except where relevant regulatory authorities or ACER agree

defined on the basis of the technical challenges associated with the
implementation of the said methodologies. The implementation|
period of the proposed terms, conditions and methodologies shall be
agreed between the submitting parties and the relevant regulatoryl

involve third countries, and these
arrangements have been validated by the
relevant NRAs. The exclusionary
wording risks contradicting these
established practices.

Paragraph 4: TSOs strive to provide all
requested updates to NRAs and ACER

during the established working groups,

where the agenda is jointly developed.

|Any other request for information and

to extend the implementation period - including following ¢
request from TSOs and NEMOs - or where different periods
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are stipulated in this Regulation. During implementation,|
TSOs and NEMOs shall perform a parallel testing of]
existing and new solutions to allow for market participants
to prepare for new solutions, where appropriate.

pertods—are stipulated in this Regulation. During implementation,|
TSOs and NEMOs shall perform a parallel testing of existing and
new solutions to allow for market participants to prepare for new|
solutions, where appropriate.

7. Proposals for terms and conditions or methodologies|
subject to the approval by one or secveral regulatory|
authority in accordance with Article 5(2) and Article 5(3)
shall be netifiedte shared with ACER at the same time that
they are submmed to the relevant regulatory authorities by

e S = Where ACER considersieg

S

7. Proposals for terms and conditions or methodologies subject to
the approval by one or several regulatory authority in accordance
with Article 5(2) and Article 5(3) shall be shared with ACER at the
same time that they are submitted to the relevant regulatory]

regarding requests for information by
IACER or NRAs.

The identification of a delay is not
always a straightforward matter as it,
most of the times, entails coordination
and alignment of several parties. To this
end, a 5-day deadline is not realistic,
because it is difficult to count as of when
the delay was identified and confirmed.
TSOs commit to notify the regulatory
authorities and ACER, as soon as

O

the proposal for terms and conditions or methodologies to

have a cross-border impact, ACER may request the;

possible, by the time they have a solid
confirmation of the potential delay. Thus,

submlt

receiving regulatory author1ty to additional
information - S ln
accordance with Artlcle 3(2) of the Regulatlon (EU)
2019/942.

rons—or-methodoelootesto-have-a—ecross-bordertmpact-ACER
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wording adjusted to "without undue
delay” to also be consistent with Article
7(3). In any case NRAs and ACER have
the possibility to request additional
updates and information in the way

10. When several regulatory authorities are responsible for the

adoption or amendment, such request may be initiated initially

raised by at least one regulatory authority.;-as-per-Commission

several 1eaulat0ry authorities are 1esponslble tor the
adoption, such request may be initiated by at least one

The regulatory authority or authorities initiating the request shall

regulatory authority, as per Commission Regulation (EU)

consult and closely cooperate and coordinate with each other in

2021/280. Such requests for amendment from individual
NRA shall be coordinated by ACER to avoid delays or legal

order to reach an agreement and submit a joint request. Where

uncertainty related to inconsistency between several

applicable, the competent regulatory authorities shall take into

requests. This coordination may entail all regulatory,

authorities of the concerned region to jointly agree on the]
request for amendments. And In case all regulatory
authorities of the concerned region cannot agree on such|
request within3-months, they shall refer the case to ACER|
for decision, pursuant to article 6(10) from Regulation (EU)

account the opinion of the Agency.

In case all reulatory authories of the concerned region cannot
agree on such request, they shall refer the case to ACER for
decision, pursuant to article 6(10) from Regulation (EU) 2019/942.

2019/942.

established in the first sentence of this
paragraph.

Paragraph 5: Wording amendments aim
at improving the clarity of this paragraph.
Regarding the default implementation

-period, the TSOs are of the opinion that

the implementation should be decided at
an ad hoc basis based on the complexity
and the particularities of the topic/
project. Adding such a short default
deadline may lead to delays in
implementation, something that can also
affect the stakeholders’ preparedness and
planning.

Paragraph 7: The possibility for ACER to
request information from NRAs is, as




quoted, provided for in Article 3(2)
IACER Reg. Thus, for legal certainty
purposes, we don't see the need to repeat
provisions already established in higher
legislation. The legal basis is already
concrete enough.

Paragraph 10: This paragraph needs
revision as 1.it should be clear that the
purpose is that the NRAs should align in
case they intend to submit an
amendment, to avoid sequence of
individual amendment requests by NRAs
, with no realistic perspective of a timely
approval and implementation. 2. No
additional powers are granted to ACER
or NRAs 3. No reference to other
legislation is needed.

9. Where TSOs or NEMOs fail to submit an initial or
amended proposal for terms and conditions or
methodologies to the competent regulatory authorities or
IACER in accordance with Article 5, paragraphs (1) to (3),
within the deadlines set out in this
Regulation, they shall provide the competent regulatory|
authorities and ACER with the relevant drafts of the
proposals for the terms and conditions or methodologies the
latest on the last day of the respective deadline, and explain|

within the legal deadline. ACER, all competent regulatory
authorities jointly, or the competent regulatory authority, as
the case may be, shall investigate the reasons for the failure
and shall

what has prevented them from submitting a final proposalIp

9. Where TSOs or NEMOs fail to submit an initial or amended|
proposal for terms and conditions or methodologies to the
competent regulatory authorities or ACER in accordance with|
Article S5, paragraphs (1) to (3), within the deadlines set out in|
accordance with this Regulation, they shall provide the competent
regulatory authorities and ACER with the relevant drafts of the
proposals for the terms and conditions or methodologies the latest
on the last day of the respective deadline, and explain what has
revented them from submitting a final proposal within the legal
deadline. ACER—a-All competent regulatory authorities jointly, o
the competent regulatory authority, assisted by ACER, or ACER the|
ecase—may when acting as the competent body for approval, shal
investicate-thereasonsfor-thefatlure-and shall take the appropriate

steps for and facilitate the adoption of the required terms and|

conditions or methodologies, for—instanee by requesting

Based on T-485/21 Rc. 253f. ACER is to
assist in finding a solution. ("In
accordance with Article 6(11) of
Regulation 2019/942, which reflects the
principle of sincere cooperation
enshrined in Article 4(3) TEU, ACER is
required to consult NRAs and TSOs
when preparing a decision on the basis of
Article 6(10) of that regulation.

254 In accordance with the principle of
sincere cooperation and taking into
account the clear intention of the EU
legislature to make decision-making on
difficult but necessary cross-border
issues more efficient and faster
(judgment of 7 September 2022, BNetzA




completing the drafts pursuant to this paragraph, including
where no drafts have been submitted, and approve them.

Trort
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inform—the Commission—about—the absence—of timels

Ty

approve them.

amendments or revising and completing the drafts pursuant to thisv ACER, T-631/19, EU:T:2022:509,
paragraph, including where no drafts have been submitted, andparagraph 46), ACER was to facilitate

the development, by the TSOs and

INRAS, of the analysis required by Article
16(13) of Regulation 2019/943.
Additionally, it seems that the purpose of
this article is to regulate the process in
case of the submission failure, rather than
provide for investigation on the causes of
non-submission. No investigative power
is provided in the overarching legislation
to which CACM should comply (as it is,
for instance, in REMIT). The overarching
legislation as well as this Regulation
provides specific rights of NRAs and
ACER, where applicable, to receive
information on the progress of

methodologies and their implementation.




10. For joint decisions not related to proposals for terms and0—FEer—jeint—decisions—not—related—to—propesals—for—terms—and| Article 6.10. We propose deleting this
conditions or methodologies pursuant to Article 5 NEMOsjeonditions-or-methodologies pursuantto-Article SNEMOs-or FSOsprovision considering the lack of legal

or TSOs shall complete the vote within three months. ACERShall complete-the vote-within-three-months- grounds for providing for a s period of
e e chem sl e denidnn e e sl el e three months. Additionally, even if these
SO e D O e ekl oo pene b o cemento i three months were to apply, the provision
o ds does not specify the starting date for the

three-month period.

3. The entity or entities jointly responsible for the3. The entity or entities jointly responsible for the implementationThe TSOs cannot report and identify all
implementation of terms and conditions or methodologyjof terms and conditions or methodology shall provide to the relevantinvolved parties in the implementation of
shall provide to the relevant regulatory authorities or ACER regulatory authorities or ACER, where competent for approving@ TCM project, nor arbitrarily attribute
them, the following information regarding their implementation: responsibilities without an appropriate




information regarding their implementation:
(a) regular updates, at least on a quarterly basis,

implementation steps, milestones and deliverables;

mitigate such risks;
(c) the identification of the entity or the entities

entity concerned; and
(d) the contribution of the entity or the entities

where competent for approving them, the following

fulfilment of the implementation plan in accordance with|
article 4(3), especially with regard to individual and joint

(b) without undue delay, possible risks of delayed
implementation, as well as possible and preferred options to

responsible to the failure to meet the implementation tasks,)
milestones and deliverables with joint responsibilities.

on the

(a) regular updates, atleast-on-a-guarterhy-basis; either in writing or
orally during relevant working groups, on the fulfilment of the
implementation plan in accordance with article 4(3), especially with|
regard to individual and joint implementation steps, milestones and
deliverables;
(b) without undue delay, possible risks of delayed implementation|
and their causes, as well as possible and preferred options to
mitigate such risks; and

(c) list the entity/ entities, to their knowledge, involved in the

responsible for delays in implementation tasks, milestones?

and deliverables with individual responsibilities of each

e1dentification-of-the-entitv—or-the-entities—tresponsiblefor-delavg
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process This is because in large scale
projects, and in the context of contractual
freedom the involved parties may also
include contractors/ subcontractors/
suppliers etc. It is thus difficult for TSOs
to identify the level of responsibility as
well as the exact contribution of all
involved parties. TSOs can list the
involved parties to the extent of their
responsibilities under a TCM and identify|
the causes of a delay. The competent
regulatory authority/-ies may go deeper
into the involved or associated parties, if
deemed necessary.
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[Delegation of tasks

delegating entity.

delegated in accordance with paragraph

monitoring to its delegating entity and

1- Except where otherwise provided, a TSO or
NEMO may delegate all or part of any task
assigned to it under this Regulation to one or more
third parties seated in a Member State under the
condition that the third party can carry out the
respective function at least as effectively as the

2-  Prior to the delegation, the third party concerned
shall have clearly demonstrated to the delegating
entity its ability to meet each of the obligations

delegated entity shall guarantee the access to and
the provision of all necessary information for

competent regulatory authority. Neither the
delegating entity nor the delegated entity shall

1. The

to the

1-Except where otherwise provided, a TSO or NEMO may delegate
all or part of any task assigned to it under this Regulation to one or
more third parties seated in a Member State under the condition that
the third party can carry out the respective function at least as
effectively as the delegating entity.

2-Prior to the delegation, the third party concerned shall have clearly|
demonstrated to the delegating entity its ability to meet each of the
obligations delegated in accordance with paragraph 1. The
delegated entity shall guarantee the access to and the provision of]
all necessary information for monitoring to its delegating entity and|
to the competent regulatory authority. Neither the delegating entity)|
nor the delegated entity shall conclude any contracts which hinder
the efficient monitoring by the competent regulatory authority




conclude any contracts which hinder the efficien
monitoring by the competent regulatory authority.

The relevant regulatory authority shall ensure3-The relevant regulatory authority shall ensure regulatory|
regulatory oversight of the delegated entity injoversight of the delegated entity in respect of the delegated tasks
respect of the delegated tasks and obligations. Theland obligations. The delegating entity shall also remain fully]
delegating entity shall also remain fullyfresponsible for the delegated tasks and for ensuring compliance with|
responsible for the delegated tasks and forthe obligations under this Regulation such that all rights and
ensuring compliance with the obligations underjobligations with related liabilities shall remain with the delegating
this Regulation such that all rights and obligationsentity. The delegating entity shall remain the default point of contact]
with related liabilities shall remain with theffor the regulatory authority and shall ensure the access to andtechnical Report preparation is a
delegating entity. The delegating entity shallprovision of all contracts and any other information necessary for

remain the default point of contact for the
regulatory authority and shall ensure the access to
and provision of all contracts and any other
information necessary for monitoring requested by
the regulatory authority.

For any tasks specified in this Regulation that are
delegated to a third party, the delegating entity|
shall ensure that suitable confidentiality]
agreements in accordance with the confidentiality
obligations of the delegating entity have been put
in place prior to delegation.

The delegating entity shall not be allowed to
charge any fees to the third party in relation to the
task that is delegated.

monitoring requested by the regulatory authority

4-For any tasks specified in this Regulation that are delegated to
third party, the delegating entity shall ensure that suitable
confidentiality agreements in accordance with the confidentiality|
obligations of the delegating entity have been put in place prior to
delegation.

5-The delegating entity shall not be allowed to charge any fees to
the third party in relation to the task that is delegated.

The prohibition to involve TSOs in the

fundamental contradiction given the
IAssociation’s role under Article 28(1) of
Regulation 2019/943 as a body through
which TSOs cooperate in order to
promote the completion and functioning
of the internal market for electricity and
cross-zonal trade and to ensure the
optimal management, coordinated
operation and sound technical evolution
of the European electricity transmission
network.

It is also proposed to remove the
prohibition upon RCCs to delegate
fulfilment of their tasks in Article 12(7)

The ENTSO for electricity shall not delegate th
fulfilment of any of its obligation pursuant to this

as such prohibition could lead to
inefficiencies and contradictions with

Regulation to any party, including to transmissionte-transmisstion-systemeperators—unless-provided-otherwise-in-this|

system operators — unless provided otherwise in|
this Regulation.

The Regional- Coordination-CentresR CCs shall notfZ

existing arrangements.

delegate the fulfilment of any of their obligation|

7 The Rooional Coordination—CentrecRCCq chall not-delecate the
1 eICgohar—cooraaton— e R eSiIcc S SianrhRot-aere gate—+ne
a1 lment of - anvof theiroblicatiton—pureantto-thic Reonlation—t
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aity—party;—Hheruag—totranSHHSSoR—SyStem—operators BHESS|

pursuant to this Regulation to any party, including

to transmission system operators — unless providedprevided-otherwise-in-this Regulation.

otherwise in this Regulation.

The following MCO tasks may be delegated to

8-The following MCO tasks may be delegated to one or more third




one or more third parties in the methodology
pursuant to article 17 (3):

0, —Perbormine—thefllbaclmrocodupe o
laid-downin-Asrtiele 23(H1); b-a.Acting
as a central counterparty to each NEMO

for the exchange of energy
between NEMO trading hubs as laid down in
Article 23(1) nm);

eb.Colleeting—Distributing  the congestion
income as laid down in Article 23(1) eq);

ec.Calewlating——and——Ddistributing the
transmission access guarantees as laid down
in Article 23(1) ps).

If the methodology pursuant to Article 17(3) allows for

delegation of both the MCO tasks regarding the distributiondelegated to the same party.

parties in the methodology pursuant to article 17 (3):

a. Acting as a central counterparty to each NEMO for the
exchange of energy between NEMO trading hubs as
laid down in Article 23(1) n);

b. Distributing the congestion income as laid down in
Article 23(1) q)

c¢. Distributing the transmission access guarantees as laid

down in Article 23(1) s).
If the methodology pursuant to Article 17(3) allows for delegation|
of both the MCO tasks regarding the distribution of the congestion|
income in Article 23(1)(0) and regarding the calculation and
distribution of transmission access guarantees as laid down in|
Article 23(1)(p), it shall stipulate that both tasks may only be

of the congestion income in Article 23(1)(0) and regarding
the calculation and distribution of transmission access
guarantees as laid down in Article 23(1)(p), it shall stipulate
that both tasks may only be delegated to the same party.
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3. While the Single Market Coupling Operator carries out
the MCO tasks in parallel and as back-up to all NEMOs, the
Joint Steering Committee shall assess every three months
whether the criteria from the methodology pursuant to
Article 18 paragraph 1(f) are met. This assessment shall
include a reasoned conclusion on whether the Single Market
Coupling Operator is operationally ready to start operating
the market coupling as main entity. The Joint Steering
Committee shall submit this assessment without undue
delay to all

3. While the Single Market Coupling Operator carries out the MCO
tasks in parallel and as back-up to all NEMOs, the Joint Steering]
Committee shall assess every three months whether the criteria from|
the methodology pursuant to Article 18 paragraph 1(f) are met. This|
assessment shall include a reasoned conclusion on whether the
Single Market Coupling Operator is operationally ready to start]
operating the market coupling as main entity. The Joint Steering
Committee shall submit notify this assessment without undue delay|

to all regulatory authorities forjeintapproval and netify—it—with
ACER.

Based on the explanation provided in the
CACM 2.0 (v.2.) draft the aim is to
“set(ting) the go live date decision in
TSOs’ and NEMOs’ hands.”

Generally, no matter the entity
performing the MCO task, there has
never been an approval required by
ACER/NRAs. Since TSOs/NEMOs are
accountable for the proper performance
of the MCO task, they should be the ones
fully determining the readiness. Any
other approval process shall in principle
be conferred as competence via a

Regulation and not an implementing act.
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1. The
Single Market Coupling Operator, shall prepare a draff]
work programme for|

to be implemented

during the subsequent years.

b

the Joint Steering Committee shall,

and vote

. The
work programme shall describe the projects aiming
to implement the tasks referred to in Error! R eference
source not found.3 . For
each project, the document shall indicate:

1.

The Joint Steering Committee, in cooperation with the
Single Market Coupling Operator, shall prepare a—dratt
propesal—for the biennial work programme for projects|
aiming to implement the tasks referred to in Article 23 to be]
implemented during the subsequent two calendar years. The|

diendsreparaldns the Blonpinl el cenmnnnne hall o

Paragraph 1: The work programme
should be an exclusive responsibility.
TSOs and NEMOs should be the ones
deciding on the tasks based on their legal
implementation commitments. In any
case, the content requirements of the
biennial work programme include a large
number of details that can provide a
complete overview to the stakeholders,

dratt-propesal-for-the biennial-workprogramme-and-vete-telupon its publication.

The propesal—for—the
describe the projects aiming to implement the tasks referre
to in Error! R eference source not found.3 over the next two
calendar years. For each project, the document shall
indicate:

Paragraph 2: No regulatory approval

biennial work programme shal(iLs)hould be foreseen for the biennial work

rogramme. TSOs and NEMOs, being
the jointly responsible for the provisions
of the services and the financing should
be the ones jointly deciding about the

a. the scope and expected benefits;

b. the interdependency between projects and the priority|
level assigned;

c. the impact on the single day-ahead coupling, single

terms of performance and implementation efforts;
d. the budget (including

per cost category pursuant to Article 28(21)(b)
e. an implementation roadmap, including the relevant

intermediate milestones;

f. a clear assignment of responsibilities and deadlines to

individual involved parties, detailing the involvement of the

Single Market Coupling Operator and other parties such as

a. the scope and expected benefits;

b. the interdependency between projects and the priority level
assigned;

c. the impact on the single day-ahead coupling, single intraday
intraday auction or single intraday continuous algorithms injauction or single intraday continuous algorithms in terms of]
performance and implementation efforts;
d. the budget over the next two calendar years (including for
for research and development activities) with a breakdownresearch and development activities) with a breakdown per cost
category pursuant to Article 28(21)(b)

e. an implementation roadmap, including the relevant intermediate
milestones;

f. a clear assignment of responsibilities and deadlines to individual
involved parties, detailing the involvement of the Single Market
Coupling Operator and other parties such as NEMOs and TSOs.

projects and financing. NRAs and ACER
will be notified about the adopted
version. Considering that a public
consultation is foreseen, the draft and the
stakeholders’ comments will in any case
be publicly available. Any other approval
process shall be in principle conferred as
competence via a Regulation and not an
implementing act.

Paragraph 4: The word undue delay is
used, similarly to when TSOs update
about delays in TCMs. The term major
delay or deviation is introduced to
anticipate minor timeline changes or
detail deviations that may not have a
significant impact on the MCO provided
services. Again, identifying all involved
parties and their proportion of failure

INEMOs and TSOs.

goes beyond what TSOs in the context of
JSC can do. The competent regulatory




2.By 30 June 2027 and every two years thereafter, the Joint Steering
Committee shall submi-share +te with all regulatory authorities fo
foint-approval and share-with-ACER the-propesal-for the approved
biennial work programme. —ineludingthe budget-thatis-considered
Aesenas slo-melementheproponadpreiects

4. During implementation

, the Joint]
Steering Committee shall communicate to ACER and all
relevant regulatory authorities any delay or deviation from
the final approved work

within a period of two weeks. This
communication shall clearly indicate the justification for|
that delay or deviation, identify the responsible party or
parties and include, , a plan to mitigate the

4. During the implementation of the biennial work programme, the
Joint Steering Committee shall without undue delay inform|
communicateto-ACER-and all relevant regulatory authorities and
IACER about any major delay or major deviation from the final

approved biennial work programme. -withina-period-oftwo-weeks
This communication shall clearly indicate the reasons justifieation|

for the at delay or deviation identify-the responsible-party-orparties

and include, where relevant, a plan to mitigate the delay or
deviation.

authority/-ies may go deeper into
identifying the involved/associated
entities if deemed necessary.

delay or deviation

25

2. Each TSO shall

a. the relevant Regional Coordinationa-

2. Each TSO shall:

Justification for deletion:
Re a) TSO-Obligation already stated in

Centre with all inputs needed to perform the capacity|
calculation in accordance with Article 33(2);

b. the capacity calculation outputs for its|
bidding zone borders or critical network elements in

b. validate the capacity calculation outputs for its bidding zone
borders or critical network elements in accordance with Article 35;

Art. 37 (3) Regulation 943/2019. (“3.
Transmission system operators shall
provide their regional coordination
centres with the information necessary to

accordance with Article 35;

c. obligations from day- ahead|

and intraday coupling in accordance with Articles 55 and 58

preceeding possibility to verify the coupling results

pursuant to Article 57 and 60;

d. the information on the single day-

ahead and intraday coupling in accordance with
Article 11.

c. Carry out their obligations from day- ahead and intraday coupling
in accordance with Articles 55 and 58 preceeding possibility to|
verify the coupling results pursuant to Article 57 and 60;

coupling in accordance with the methodology pursuant to Article]
11.

d. provide the information on the single day- ahead and intraday};

carry out its tasks.). Thus, there is no
need for repetition in this implementing
act. Should there be a need to repeat
some general principles, this can be done
in the recitals with direct reference to the
existing overarching legislation

Re e) ACER’s competence to request
information and any specifications

needed are already stated in Art. 3 (2)
Regulation 942/2019. Such competence

is not limited to the objectives. Thus,




f. Participate in the Joint Steering Committee and cooperateff. Participate in the Joint Steering Committee and cooperate with thethere is no need for repetition in this
with the management board and staff of the Single Marketimanagement board and staff of the Single Market Couplingimplementing act. Should there be a need

Coupling Operator to support the implementation of thCOperator to support the implementation of the methodology referredto repeat some general principles, this
methodology referred to in Article 18(1) and the fulfilmentio in Article 18(1) and the fulfilment of the MCO tasks defined infcan be done in the recitals with direct

of the MCO tasks defined in Article 23 Article 23. reference to the existing overarching
legislation
1. tach o shall JEachRCCshal- RCC tasks are defined by Article 37

Regulation 2019/943. Any extension or

roQ

a. establish a working structure for the cooperation ofla_establish-a-working structureforthe-cooperationofresional FSOgamendment of such tasks would exceed
regional TSOs within a capacity calculation region relativelyithin o capacity caleulation region relative-to-capacity-caleulationthe limits of what can be regulated in an
to capacity calculation process and host these meetings; brocess-and-host these meetings: implementing act. Additionally, in
. .. > . .
b. Prepareine the draft proposals for terms, conditions andl, p..ovr hn deafi  crcmccale far  tamme  canditiene anddccordance with Article 37(2) of the
. . (e T 1\/1.}“1\4 284> uraT’t Pl \_IIJ\_IDDIID TOT TOT 1110, \“Avjsivsanavising arrd] . . . . .
methodologies or any amendments thereof referred to i} ethodologies—orany—amendments—thereof reforred_to-in A rticL,EleCtrlClty Regulation, which prevails,

Article 5(2)a) w4 the assignment of advisory tasks to RCCs

o SO ac an advicors tack ac foreceenin-Article 37 of Reognlation

[ . ’7. ~ . . ~ . . . . . ~ ~ > . J\ }u] T aIT aOvIiIououT TAOIN OU ITOTUOVUVUIT 1T 7 x57r0IvTv 7 \vp l\bsulutlull . . .
as an adv 1sor}: task as f01.eseen in Article 37 of Regulau.m EL1)2010/043 and submit thern to-the_relevant TSOs for “otentialshau be suquct to the fayourable opinion
(EU) 2019/943 and submit them to the relevant TSOs Jeind 7 P o o, . ; ”A . of the Committee of Article 68 of
Steering—Committee for potential amendment and votel - T S YOy SUVSIREES TSI VE RS SRR TR Directive (EU) 2019/944 and RCC shall
according to the voting rules referred to in Article 6; Attiele-6; carry out the tasks on the basis of a

T . . Proviaideanv—information—that ACE or—anv—relevant national
c. Prondei’H'g any lnformatlon that ACER Or any rele\/'al’lt * 1 II\JVIU\/ ulli llflf"illlullUII TIIatcT 7 X\./.J_ll\ \:11 ull] TOoOTOvVvannT llullvl;ulproposal deVelOped by the ENTSO for

. o, . . . reolatorz antharifies maxvzs ronniagt 1n Ardar tn mmanitnyr that £ L .

natlonal regulatory authOI'ltleS ﬂ%’if re 1””.3 l‘equest 1n OrderLUEulutux aoTIoTIcITS  iar TOOQUOUST 11T Ut U Iorator—oiat ul‘*ElSCtI’lClty and approved by ACER n

accordance with the procedure set out in

to monitor that the objectives of this regulation are being@bjectives-ofthisregulation-are-beingfukfilled:-

fulfilled; —perform—eapacity—caleulation—ineooperation—with-the—relevantArticle 27 Electricity Regulation. As
d. performine capacity calculation in cooperation with the - such no advisory tasks can be awarded to
relevant T in rdan ith the methodol —issue-coordinated-actions-and providing the relevant TSOs-withRCCs, even preliminarily via an IA.
eleva S accordance w e methodology P
pursuant to Article 33; apacity—caleulation—outputs—to—bevalidated—in—accordanee—with W € suggest the deletion of this Article
e. issucine coordinated actions and providing the relevantAsticle-39:- considering that the sub provisions are
TSOs with capacity calculation outputs to be validated inif.—send-thevalidated—eapa aleulation—outputs—to-the MCO-in glther excegdmg the scope of an
accordance with Article 39; recordan . Artiala 20 implementing act or redundant, and
ords : :
f. sending the validated capacity calculation outputs to thels_have the nossibi - ot the dav_ahead_counline resultgrcdundancy of requirements does not
MCO in accordance with Article 39(5); bl ST e e e el o reate value but potential confusion.
g. haveing the possibility to verify that the day-aheadi s . i. £n have beon caleulated in accordanee with the validated oo ated in the EL Directive or
IIT 7 XTI OO0 TU U0 TIO Ve OUUIT UOITUIaOtUO TIT aUTUOTOOIrIIoU vwItiT TIrv varragatoYd : : :
coupling results referred to in Article 57 and the intraday| o calenlas 1 the-allocati L elsewhere in this regulation]. On top of
coupling results referred to in Article 60 have been, " . . oo ;Mmrlwthose.fundamenta.l concerns, TSOs have
calculated in accordance With the Validated Capacityll' Pluvlu! TIIU TIOToTITIIaTtrotrT UIT oaIav Dlllsl\l TOr anTuvaT arra 1IIOTr uuu)’ echnlcal and buSlneSS Concerns On the
calculation outputs and the allocation constraints; st iaeesedapes b he o sthedele s cpnns o xm’v‘lvforleseen tasks which would not add any
Hs- value.




h. provide

the information on the single day-ahead ancﬂkéra#&h%repe%—m%apaeﬁy—ea%&ﬂaﬁe&vefe%ed—%—ﬁ%ﬁiel&é%

intraday coupling in accordance with

Atrticle 11;

. L ; o ;

i. draft the reports on capacity calculation referred to in|
Article 68 and the reports on capacity validation referred to

in Article 69;
28 1. 1. AIl NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly develop, review and, where[Paragraph 1: ACER has no competence
11 NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly develop necessary, propose amendments to the methodology forto approve this methodology. The
determining, sharing and recovering the MCO costs, which includerelevant regulatory authorities should be
methodology for determining, sharing and recovering theithe costs related to the obligations imposed on the Joint Steeringthe ones approving such methodology.
‘O costs, L : related to ﬂ_leCOmmittee in accordance with Article 22 and on the MCO in| ) )
obligations imposed on the Joint Steering Committee N ccordance with Article 23. By 6 months following the entry intOParagraph 8: Wording slightly adapted to
accordance with Article 22 and on the MCO in accordance : : ' . freflect Article 80 of the current CACM.
. . force of this Regulation, all NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly] ~. .
with Article 23. . . It is unclear why an approval is needed
develop and submit the proposal for this methodology to ACER-the . .
| 1 horities f : for this report, especially when the
relevant regulatory authorities for approval. determination of costs will be based on a
methodology approved by the NRAs that
can also be amended if needed be.
Paragraph 9: In light of the proposed
amendments to paragraph 8, attempt to
align this paragraph, also in view of
Article 80 of current CACM.
31 1. shall calculatell-Regional-coordination-centresshall-ealetlate-eross—zonal-eapaeityiParagraph 1: This RCC-Task is already

cross-zonal capacity for at least the following time frames:

a. day-ahead, for the day-ahead market;

b. intraday, for the intraday market.

stated in Art. 37 (1) (a) Regulation
943/2019. No need to repeat this in
CACM 2.0. Should there be a need to

epeat some general principles, this can

5. All Regional Coordination Centres and TSOs of each|
capacity calculation region shall evaluate the quality of the
data submitted for the capacity calculation process every|
second year as part of the biennial report on capacity|
calculation and allocation produced in accordance with|
Article 68Error! R eference source not found.

be done in the recitals with direct

o

reference to the existing overarching

legislation

INo additional RCC Task may be
established by an implementing act.




39 1. For each capacity calculation timeframe 1. For each capacity calculation timeframe and for at least each hour,[Paragraph 1: Suggestion to delete the last
, each TSO shall provide the Regionaleach TSO shall provide the Regional Coordination Centres in thejsentence considering that RCC tasks
Coordination Centres in the capacity calculation regionicapacity calculation region with the following inputs: criticalcannot be awarded via a methodology, on
with the following inputs: critical network elementsihetwork elements with operational —security limits andthe basis of an Implementing Act.
with operational security limits and contingencies,contingencies, generation and load shift keys, remedial actions,
gepergt}on and' load Shlﬁ keys, remedlal aCtlons’reliability margins, allocation constraints, cross-zonal capacity|
reliability margins, allocation constraints, : : :
allocated for exchange of balancing capacity and sharing of reserves
and nominated physically TOMINICC PVSIeAl yanemission niehis The copects
transmission  rights. The capacity calculation| . o) TUEJ TR A e e
methodology may also define that these inputs arloetermined by Regional Coordination Centre(s) directly:
determined by Regional Coordination Centre(s)
directly.
50 7. As part of its monitoring duty in accordance with Article7-—As—part-ofits-menitoringduty-in-accordance-with-Artiele15-ofTo the extent such competence is already
15 of Regulation (EU) 2019/942, ACER shall Regulation (EL)2019/942_ACER shall monitor the implementationfforeseen by Article 15 of Regulation
the implementation of intraday auctions, especiallylf intraday-auctions—especiallyregardingthe numberof auctions742/2019, there is no need repeat this in
regarding the number of auctions, their timings, and theirgheir imines. and theirimpaets: CACM 2.0, also in view of ensuring legall
impacts. certainty. Otherwise, no additional
powers should be awarded to ACER via
an implementing act. Should there be a
need to repeat some general principles,
this can be done in the recitals with direct
reference to the existing overarching
legislation
54 10. ACER shall monitor the implementation ofH0-—ACER—shall-menitor-the—implementation—of the—transmissionBesides the fact that as an additional
the transmission access guarantee provisions. aceess-guarantee-provisions: competence this would exceed what can
be regulated in an implementing act, the
clause lacks transparency as to what
exactly is to be monitored.
68 1. By 31st of May of the year following the entry into forceBy 31st of May of the year following the entry into force of thisDespite the fact that the drafting of this

of this Regulation, and every year thereafter, each
Regional Coordination Centre shall draft a report onCentre shall draft a report on capacity calculation covering the last

capacity calculation covering the last

IACER by 30th of June of that same year.

calendar years.

and submit it to

Regulation, and every year thereafter, each Regional Coordination|

calendar years and submit it to ACER by 30th of June of that same
year

report is currently an ENTSO-E task, the
TSOs consider it as falling withing the
scope of the RCC tasks under the
Electricity Regulation, in the context of
carrying out the coordinated capacity

calculation.



TSOs suggest the deletion of the second

2. By 18 At least 6 months before d—l—a—ﬁ-l—l-}“ the report is due,
the Regional
Coordmatlon Centres shall prepare a proposal for the

fparagraph as it assigns additional tasks to

ACER, outside the scope of an

Implementing Act and adds requirements

structure of the a-draft report. This proposal shall define the

and complexity to the development of the

straeture  composition of the report, the content and

treport.

performance indicators that will be used in the report. The

proposal shall be delivered to Regulatory Authorities of the
system operation region and ACER which may shall-be|

entitled-to-require-request amendments within two months
after the submission of the proposal Ameﬁd-meﬁ%s—p%ed

by ACER shall be dy
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1. ACER and regulatory authorities shall monitor the
functioning and performance of the single day-ahead and

Paragraph 1: To the extent that such

ingcompetences are already foreseen by

intraday coupling. All regulatory authorities, in

Article 15 of Regulation 942/2019, there

eoordination cooperation with ACER, shall monitor the

is no need repeat this in CACM 2.0., also

compliance of the Market Coupling Operator Error! R|

for ensuring legal certainty. Otherwise,

eference source not found.. ACER and regulatory|

11400 additional powers should be awarded

authorities shall fully cooperate and shall provide each other|

to ACER via an implementing act.

access to all necessary information in order to ensure proper|.

Should there be a need to repeat some

monitoring and functioning of the single day-ahead and

general principles, this can be done in the

intraday coupling in accordance with Article 61 o
Electricity Directive (EU) 2019/944.

5. The MCO, the Joint Steering Committee, NEMOs, TSOs,

recitals with direct reference to the
existing overarching legislation.

Paragraph 5: The monitoring powers of

market participants, relevant delegated entities regarding

'ACER are already established under the

single day-ahead and intraday coupling and shall submit to
ACER the information required for monitoring and
analysing the implementation of this Regulation in|
accordance with article 5(1) e) of the Regulation (EU)

ACER regulation. In order to ensure legal
certainty, there is no need to repeat those

Regulation-in-accordance with-article 5(1)-e)-of the Regulation(EU)provisions. In any case anything going

beyond the scope of ACER regulation

2019/942.

would exceed what an implementing act
may regulate. Should there be a need to
repeat some general principles, this can
be done in the recitals with direct




legislation.

reference to the existing overarching

11

¢) CACM wording proposal for General Provisions

Original text (version: EC October 2025) Proposed amended text by TSOs

1. Bomsiebioommonth e los the sanbs s inls gt
INEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly develop, review and where necessarynecessary propose amendments to the methodology of key informatiogl

propose amendments to the methodology of key information on singleon single day-ahead and intraday coupling which shall be publishe
day-ahead and intraday coupling which shewld shall be published on theon the ENTSO-E transparency platform established in accordance

Regulation (EU) 543/2013. By 18 months after entry into force of thisjof this Regulation, all TSOs and all NEMOs shall jointly develop and
Regulation, all TSOs and all NEMOs shall jointly develop and submitsubmit the first proposal for this methodology.
the first proposal for this methodology.

. The proposal referred to in paragraph 1 shall define from the list of
2. The proposal referred to in paragraph 1 shall define from the list ofientities in the entities that shall provide, free of charge and for free re-
entities in the entities that shall provide, free of charge and for free re-use, the information to the ENTSO for Electricity. These entities and
use, the information to the ENTSO for Electricity. These entities andENTSO for Electricity shall ensure that information defined in the
ENTSO for Electricity shall ensure that information defined in themethodology referred to in paragraph 1 is published centrally, and af]
methodology referred to in paragraph 1 is published centrally, and at aja point in time and in a format that does not create an actual or potential
point in time and in a format that does not create an actual or potentialcompetitive advantage or disadvantage to any individual or company,
competitive advantage or disadvantage to any individual or company,where historical data remains available with continuous updates.
where historical data remains available with continuous updates.
3. The proposal referred to in paragraph 1 shall include harmonised
2= 3. The proposal referred to in paragraph 1 shall include harmoniseddefinitions of data, as well as indicators for data quality and accuracy.
definitions of data, as well as indicators for data quality and accuracy |AIl NRAs and ACER shall monitor data quality and accuracy and,
All NRAs and ACER shall monitor data quality and accuracy andjwhere relevant, ACER or NRAs shall request improvements to the
where relevant, ACER or NRAs shall request improvements to the datadata referred to in paragraph 4.
referred to in paragraph 4.
4. The methodology referred to in paragraph 1 shall include at least the
3- 4. The methodology referred to in paragraph 1 shall include at leastrequirements to publish the following information:
the requirements to publish the following information: (a) information on capacity calculation provided by each RCC:

(a) information on capacity calculation provided by each Regional i. capacity calculation outputs, and allocation|
|“osedination-Conbe RO constraints where applicable

Reasoning

a, Alll. All NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly develop, review and wherelAll the data to be publicly
available and not only key
information. CNECs are
already published on TP
ENTSO-E transparency platform established in accordance withwith Regulation (EU) 543/2013. By 18 months after entry into forceunder 11.1.b, might lead to
double reporting.




I capacity calculation outputs, and allocation constraints|
where applicable
ii. capacity reductions resulting from common or

individual validation including a justification;
iii. for each bidding zone and on a daily basis, the number|
and the list of non-anonymized critical network elements and a|
justification for any extraordinary addition of a critical networkl
element, as well as data per each critical network element,
needed for monitoring of minimum capacity targets pursuant to
Article 16(8) of the Electricity Regulation;
(b) information on single day-ahead coupling and intraday
auctions:
1. reference clearing prices for bidding zones and virtual
bidding zones per market time unit,
il. traded volumes and net positions for NEMO trading
hubs and bidding zones per market time unit;
iii.

(b)

il. capacity reductions resulting from common o1fThe list of non-anonymized

individual validation including a justification;
iii.

critical network elements to

for each bidding zone and on a daily basis, the numbernbe published could be

and the list of nen-anenymized critical network elements andsensitive from a security

a justification for any extraordinary addition of a critica
network element, as well as data per each critical network
element, needed for monitoring of minimum capacity targets
pursuant to Article 16(8) of the Electricity Regulation;

information on single day-ahead coupling and intraday

auctions:
1. reference clearing prices for bidding zones and virtual(Directive 2008/114/EC and

scheduled exchanges between NEMO trading hubs and|(c)

between bidding zones per market time unit;
(c) Information on continuous trading: the aggregated trade
volumes and prices per NEMO trading hubs and bidding zones.

(d)

bidding zones per market time unit,

ii. traded volumes and net positions for NEMO trading
hubs and bidding zones per market time unit;

iii. scheduled exchanges between NEMO trading hubs
and between bidding zones per market time unit;

Information on continuous trading: the aggregated traded

volumes and prices per NEMO trading hubs and bidding zones.

(d)

shadow prices of all relevant capacity calculation outputs such|

as critical network elements, allocation constraints, and inclusions|

shadow prices of all relevant capacity calculation outputs suchffrom long term allocation if relevant pursuant to articles 35, 36 and

as critical network elements, allocation constraints, and inclusions from39(4)(e)(ii).
(e) information related to transmission access guarantee on a monthly
basis or shorter frequency, including at least:

long term allocation if relevant pursuant to articles 35, 36 ani
39(4)(e)(ii).
(e) information related to transmission access guarantee on a monthlyj
basis or shorter frequency, including at least:
I counterfactual flows and prices in offshore bidding
zones calculated based on modified outputs from Capacity
Calculation and prices in offshore bidding zones
ii. calculated and distributed transmission access guarantee
compensation amounts, in euro, including a breakdown per|
bidding zone and per relevant offshore renewable electricity|
generation plant for the relevant market time units;
1ii. the identification of the transmission system operators|
requiring to compensate and their share of the compensation|

amounts in accordance with

1. counterfactual flows and prices in offshore bidding
zones calculated based on modified outputs from Capacity|
Calculation and prices in offshore bidding zones

ii. calculated and distributed transmission access guarantee
compensation amounts, in euro, including a breakdown per
bidding zone and per relevant offshore renewable electricity
generation plant for the relevant market time units;

1. the identification of the transmission system operators
requiring to compensate and their share of the compensation
amounts in accordance with Article 54(3);

erspective as it can affect
critical infrastructures. It is
fundamental that any request
for publication of information
deriving from the CACM 2.0
is consistent with EU rules

Reg. 543/2013).




4. 5. The methodology pursuant to paragraph 1 shall provide
detailed requirements for information listed in paragraph 3
and may provide additional requirements to the publication
and storage of these information.

B ENTSO for Electricity shall publish the information
referred to paragraph 3 in a commonly agreed harmonised
format through the information transparency platform
established pursuant to Article 3 of Regulation (EU) No
543/2013. No later than six months after the approval of the
methodology referred to in paragraph 1, ENTSO-E shall
update the manual of procedures as referred to in Article 5 of
Regulation (EU) No 543/2013 and submit it to ACER for its
opinion, which ACER shall provide within three months.

S. The methodology pursuant to paragraph 1 shall provide detailed
requirements for information listed in paragraph 3 and may provide
additional requirements to the publication and storage of these
information.

6. ENTSO for Electricity shall publish the information referred to
paragraph 3 in a commonly agreed harmonised format through the
information transparency platform established pursuant to Article 3 of
Regulation (EU) No 543/2013. No later than six-twelve months after
the approval of the methodology referred to in paragraph 1, ENTSO-

which ACER shall provide within three months.

E shall update the manual of procedures as referred to in Article 5 ofbe
Regulation (EU) No 543/2013 and submit it to ACER for its opinion,parties step by step and to be

One year could be necessary af]
least. Manual of Procedures
(MoP)  contains  several
documents (DDD, BRS, IG) to
reviewed by different]

approved by several
committees within ENTSO-
E.

d) CACM wording proposal for third countries

Original text (version: EC October 2025)

Proposed amended text by TSOs

Reasoning

)Article 1 - Subject matter and scope

ahead and single intraday coupling in the Union,

1. This Regulation lays down detailed guidelines on capacity
allocation and congestion management in the day-ahead and
intraday markets, including the requirements for single day-

establishment of common methodologies for determining the

Article 1 - Subject matter and scope It is prop

the

the conditions for market coupling
participation with the existence of
an intergovernmental agreement
between the EU and a third
country. To this end, the
legislation that each third country

osed to focus on aligning




volumes of cross-zonal capacity available between bidding zones
and criteria to assess efficiency for defining bidding zones.

market operators (‘NEMOSs’), transmission system operators
(‘TSOs’), regional coordination centres (‘RCCs’), the Single

2. This Regulation shall notably apply to nominated electricity

Electricity (‘ENTSO-E’), the Single Market Coupling Operator,

or assigned and to any other market partieipants-actors.

3. This Regulation shall notably apply to all transmission systems|
and interconnectors in the territory of the Union except the
transmission systems of islands that are not connected with other
transmission systems via interconnections.

4. Transmission capacity between the Union and third countries
shall be allocated explicitly, unless an agreement concluded
between the Union and a third country provides otherwise.
Article 30 sets out the provisions for explieit-capacity calculation|
with third countries that are, absent such agreement, nof]
integrated into the single day-ahead and single intraday coupling]
in the Union. theCepasies ealenladonshhivd copnmriosthatdy|

Market Coupling Operator (‘SMCQ?), regulatory authorities of
Member States, the Agency for the Cooperation of Energy
Regulators (‘ACER’), the European Network of TSOs for

to other third parties established to perform the tasks defined in|
this Regulation or to whom responsibilities have been delegated

o e o o o Dt e Lo TLES nd

hal Lt innrioritisat - it hird
5. TSOs and NEMOs from third countries may only be
integrated into the single day-ahead and single intraday
coupling in the Union under the conditions set out in paragraph
6 and 7.

6. TSOs and NEMOs from third countries may only be integrated
into the single day-ahead and single intraday coupling in the
Union provided that:

6. TSOs and NEMOs from third countries may only be
integrated into the single day-ahead and single intraday
coupling in the Union provided that:

should have incorporated needs to
be the one specified in the
respective intergovernmental
agreement. When it comes to the
TCMs implementation, the focus
is shifted in having the framework
to constantly align and enforce
them, while acknowledging the
existence of the implementation
lag enshrined in all the agreements
that the EU has with the third
countries. The current text of
CACM draft is also in direct
conflict with the EnC legislation
which provides for direct
application of pan European TCMs
to EnC TSOs. Reference to
transposition rather than
"incorporation" of the EU acquis is
made, as it is easier to assess in
practice.

The provision also aims at
addressing the implementation gap
when it comes to ACER
Regulation.

Explicit allocation should be
limited to countries not having an
agreement with the EU. A degree
of flexibility would allow for
solutions that better reflect the
technical realities of third-country
borders.

Moreover, ACER has no
competences in relation to the
assessment of transposition in the




a) the third country has concluded an international
agreement with the Union providing for such
integration and

b) _the third country has incorporated and implemented in
its domestic legal system the relevant Union’s acquis
as provided for in the international agreement,
including the requirements set out in this Regulation
and the terms and conditions or methodologies
adopted pursuant to Articles 4 and 5 of this Regulation
efgaﬂfﬁﬂg—ﬂ&%smgl%eleetﬂeﬁy—mfﬁket skl e

solent erpm—eondien —npdpethede oo
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National regulatory authorities, TSOs, and NEMOs of the third

country shall apply, and comply with, the relevant Union acquis

as set out in the International agreement between the Union and
the third country, including ané-the requirements set out in this

Regulation_and, the inelading—with-terms and conditions or

methodologies adopted pursuant to Articles 4 and 5.—efthis

[roculaiion,

7. Without prejudice to specific procedures laid down in an the

international agreement concluded between a third country and

the Union referred to in paragraph 6, Upen—request-of a third
country, which has concluded with the Union an such
international agreement referred—to—in—paragraph-6 but whose

TSOs and NEMOs are not yet integrated into the single day

ahead and single intraday market, may submit to the European

Commission a request for its TSOs and NEMOs to be integrated

a) the third country has concluded an international
agreement with the Union providing for such
integration, and

b) the third country has transposed has-ineorporated-ané
implemented in its domestic legal system the relevant

Union’s acquis_as provided for in the respective

international agreement. ineludingthe requirements—set
©8 .
bis R ]g. ' preet

National regulatory authorities, TSOs, and NEMOs of
the third country shall apply, and comply with, the
relevant Union acquis as set out in the relevant
international agreement between the Union and the third

country. srehudinennd-therensirement b ou s
Foseledonand e terpnadeonditions o

7. Without prejudice to_the specific

procedures laid down in_an the international agreement
concluded between a third country and the Union
referred to in paragraph 6, the third country, which has
concluded with the Union such international agreement
referred to in paragraph 6 but whose TSOs and
INEMOs are not yet integrated into the single day ahead

third countries, and the provisions
related to this role shall be deleted.
Finally, it should be confirmed that]
the timeline provided for EC
(deciding within 12 months from
receiving the request), may,
however, still conflict with the

corresponding provisions of the
international agreement. We
understand that the “without
prejudice”’point refers exactly to
the fact that in such case the int/
agreement prevails.




into the single day-ahead and single intraday coupling of the
Union. This request shall be supported by written evidence._

8. Upon receipt of such request, the European Commission shall

and single intraday market, may submit to the
European Commission a request for its TSOs and
INEMOs to be integrated into the single day-ahead and
single intraday coupling of the Union. This request
shall be supported by evidence that the respective third
country, as well as its TSOs and NEMOs, satisfy the
conditions outlined in paragraph 6 of this article.

8. Upon receipt of the request specified in paragraph 7

assess whether that third country meets the requirements set out

of this Article, the European Commission shall assess

in paragraph 6 for its TSOs and NEMOs to be integrated into

whether that third country meets the requirements set

single day-ahead and single intraday coupling of the Union.

out in paragraph 6 for its TSOs and NEMOs to be

The Commission may request ACER to provide an opinion on|

integrated into single day-ahead and single intraday

whether TSOs and NEMOs of the third country meet the

coupling of the Union.

requirements set out in paragraph 6. ACER shall provide its

The Commission shall, within 12 months from the

opinion to the Commission within 6 months from the request.

receipt of the request of the third country, take a

Taking into account ACER’s opinion, if applicable, the

decision on whether the requirements of paragraph 6

Commission shall, within 12 months from the receipt of the]

are met and hence the third country’s TSOs and

request of the third country take a decision on whether the

INEMOs may be integrated into the single day-ahead

requirements of paragraph 6 are met and henee the third country’s|

and single intraday coupling of the Union.

TSOs and NEMOs may be integrated into the single day-ahead
and single intraday coupling of the Union.

6- 9. If the decision referred to in paragraph 8 concludes that
the requirements of paragraph 6 are not metassessment—is
negative, the Commission shall issue recommendations to the
third country on how to meet the requirements set out in
paragraph 6. Ifthe decision referred to in paragraph 8 concludes
that the requirements of paragraph 6 are metassessment—is
poesitive, the Commission decision shall request the Joint
Steering Committee referred to in Article 18 to start takinge
the necessary steps to implement the integration of the third

0. If the decision referred to in paragraph 8 concludes
that the requirements of paragraph 6 are not met, the
Commission shall issue recommendations to the third
country on how to meet the requirements set out in
paragraph 6. If the decision referred to in paragraph 8
concludes that the requirements of paragraph 6 are met,
the Commission decision shall request the Joint Steering
Committee referred to in Article 18 to start taking the
necessary steps to implement the integration of the third
country TSOs and NEMOs in the single day-ahead and

country TSOs and NEMOs in the single day-ahead and single




intraday coupling in the Union. The Joint Steering Committee
shall regularly inform the Commission and ACER on the status
of the implementation and the envisaged end date for
completing all necessary steps.

%10. Following a pesitive—decision of the Commission
concluding that the requirements of paragraph 6 are met:

a) the third-country TSOs and NEMOs shall start the
preparatory workhave—the right to participate,
el in K of sl bodi ol £

Lo i b b the processes
involving TSOs and NEMOs related toin the operation

of the single day-ahead and intraday coupling, under the
conditions defined in the [international agreement
referred to in paragraph 6;

Relevant NEMOs and TSOs of the Union shall conclude
cooperation agreements with relevant NEMOs and
relevant TSOs of the third country concerned to ensure
an undistorted functioning of the single day-ahead and
single intraday coupling in the Union.

b)

11. Following the conclusion of the preparatory work and the

single intraday coupling in the Union. The Joint
Steering Committee shall regularly inform the
Commission on the status of the implementation and the
envisaged end date for completing all necessary steps.

10. Following the decision of the Commission
concluding that the requirements of paragraph 6 are met:
a) the third-country TSOs and NEMOs shall start
the preparatory work to participate in the
processes involving TSOs and NEMOs related
to the operation of the single day-ahead and
intraday coupling, under the conditions defined
in the International agreement referred to in
paragraph 6;
Relevant NEMOs and TSOs of the Union shall
conclude cooperation agreements with relevant
NEMOs and relevant TSOs of the third country
concerned to ensure an undistorted functioning
of the single day-ahead and single intraday
coupling in the Union.

b)

Following the conclusion of the preparatory work and

cooperation agreements referred to in paragraph 10, TSOs andthe cooperation agreements referred to in paragraph 10,

INEMOs shall, through the Joint Steering Committee,

TSOs and NEMOs shall, through the Joint Steering

unanimously adopt a decision as soon as a third country TSO o]

Committee, unanimously adopt a decision as soon as a

INEMO is technically ready to join the market coupling, to

third country TSO or NEMO is technically ready to join

organize the operational go-live.

®-12. With a view to ensuring an undistorted functioning of the
single day-ahead and single intraday coupling in the Union and
taking into account the requirements set out in paragraph 6,
IACER may, pursuant to Article 3(1) of Regulation (EU)

2019/942, provide an opinion to the Commission on the

the market coupling, to organize the operational go-live.

12.With a view to ensuring an undistorted functioning of
the single day-ahead and single intraday coupling in the
[Union and taking into account the requirements set out in
paragraph 6, ACER may, pursuant to Article 3(1) of|
Regulation (EU) 2019/942, provide an opinion to the




compliance with EU acquis of the third country TSOs and
INEMOs which are integrated in the day-ahead and intraday|

Commission on the compliance with EU acquis of the
third country TSOs and NEMOs which are integrated in

coupling in the Union, identifying the possible distortions andthe day-ahead and intraday coupling in the Union,

recommending outlining possible remedy actions. When preparing
its opinion, ACER shall, as a minimum, consult the regulatory|
authority of the third country concerned and of the neighbourin

identifying the possible distortions and outlining possible
remedy actions. When preparing its opinion, ACER shall,
as a minimum, consult the regulatory authority of the

Member States-Member-States-ofthat third country.

third country concerned and of the neighbouring Member
States.

4. Transmission capacity between the Union and third countries
shall be allocated explicitly, unless an agreement concluded
between the Union and a third country provides otherwise.
Article 30 sets out the provisions for explicit capacity
calculation with third countries that are, absent such agreement,
not integrated into the single day-ahead and single intraday
coupling in the Union. the Capacity calculation with third
countries that do not fulfill the consditions of Aarticle 1(6) and

4. Transmission capacity between the Union and third
countries shall be allocated explicitly, unless an
agreement concluded between the Union and a third
country provides otherwise. Article 30 sets out the
provisions for explicit capacity calculation with third
countries that are, absent such agreement, not integrated
into the single day-ahead and single intraday coupling in
the Union. [placeholder to exclude microstates]

TSOs see the need to clarify that
this provision does not apply to
microstates, as some national
regulation (at least in Spain)
consider the interconnection with
microstates (example: Andorra) as
transmission lines




Article 4 - Development and submission of proposals for
terms and conditions or methodologies

1. TSOs and NEMOs shall develop the proposals for terms and
conditions or methodologies required by this Regulation and
submit them for approval to ACER or the competent regulatory
authorities within the respective deadlines set out in this
Regulation.

2. Where TSOs or NEMOs are legally obliged to develop a
proposal for terms and conditions or methodologies pursuant to
this Regulation which needs to be developed and agreed by
more than one TSO or NEMO, the partieipating relevant TSOs
and NEMOs shall closely cooperate and-take-all-necessary
measures-to-aveid-delays and te distribute their respective
responsibilities clearly and with time-limits each step of the
development, in order to avoid delays and allow_for effective
regulatory oversight and, where necessary, enforcement.

3. TSOs and NEMOs shall define, in line with paragraph 2. a
decision-making procedure which they shall apply to the
development and submission of each proposal for terms and
conditions or methodologies referred to in Article 5(1) and
5(2). Regarding third country TSOs and NEMOs which have
been integrated in Union’s single day-ahead and intraday
coupling pursuant to Article 1(6) and (7), the decision-making
procedure shall provide for clear rules of their engagement,
consistent with the relevant agreement between the Union and a
third country. Third country TSOs or NEMOs that are not
integrated pursuant to Article 1(6) and (7) shall only be given
the possibility to participate in the consultation of stakeholders
referred to in Article 9. TSOs and NEMOs shall submit the

Article 4 — Development and submission of proposals
for terms and conditions or methodologies

1. TSOs and NEMOs shall develop the proposals for
terms and conditions or methodologies required by this
Regulation and submit them for approval to ACER or the
competent regulatory authorities within the respective
deadlines set out in this Regulation.

2. Where TSOs or NEMOs are legally obliged to
develop a proposal for terms and conditions or
methodologies pursuant to this Regulation which needs
to be developed and agreed by more than one TSO or
INEMO, the relevant TSOs and NEMOs shall closely
cooperate and distribute their respective responsibilities
clearly and with time-limits each step of the
development, in order to avoid delays and allow for
effective regulatory oversight and, where necessary,
enforcement.

3. TSOs and NEMOs shall define, in line with paragraph
2, a decision-making procedure which they shall apply to
the submission of each proposal for terms and conditions
or methodologies referred to in Article 5(1) and 5(2).
Regarding third country TSOs and NEMOs which have
been integrated in Union’s single day-ahead and intradayj
coupling pursuant to Article 1(6) and (7), the decision-
making procedure shall provide for clear rules of their
engagement, consistent with the relevant agreement
between the Unlon and a th1rd country T —and
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The approval by ACER or
the NRAS of the decision-
making procedures for
terms and conditions or
methodologies would
confer to ACER and the
NRASs competences that
are not foreseen by
Regulation 2019/943.

The proposed wording in
article 4.3 aims at ensuring
that (a) certain TSOs and
NEMOS located in a third
country are allowed to
participate in the
development of proposals
for terms and conditions or
methodologies (TCMs)
and under which
conditions; and (b) these
TSOs cannot vote unless
provided in an agreement
between the Union and the
third country in question.
Excluding third countries
TSOs undermines
operational cooperation
and grid security, and
would be in contradiction
with:

(a) the agreements
between the EU and third
countries (Energy
Community or EEA
Treaties);




decision- making procedures to ACER or the competent
regulatory authorities for approval, as applicable. HH.

4. TSOs and NEMOs shall regularly — and at least on a quarterly

approval—as-appheable. Third country TSOs or NEMOs

that are not integrated pursuant to Article 1(6) and (7),

but that have concluded an agreement with the Union orj

are under the obligation to apply specific provisions of a|

network code or guideline, shall be given the possibility

to participate in the development of each proposal for

terms and conditions or methodologies referred to in

IArticle 5(1) and 5(2); however, they shall not participate

in the vote approving the terms and conditions or

methodologies, unless otherwise provided according to|
the agreement between the Union and the third country in

question.”

4. TSOs and NEMOs shall regularly — and at least on a

basis - inferm update the competent regulatory authorities and

IACER, either in writing or orally during relevant working

quarterly basis - update the competent regulatory
authorities and ACER, either in writing or orally during

oroups, about the progress of developing those terms and
conditions or methodologies, and shall inform the competent

relevant working groups, about the progress of

regulatory authorities and ACER within 5 working days in case]

developing those terms and conditions or methodologies,

a potential delay has been identified.

5. The implementation process shall be specified in the proposals

and shall inform the competent regulatory authorities and
ACER within 14 days in case a potential delay has been
identified.

for terms, conditions and methodologies with such

5. The implementation process shall be specified in the

implementation process and timeline taking into account the

proposals for terms, conditions and methodologies with

technical challenges associated with the implementation of the

such implementation process and timeline taking into

said methodologies. The implementation period of the proposed
terms. conditions and methodologies shall be agreed between the

account the technical challenges associated with the
implementation of the said methodologies. The

submitting parties and the relevant regulatory authorities or

implementation period of the proposed terms, conditions

IACER. In absence of such agreement, the implementation period

and methodologies shall be agreed between the

shall net be by default no longer than 12 months after the
approval by the relevant regulatory authorities or ACER., except
where relevant regulatory authorities or ACER agree to extend
the implementation period_- including following a request from|

submitting parties and the relevant regulatory authorities
or ACER. In absence of such agreement, the
implementation period shall be by default no longer than|

12 months after the approval by the relevant regulatory

(b) certain decisions
requiring to take third
country TSOs into
account, for instance,
ACER Decision 04/2024
on determination of
Capacity Calculation
Regions (CCRs) which
requires to consider the
interdependencies of
CCRs North Italy and
Core with Switzerland
(this can only effectively
be done if the third
country TSO participates
in the development);

(¢) the Synchronous Area
Framework Agreement
which aims at ensuring
that all TSOs from the
synchronous area comply
with the same technical
rules on operational
security;

(d) multiple CCR
arrangements validated by
or being in the process of
being validated by NRAs,
which contractually
integrate third country
TSOs as technical
counterparties. These
frameworks are either
already implemented or in




TSOs and NEMOs - or where different periods are stipulated in‘
this Regulation. During implementation, TSOs and NEMOs shall

authorities or ACER., except where relevant regulatory|
authorities or ACER agree to extend the implementation|

perform a parallel testing of existing and new solutions to allowperiod - including following a request from TSOs and
for market participants to prepare for new solutions, wher¢NEMOs - or where different periods are stipulated in this

appropriate.

6.The proposals for terms and conditions or methodologies shall
include:

(b) a period for their implementation, with clear
implementation deadlines

(¢) an implementation plan that includes clear
implementation tasks, identifies the entity or entities
responsible for each task and sets out concrete
milestones and deliverables, and takes into account
the possible interaction with other terms and
conditions or methodologies;

(d) the assignment of individual responsibilities
to the entity or entities responsible for the
implementation of the tasks pursuant to point (b);

(¢) an assessment and a description of their
expected impact on the objectives of this
Regulation; and

(f) where necessary, specific procedures to
support implementation decisions or to prevent
operational issues

Regulation. During implementation, TSOs and NEMOs
shall perform a parallel testing of existing and new|
solutions to allow for market participants to prepare for
new solutions, where appropriate.

proposals for terms and conditions o
methodologies shall include:

(b) a period for their implementation, with|
clear implementation deadlines

(¢) an implementation plan that includes
clear implementation tasks, identifies the
entity or entities responsible for each task
and sets out concrete milestones and
deliverables, and takes into account the
possible interaction with other terms and
conditions or methodologies;

(d) the assignment of individual
responsibilities to the entity or entities
responsible for the implementation of the
tasks pursuant to point (b);

() an assessment and a description of
their expected impact on the objectives of
this Regulation; and

(f)  where necessary, specific procedures
to support implementation decisions or to
prevent operational issues

the process of being
developed and should not
be undermined;

(e) it contradicts Article 30
CACM 2.0 which provides
for the inclusion of third
countries in capacity
calculation, particularly in
cases where third-country
TSOs and NEMOs have
not yet been integrated
into the Union’s market
coupling.

Continued participation of
third country TSOs in the
development of
methodologies is
important to ensure that
methodologies function
effectively in practice and
in line with the legal
framework.

A longer period is
proposed in article 4(4)
regarding notification of
potential delays - at least
14 days is needed- to take
into account internal
processes.
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7. Proposals for terms and conditions or methodologies subject
to the approval by one_or several regulatory authority in
accordance with Article 5(2) and Article 5(3) shall be_netified
toshared with ACER at the same time that they are submitted to|

7. Proposals for terms and conditions or methodologies
subject to the approval by one or several regulatory|
_netHeauthority in accordance with Article 5(2) and Article 5(3),

the relevant regulatory authoritiesby—the recetvineresulatory

shall be shared with ACER at the same time that they are
submitted to the relevant regulatory authorities. Where

autherity. Where ACER considers the proposal for terms and
conditions or methodologies to have a cross-border impact,
ACER may request the receiving regulatory authority to submit
additional informationthe propeosalforinformationpurposes in|
accordance with Article 3(2) of the Regulation (EU) 2019/942.

5.8.TSOs or NEMOs responsible for developing a proposal for|
terms and conditions or methodologies or their amendments, may
propose amendments of these terms and conditions or
methodologies on their own initiative.

6- 9. ACER or regulatory authorities responsible for the adoption|
of terms, conditions and methodologies in accordance with|
Article 5, paragraphs (1) to (3),(1) , Article 5(2) and Article 5(3)
may request proposals for amendments of already adopted terms
conditions and methodologies from the concerned TSOs or
INEMOs.

ACER considers the proposal for terms and conditions or
methodologies to have a cross-border impact, ACER may
request the receiving regulatory authority to submif]
additional information in accordance with Article 3(2) of
the Regulation (EU) 2019/942.

8.TSOs or NEMOs responsible for developing a proposal
for terms and conditions or methodologies or their
amendments, may propose amendments of these terms
and conditions or methodologies on their own initiative.

9. ACER or regulatory authorities responsible for the
adoption of terms, conditions and methodologies in|
accordance with Article 5, paragraphs (1) to (3),(1) |

JArticle 5(2) and Article 5(3) may request proposals for

amendments of already adopted terms, conditions and
methodologies from the concerned TSOs or NEMOs.

10. When several regulatory authorities are responsible

for the adoption, such request may be initiated by at least

one regulatory authority, as per Commission Regulation|

n
=~

o

(EU) 2021/280. Such requests for amendment from

eeﬁeemed—"FSQ%e{—NEMQs thn scvcral regulatory authorltlcs

individual NRA shall be coordinated by ACER to avoid

are responsible for the adoption, sSuch request may be initiated

delays or legal uncertainty related to inconsistency

by at least one regulatory authority, as per Commissionbetween several requests. This coordination may entail

Regulation (EU) 2021/280. Such requests for amendment from

all regulatory authorities of the concerned region to

individual NRA shall be coordinated by ACER to avoid delays

jointly agree on the request for amendments. lin case all

or legal uncertainty related to inconsistency between several

regulatory authorities of the concerned region cannot

requests. This coordination may entail all regulatory authorities|

agree on such request they shall refer the case to ACER

of the concerned region to jointly agree on the request for




amendments. and lin_case all regulatory authorities of the

concerned region cannot agree on such request within3-menths,
they shall refer the case to ACER for decision, pursuant to article
6(10) from Regulation (EU) 2019/942.

for decision, pursuant to article 6(10) from Regulation
(EU) 2019/942.
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1. All TSOs shall jointly develop, review and, where
necessary, propose amendments to the determination of
capacity calculation regions.

2. The determination referred to in paragraph 1 shall define|
the bidding zone borders, the bidding zones and the
TSOs that are assigned to each capacity calculation|
region. The following requirements shall be met:

a. The assignment of bidding zone borders, bidding
zones and TSOs to capacity calculation regions
shall maximise the overall economic efficiency|
of capacity calculation, capacity allocation and
regional operational security coordination in all
time frames and shall consider the impact of
exchanges on other bidding zone borders within|
or outside the capacity calculation region;

b. Each capacity calculation region shall include
the TSOs which are assigned to its bidding zone
borders.

1.All TSOs shall jointly develop, review and, where

necessary, propose amendments to the determination of

capacity calculation regions.

2.The determination referred to in paragraph 1 shall

define the bidding zone borders, the-biddingzenes-and

the TSOs that are assigned to each capacity calculation
region. The following requirements shall be met:

a. The assignment of bidding zone borders,
bidding zones and TSOs to capacityl
calculation regions shall maximise the
overall economic efficiency of capacity|
calculation,
regional operational security
coordination in all time frames and shall
consider the impact of exchanges on
other bidding zone borders within or
outside the capacity calculation region;

b. Each capacity calculation region shall at
least include the TSOs which are
assigned to its bidding zone borders.

T SOs kindly request EC to
provide feedback/clarity as
below points remained
unanswered so far.

Removal of bidding zones : TSOs
would like to have clarity if adding
a bidding zone to the CCR would
also imply that all NRAs and all
TSOs of this bidding zone become
tied to the CCR. If that is the case,

capacity allocation andthis provision would affect every

BZ where more than one NRA

and/or more than one TSO is or

will be present. This in turn raises

the following concerns re.

practical implications

e AIINRAs/TSOs of the
bidding zone have to
become formally involved

in the approval processes




of the TCMs. For
example, adding the
DE/LU bidding zone to
CCR Hansa: does this lead
to the Luxembourgian
NRA having to approve
the Hansa methodologies?
Does this lead to all TSOs
of the DE-LU bidding
zone to be incorporated
into CCR Hansa?”

e All TSOs of the bidding
zone have to become
formally involved in the
cooperation agreements
governing for instance the
cost sharing of the
implementation and
operation of the TCMs.

e Some methodologies
would need to have
wording changed only to
keep in line with CACM
2.0 without change in
essence, which would add
extra administrative
burden on NRAs and
TSOs. This would affect
all regional methodologies
where any additional TSO
would be involved.

IAddition of at least : The reason to
remove the wording ‘at least’ is
unclear. Its removal creates
unclarity and uncertainty whether




it remains possible to attribute a
TSO to a CCR which is not
assigned to the bidding zone
border. Example of attributing
SONI to Core/CE CCR.
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3.When the third country TSOs and NEMOs have not been|
integrated in the day-ahead and intraday coupling in the Union,
TSOs of the concerned capacity calculation region shall submit]
the proposal for a capacity calculation methodology, to be
applied on the bidding zone borders with the third country, to the
regulatory authorities of that region for adoption. If regulatory|

authorities fail to agree, ACER shall be competent to take aregion for adoption, unless in a cNTC region the flows

decision pursuant to Article 5 Regulation (EU) 2019/942.

3. When the third country TSOs and NEMOs have not30(3) cNTC region assessment :
been integrated in the day-ahead and intraday coupling inTo avoid inefficiency and

the Union, TSOs of the concerned capacity calculationunnecessary over-complication of
region shall submit the proposal for a capacity calculationicC methodologies, we propose to

methodology, to be applied on the bidding zone borders
with the third country, to the regulatory authorities of that]

make the requirement conditional
to the assessment by TSOs -duly

with such third country are assessed by TSOs and

informed and approved by relevant

INRAs- of the significance for the

Once the methodology is approved, it shall be included as anfrelevant NRAs as having non-significant impact in the

annex to the regional capacity calculation methodology pursuant

capacity calculation outcomes. If regulatory authorities

to Article 33.

fail to agree, ACER shall be competent to take a decision? the CCR of the impact of flows

pursuant to Article 5 Regulation (EU) 2019/942.
During a transitional period of [5] years the capacity|

capacity calculated with the TSOs

programmed with third countries.

calculation methodologies may be defined separately perP0(3) Five years transitional period

interconnector/bidding zone border between the relevant]

: A harmonized capacity

CCR and the 3rd country.

calculation methodology covering
all the bidding zone borders to a
3 country is the target. However,
it takes time to define, approve and
implement this. To foster
continuity and at the same time
move away from unilaterally
decided approaches, a transitional
period of 5 years is requested
during which the methodologies
are allowed to be defined on
individual bidding zone border /
interconnector level. This enables
existing agreements as well as




6.When, pursuant to paragraph 3, the capacity calculation
methodology applied on the borders with a third country has been|
approved by regulatory authorities of the relevant capacity

6.From Jan 2028 onwards, when, pursuant to paragraph
3, the capacity calculation methodologies applied on the
borders with a third country have been approved by

calculation region and implemented, flows resulting fromregulatory authorities of the relevant capacity calculationP'®** : X
region, flows resulting from exchanges with this thirdeXisting capacity calculation

exchanges with this third country calculated pursuant to Article
39(4)(e)(iv) shall be counted towards compliance with Article
16(8) of Regulation 2019/943.

country calculated pursuant to Article 39(4)(e)(iv) shall

potential new agreements for new
bidding zone
borders/interconnectors to be
scrutinized and obtain approval by
all NRAs of the CCR.

30(6) : A grace period is needed to
prepare and organize the approval
process on CCR-level of the

approaches which are defined on

be counted towards compliance with Article 16(8) offinterconnector/bidding zone border

Regulation 2019/943.

level.




2. CACM wording for Or

Article

anisation of Market Coupling (Title II

Original text (version: EC October 2025) Proposed amended text by TSOs Reasoning
18 Article 18 - Establishment of the Single Market Coupling Under further review by TSOs. Under further review by TSOs.
Operator

1._All NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly develop, review
and, where necessary, propose amendments to the
methodology for the establishment of the Single Market
Coupling Operator aimed to perform the MCO tasks
pursuant to h.’a. By 18 months after entry into force
of this Regulation, all NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly
develop the first proposal for this methodology.

+2-, The proposal pursuant to paragraph 1whieh shall at
least contain the following elements:

a. the Member State_where the Single Market
Coupling Operator is legally established and
maximum two other Member States where
operations would take place for back-up
purposes, taking into account criteria such as
easiness for attracting qualified staff, regional
expertise, IT infrastructure requirements, costs,
and overall efficiency, robustness and security of
market operations;

g-h.A deadline for the implementation plan referred
to in lit. g. If the proposed deadline is later than 5
years after the entry into force of this Regulation,
the proposal pursuant to paragraph 1 shall
provide an explanationexplaration-for the chosen
deadline, sebe corablivhed b doadline foendl b
themethodeloes selimedil lamnen o b Lo
Lo thon S —senm e lor cnbsnte e o
Presulation;




6. By 1 month after the legal establishment of the Single

Market Coupling Operator, all TSOs and all NEMOs, acting
through the Joint Steering Committee, shall appoint the
management board of the Single Market Coupling Operator in
line with the criteria set out in Article 19(5).

R A et e ||
NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly develop a proposal for
accessing to the market coupling systems by the Single
Market Coupling Operator. By 18 months after entry into
force of this Regulation, all TSOs and all NEMOs shall
jointly develop and submit the first proposal for this
methodology.

6-8.Fhis—The proposal pursuant to paragraph 7 shall be
supported by an assessment of several options for the
Single Market Coupling Operator for accessing the
market coupling systems. This assessment shall:

d. efficiently mitigate conflicts-of-interest linked to algorithm

ownership;—inehsding—if needed—by exeluding—eertain
: SOs 6 i . . '
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1. The company structure of the Single Market Coupling
Operator shall be organised through both a

supervisory board and a management board: b. The

Under further review by TSOs.

|Under further review by TSOs.




Management Board shall be in charge of the
development of market coupling IT systems in
accordance with Article 18 and day-to-day operations
linked to the exercise of the market coupling
operations pursuant to Article 23.

3. The Joint Steering Committee shall:
c.-Submit-Prepare #s-the statutes, rules of procedure,
governance structure and organigram for the SMCO te
ACERforregulatery-appreval and publish them on its the
SMCO website;

4. Both the joint Steering Committee and the MCO
working structure referred to in Art 17(4) shall only
involve market actors from third country in accordance
with the principles defined in Article 4(3).

19

5. The Joint Steering Committee shall submit to the
Commission and to ACER any initial draft or draft
amendments to the statutes or rules of procedure of the
SMCO. Within two months of receipt of the draft
amendments to the statutes or rules of procedure, ACER,
after consulting the organisations representing all
stakeholders, in particular the system users, including
customers, shall provide an opinion to the Commission on
these draft amendments to the statutes or rules of
procedure. Within three months of receipt of ACER
opinion, Fthe Commission shall deliver an opinion on the
draft amendments to the statutes or rules of procedures
taking into account ACER opinion. Within three months
of receipt of the Commission's favourable opinion, the
Joint Steering Committee shall adopt and publish the
amended statutes or rules of procedure. These documents
shall be submitted to the Commission and to ACER where
there are changes thereto or upon the reasoned request of
either of them, and the Commission and ACER shall
deliver an opinion.

5.The Joint Steering Committee shall submit to
the Commission and-te-ACER any initial draft
or draft amendments to the statutes or rules of
procedure of the SMCO. Within-two-menths

sfpsesioretdie den o sndnens e the

tothesnbteorrple o leroccdue > Within
three months ef+receiptof ACER opinion; the
Commission shall deliver an opinion on the
draft amendments to the statutes or rules of
procedures taking-inte-aceount ACER
opinton- Within three months of receipt of the
Commission's favourable opinion, the Joint
Steering Committee shall adopt and publish
the amended statutes or rules of procedure.
These documents shall be submitted to the
Commission andte-ACER-where there are

There is no legal basis for ACER to consult
and provide any opinion on the draft statutes
or rules of procedure. ACER power goes
beyond the scope of an Implementing Act
and should, thus be deleted.




9:8.The Single Market Coupling Operator shall be legally
and functionally independent from any individual NEMO’
or TSO’ interest. No NEMO nor TSO shall benefit from
undue advantages through participation in the Joint
Steering Committee.

changes thereto or upon the reasoned request
of either of them, and the Commission anéd
ACER shall deliver an opinion.
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1._...The Single Market Operator -ACER may shall deeide
te-publish the non-confidential version of the performance
reports.

3. ...The Joint Steering Committee shall submit this

assessment without undue delay to ACER-and-neotify-all
NRAsregulatory authorities for joint approval and notify it

with ACER. Wathin2-menths from-its-submission;- ACER
ﬂ%ay—reqaest—ameﬁdmeﬁtﬁem seperbea-t

4%%%%%&%8@%%@5%

eeﬂc—lﬂées—that—BV the relevant deadhne set in accordance
with Article 18(2)(g). the Single Market Coupling Operator|
vopet S ) ; & PHig
i | .3,15; | NEMOs, ft | h the Joi
SteepineCommitee—ghall seoporeto 2 Ul n oo Loe o
; hich ¢l ket CounlineC 1
perform the MCO tasks as the main entity, with all NEMOs
temporarily performing the market coupling as back-up
afterwards. A successful go live date marks the ends of the

MCO transition period.

Under further review by TSOs.

|Under further review by TSOs.




perted referred to in paragraph 6. If the assessment
pursuant to paragraph 3 or the experience from the process

under paragraph 4 proves a lack of readiness of the single
market coupling operator obligation to act as a main entity
performing the MCO tasks or a need to extend the back-up

period, TSOs and NEMOs shall request an amendment of
the timeline set in the methodology pursuant to Article
18(1)g) in accordance with Article 4(8) or (9).
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1. The Joint Steering Committee, in cooperation with
the Single Market Coupling Operator, shall prepare a
draft proposal for the annual-biennial work programme
for projects aiming to implement the tasks referred to

in Article 23 market-eouplingrelated-projeets—to be

implemented during the subsequent three-two calendar
years-sas it fboth e el Dlsesine Comsninon Loy
approval. The draft proposal for the biennial work
programme shall be subject to a stakeholder
consultation organised by the Joint Steering
Committee. Following the consultation, Prier—to—the
voting;—the Joint Steering Committee shall, where
applicable, amend the draft proposal for the biennial

work programme be—able—te—provide—opinions—and

comenboen—thedmll documentn —eeellos pens s

Under further review by TSOs.

Under further review by TSOs.




and vote enamendmentstoto adopt the final proposal
for the biennial work programme the-prepesed-dratt
doeuments. The proposal for the biennialannaal work
programme shall describe the projects aiming to
implement the tasks referred to3_over the next two
calendar years. For each project, the document shall
indicate:

> Thesinel | ? hall submit £
spmresnlthennnueberlrrs e e 1 U e apes
thon Eteptomb o olonehione

By 30 June 2027 and every two vears thereafter, the
Joint Steering Committee shall submit to all
regulatory authorities for joint approval and share with
ACER the proposal for the biennial work programme,
including the budget that is considered necessary to
implement the proposed projects.

3. ...

4. During_the implementation of the biennial work

programme, the Single MarketCoupling Operator]oint

sSteering eCommittee shall communicate to ACER
and all relevant regulatory authorities any delay or
deviation from the final approved annual—biennial
work plan-programme within a period of two weeks.
This communication shall clearly indicate the
justification for that delay or deviation, identify the
responsible party or parties and include, where
relevant, a plan to mitigate the delay or deviation.
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3. Within twe-three months following the receipt of the

submission, ACER-all regulatory authorities may-shall

cither adept-an—epinten—onjointly approve the draft
proposal for the anmual-biennial work programme
referred to in paragraph 2, or requesting amendments

'We seek clarity on whether the joint
approval can lead to an escalation to ACER
if not agreed upon by NRAs.




taking—into—aecount considering the requirements

referred to in para 1, lit.a-f, the objectives of market
integration as well as non- discrimination between EU
market participants, effective competition and the
efficient functioning of the market. Within two

months  following the reeeipt—eof—ACERs
opintonrequest for amendment, if applicable, the

single Market—Coupling—eperaterJoint _Steering

Committee shall submit an updated version

implementing taking—inte aececount—ACER’s the
comments from regulatory authorities.
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Article 22 — Tasks and responsibilities within the
Single Market Coupling Operator

Once established pursuant to Article 18(3), the
management board of the Single Market Coupling
Operator shall perform the following tasks:

a. Preparing, in cooperation with TSOs and
NEMOs in the MCO working structure, the draft
proposals  for terms, conditions and
methodologies or any amendments thereof
referred to in Article 5(1) within Hs—werking
struetures-and submit them to the Joint Steering
Committee—Prior—to—the—voting,—the—Joint
X . - . hall 1 b1 .
eriien andesemment —en—thedmide comeni
as-wel-as propese-and- for potential amendments
and voie ssete shamendmentito—hepeassned
draft—deecuments according to the relevant
Qualified Majority Voting rules referred to in
Atrticle 6;

b. Cooperating with the Joint Steering Committee
to pPreparinge the draft annual biennial work
programme referred to in Article 21 and the MCO
budget referred to in Article 28(3) and submit #
them to the Joint Steering Committee for

Under further review by TSOs.

Under further review by TSOs.




potential amendments and vote according to the
Qualified Majority Voting rules referred to in
Article 6(5)'

calendar years—and—theannual-ecostreporttfor
he—mretans
. .
S . . . 3)
¥ he C ]'E'Hgl' e U |
& c.Preparing the draft biennial report on market

coupling referred to in Article 67 and submit it to
the Joint Steering Committee for potential
amendments and vote according to the Qualified
Maj ority Voting rules referred to in Article 6(5)'

Gemmﬁee#efeﬁed—teﬂﬂ—ht—a}—s&b*mg—ﬂqese

& d.Prepare and submit to ACER the quarterly report
on operational incidents impacting the day-ahead
and intraday market coupling as well as trading
on day- ahead and intraday markets referred to in
article 23(6);

e.Host the meetings of the Joint Steering Committee and its
sub-bedies:other bodies within the MCO working
structure,




1. The MCO shall be responsible for the following 1. The MCO shall be responsible for the [We remain concerned about assigning
tasks: following tasks: financial tasks to the Market Coupling
(.....) (.....) Operator under MCO functions, despite

p-Coleecting—the—congestion—income—resulting |possibility for delegation.

p. Collecting the congestion income resulting from
single day-ahead and intraday coupling in

accordance with Article 56(9); Y ) . . . Whﬂ.e th? position that deleg.at%on remains
eDPistributing—the—econgestion—ineome—in [possible is factually correct, it is neither
#q.Distributing the congestion income in [ecordance-with-Article S6(11): automatic nor certain, as it would require
accordance with Article 56(11); s Distributing-the-transmission-aeceess-guarantee [SMCO (and thus NEMO) approval. More

r. _ Calculating and-distributing-the transmission . importantly, it does not resolve the

E— . tability shift
access guarantee compensation in accordance governance and accoun Y St
£ P introduced by CACM 2.0. Delegation under

with Article 54; . .
SMCO control is not equivalent to
e=s. Distributing the transmission access guarantee maintaining TSO ownership of the
compensation in accordance with Article 54 functions. It alters the balance of

responsibilities, reduces flexibility, and may
hinder the preservation of synergies for
congestion income distribution specifically,
with

balance of responsibilities, reduces
flexibility, and may hinder the preservation
of synergies for congestion income
distribution specifically, with

LTTR and CCP management.

Transferring CID responsibilities to a new
entity, while leaving LTTR remuneration
with JAO, would break this operational and
financial netting. The result would be an
increase in gross settlement volumes,
additional collateral requirements, and the
need to redesign settlement and credit
frameworks between TSOs and JAO. Such a
change would introduce dyssynergies




and credit frameworks between TSOs and
JAO. Such a change would introduce
dyssynergies

and additional costs, without delivering any
clear policy or market benefit.

[Even in a scenario where the SMCO
delegates CID activities to JAO, the TSOs
would not have governance control to
ensure that these processes continue to be
aligned. The delegation would depend on
the SMCO’s joint TSO-NEMO decisions,
and the ability of TSOs to safeguard
liquidity optimisation and LTTR-CID
netting synergies would therefore be
reduced.

[Even if the SMCO later contracted JAO for
CID execution, the TSOs would depend on
a governance process involving NEMO
consent, reducing their ability to ensure
alignment with TSO priorities and risk-
management standards.

'We therefore propose to remove the relevant
tasks from MCO functions and assign them
to the TSOs as currently.
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1. The MCO shall be responsible for the following tasks:

h-i. When applicable, pPerforming the co-optimised
allocation process set out in Article 40 of
Regulation (EU) 2017/2195 for the single day-
ahead and i relevantsingle intraday coupling;

m. Take real-time operational decisions necessary

1.

following tasks:

When-If applicable, performing the co-optimised

allocation process set out in Article 40 of

Regulation (EU) 2017/2195 ferthe-single—day-
hend and sinele ! Line

The MCO shall be responsible for the

(1)

The current draft assigns the task of co-
optimisation to the Market Coupling
Operator, even though co-optimisation will
remain in research and development until at
least 2026 and currently lacks both legal
basis and operational grounding. We
therefore propose the following changes that




to ensure the safety of the market coupling in
an emergency situation, according to pre-
agreed procedures included in the timings and
procedures methodology referred to in Article
48

m. Take real-time operational decisions
necessary to ensure the safety of the market
coupling in an emergency situation, according to
pre-agreed procedures included in the timings
and procedures methodology referred to in
Article 48

account for the ongoing R&D and future
application of co-optimisation:

'We propose to change “when” to “if”:
“When” applicable in our understanding
implies that co-optimisation will be applied
from a certain point in time and the article
being applied from that point onwards.
However, the current regulation on balancing
(GL EB) clearly states that CZCA for
balancing capacity exchange or sharing of]
reserves is voluntary. Furthermore, there is
an alignment with ACER that whether co-
optimisation is going to applied at some point
is still to be discussed based on the results of
the ongoing R&D. There should not be anyj
different indication in the new CACM.

'We propose deleting “for the single day-
ahead and single intraday coupling”

The current harmonized methodology for the
CZCA according to Article 38(3) of EB
regulation clearly only refers to co-
optimisation only being applied in the
SDAC. Any conflicting statements should be
avoided in CACM 2.0. However, to nof]
prevent any future changes to methodologies
and other regulation we think that the referral
to the timeframe in which co-optimisation is
applied should be removed entirely. How co-
optimisation might be introduced at some
time can then be defined in the relevant]
guideline (GL EB) and associated
methodologies.




(m) It shall be ensured under the timings and
procedures methodology that any real-time
operational decision will take into account
the view and situation of the NEMOs and|
TSOs.
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1. In accordance with Article 46(2) of the Regulation (EU)
2019/943, costs related to the obligations imposed on TSOs and|
Recional-Coordination-CentresRCCs in accordance with this
Regulation-Artieles25-and-26, shall be reported by 30 June of
cach year for the previous calendar year jointly by all TSOs to
ACER-and-the competent regulatory authorities and ACER.

2. The costs referred to in paragraph 1 shall be broken
down into:

a. common costs resulting from coordinated
activities of all TSOs participating in the single
day-ahead and intraday coupling;

b._regional costs resulting from coordinated
activities of TSOs cooperating in a certain
region;

b-c.costs of RRCs and;
e-d.national costs resulting from activities of the TSOs in that
Member State.

3. The costs referred to in paragraph 2 shall be assessed by
the relevant regulatory authorities who shall take a
decision on whether these costs are efficiently
incurred, reasonable and proportionate, in order to be
entitled to cost recovery.

4. The costs referred to in paragraph 2(a) and-(b)-shall be
shared among the Member States and relevant third

countries—n—the—relevant—resion. To calculate the

amount to be paid in each Member State and, if
applicable, third countries, the costs shall be divided

The cost sharing goes beyond technical
consideration and therefore requires a
political choice that shall be made by the EC
and MS.

between each Member State and third country




proportionally to their electricity consumption. If there
is more than one TSO in a Member State, the
regulatory authority shall allocate the costs among the
TSOs in that Member State.

3.5.The costs referred to in paragraph 2(b) and (c) shall be

shared among the Member States and relevant third

countries in the relevant region according to the cost-

sharing approach agreed within each region. In case of lack

of agreement, these costs shall be shared among Member

States according to electricity consumption.
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1

aAll NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly develop,

review and, where necessary, propose amendments to

the —a methodology for determining, sharing and
recovering the MCO costs, which include the costs
related to the obligations imposed on the Joint
Steering Committee in accordance with Article 22 and
on the MCO in accordance with Article 23. By 6
months following the entry into force of this

Regulation, all NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly

develop and submit the proposal for this methodology

to ACER for approval.

+2-The proposal pursuant to paragraph 1 shall include at
least the following elements:

a.

the measures to effectively unbundle the
accounting systems of NEMOs and TSOs for the
tasks prescribed under this Regulation according
to Article 24-22 and Article 2523 from other
activities;

a list and definition of all relevant cost
categories, including, at least, the following

1. All NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly

develop review and, where necessary,
propose amendments to the
methodology for determining, sharing
and recovering the MCO costs, which
include the costs related to the
obligations imposed on the Joint
Steering Committee in accordance with
Article 22 and on the MCO in
accordance with Article 23. By 12
months following the entry into force of
this Regulation, all NEMOs and all
TSOs shall jointly develop and submit
the proposal for this methodology to
ACER for approval.

2. The proposal pursuant to paragraph 1
shall include at least the following
elements:

a. the measures to effectively report
unbundle the costs aeeounting
spebepp o e O d 00 for
the tasks prescribed under this
Regulation according to Article 22
and Article 23 from other
activities;

The allocated timeframe is unrealistic given
the depth and critical nature of the
assessment tasks involved. This represents a
major overhaul of the market coupling
operations, whose complexity and impact
must not be underestimated.

'We interpret (a) this as a necessity to have
separate accounting systems within the
TSOs. We find this a too costly task and
believe that current systems where we
transparently report on costs linked to the
market coupling projects is sufficient. We
see no added value of TSOs having separate
accounting systems and it would be highly
difficult to implement.

Regarding (d) it is not reasonable to have an
incentive scheme that conditions the cost
recovery for the market coupling. If the fee
does not cover the cost of the market
coupling it will lack financing.

ENTSO-E welcomes the establishment of a
INEMO fee as well as a consideration that

responsibility cannot be disconnected from




categories:
1. gGeographical, such as European,
regional or national costs
ii. mMarket segment such as day-
ahead or intraday

1il. aActivity such as establishment,
development, maintenance or
operational; and

1v. tFype such as common or individual

¢. amethod, including criteria for assessing the cost
efficiency_possibly based on an approach to
standardised costs;

d. appropriate measures to ensure cost efficiency
across the different cost categories_identified
pursuant to lit. b, including incentive schemes
making conditional eenditioning—part of the
incurred cost recovery te-on the performance and
compliance with the annual biennial work
programme in accordance with -

e. the criteria for determining the ameunt-level of
the eligible costs for the different eemmen-cost
categories;

f. _thethe rules for costs allocation among TSOs and
NEMOs for the costs non-eligible to cost-

recovery;
g. _the rules for the definition of applicable sharing

keys to allocate the eligible costs to TSOs and
NEMOs

h. the detailed rules for the definition of applicable

C.

a method, including criteria for
assessing the cost efficiency
possibly based on an approach to
standardised costs

appropriate measures to ensure cost
efficiency across the different cost
categories identified pursuant to lit.
b, i . : :

i g!. onal e

cost coverage. ENTSO-E however proposes
to set an equal 50-50 split between NEMOs
and TSOs in MCO cost coverage directly in
CACM and accordingly adjust the flexibility,
under points f,g and i..

Fulfilment of this sharing arrangement on a
TSO side does not require an establishment
of a TSO fee. The cost recovery process for
the TSO share is already regulated under
Article 18 of Regulation (EU) 2019/943 and
implemented through national tariff
methodologies approved by NRAs.

Introducing a new “TSO fee” would
duplicate and complicate existing tariff
processes. Therefore, CACM should clarify
that the TSO share is to be recovered
through the established tariff regulation
system, not through an additional charge
defined at CACM level. TSOs with grid
customers, unlike NEMOs, are not
competing with each other and are able to
recover their costs via network tariffs or the
MCO fee. A TSO fee would merely add
further administrative burden on TSOs.

Similarly the proposed fair 50-50 split
should be respected at all times and is
incompatible with a maximum value (in
EUR/MWh) for the NEMO fee. The
INEMO fee cap risks under-charging users
of the market coupling infrastructure. This
will lead to potential revenue shortfalls for
INEMOs and potentially mean they are

unable to cover their share of market




sharing keys for all common cost categories in
accordance with paragraph 2;. -

£1. the rules for costs allocation among TSOs and
NEMOs for the costs non-eligible to cost-
recovery

ie. The rules for the submission of a triennial-biennial budget

costsas referred to art 21(1)d).fer—the—eeostsrelated to the

obligations imposed on the Joint Steering Committee in

accordance with Article 22 and on the MCO in accordance

with Article 23.

h-k.The rules for the submission of an annual
biennial report for the cost incurred related to the
obligations imposed on the Joint Steering
Committee in accordance with Article 22 and on
the MCO in accordance with Article 23_in the
previous two calendar years. This report shall
compare the cost incurred to the approved budget
and provide clear justification to potential
deviations.

i-1. The rules for determining the MCO fee pursuant to

paragraph 2-3 based on the approved budget pursuant to

paragraph (1)(ig). Significant costs items linked to investments|

in new assets may be recovered over several budget periods.

3. As from thestart] January of the calendar year following
the approval of the methodology pursuant to paragraph
1, the costs for the development of regional and
European projects and the costs of creating and
operating the Single Market Coupling Operator shall
be shared according to the methodology referred to in
paragraph 1 among

a) the NEMOs based on the combined volume of the

single day-ahead coupling and single intraday

3.As from 1 January of the calendar year
following the approval of the
methodology pursuant to paragraph 1, the
costs for the development of regional and
European projects and the costs of
creating and operating the Single Market
Coupling Operator shall be shared
according to the methodology referred to
in paragraph 1 among

coupling costs. These cost recovery
shortfalls will in turn lead to pressure being
placed on TSOs to provide additional cost
recovery to to NEMOs resulting in a re-run
of past conflicts. TSOs therefore propose
that the NEMO fee is cost-reflective and this
means no arbitrary cap can be imposed.

Under Article 28(2)(c) We seek clarification
on what are standardised costs?

On Article 28(7) we note that the
methodology shall not foresee any
differentiation of treatment between specific
regions or Member States’ national costs in
regards to services now becoming part of
SMCO, which becomes unfair for non
service takers (and not profit takers either).
One cost example are: CID costs for
Elering, Litgrid, Creos, Swissgrid, REN etc.
'We propose to delete the addition from
20.10. 2025 in order to decide case by case.




coupling traded on their platforms and

b) TSOs from the Member States and third countries
participating in the single day-ahead and intraday
coupling, using the sharing key among the Member
States and relevant third countries defined in Article

27(3).

4. The costs assessed as eligible for cost recovery shall be

recovered through: _

a) an- NEMOMEO fee, charged te uniformly by all

NEMOs to their clients forEuropeanprojects—and-to
aH-NEMOs operating-inaregtontorrestonal-projeets
and—on a proportional basis to the nen-nettedtraded
volume of electricity efthe-combinedsingle-day-ahead
couplingand sincleintraday—couplinetraded-onthewr

platferms_and taking into account system usage in an
harmonised way across NEMOs

b) a TSO fee, charged uniformly by all TSOs to all

consumers

5. —The MCO fee-shall be—costreflective—and-shall-be

spetiad temarehadsrdon sro s crranallbote the s lbiae
traded—The methodology referred to in paragraph 1
may include a maximum value (in EUR/MWh) for the
NEMO fee, to avoid detrimental impact on market

a)the NEMOs based on the combined
volume of the single day-ahead coupling
and single intraday coupling traded on
their platforms and

b)TSOs from the Member States and
third countries participating in the single
day-ahead and intraday coupling using
the sharing key among the Member States
and relevant third countries defined in
Article 27(3).

4.The costs assessed as eligible for cost
recovery shall be recovered 50% from
TSOs and 50% by NEMOs through:

a)a NEMO fee, charged uniformly by all
NEMGOs to their clients on a proportional
basis to the traded volume of electricity
and taking into account system usage in
an harmonised way across NEMOs

b)—aFSOfeecharged-uniformby-by-all
FSOs-to-all-consumers-a TSO recovery
via tariffs, applied in accordance with
national tariff methodologies approved by
the relevant national regulatory
authorities.




liquidity.

2-6.Net revenues from the single Market Coupling Operator
shall be used to perform investments to increase the
performance of the single Market Coupling Operator or to
reduce the MCO fees.

methodology referred to in paragraph 1 shall ensure that%

eligible costs are determined and shared in a harmonised way af]

Union level. The methodology shall not foresee any]

differentiation of treatment between specific regions or Member

States’ national costs.

4-8. By 30 June every year, the Joint Steering Committee, in
cooperation with the Single Market Coupling Operator,
shall submit to all national regulatory authorities for joint
approval and share with ACER an annual cost report for
the previous calendar year, together with the
justifications and supporting evidence for the costs
incurred by the MCO and the Joint Steering Committee.
The report shall be complemented with a proposal for the
NEMO fees and TSOs fees for the next calendar year
and estimations of the NEMO fees and TSO fees as
referred to paragraph 4 for the two following years.

7.The methodology referred to in
paragraph 1 shall ensure that the eligible
costs are determined and shared in a
harmonised way at Union level—Fhe
mrethodelome hall mel Doeoen e
L G : |
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5-9.Based on the documents submitted pursuant to paragraph 8,
all regulatory authorities shall assess which part of the
declared costs are efficiently incurred, reasonable and
proportionate, in order to be entitled to cost recovery. All
regulatory authorities shall also assess these costs in light of
the biennial work programme and budget, referred to in
article 21. Before the end of the calendar year, all national
regulatory authorities shall jointly approve or amend the
cost report referred to in paragraph 8, as well as the
proposed NEMO fees and the proposed TSOs fees. ACER
shall publish the joint decision from the regulatory
authorities taking due account of sensitive commercial
information. i

| ” . Mol S ,
pattonalcosts:




3. CACM wording proposal for use of Remedial Actions

Article

33

Original text (version: EC October 2025)

2.The capacity calculation methodology shall
include at least the following items for each
capacity calculation timeframe:
a.A proposal for the calculation of the inputs to
capacity calculation, which shall include:
1.  the methodology for determining the
reliability margin in accordance with Article
34.;
I.  the methodology for determining critical
network elements in accordance with Article
35;
i.  rules for determining the allocation constraints
that-may-be-applied in accordance with Article
36, if applicable;
the methodology for determining the generation
and load shift keys at-least-per-bidding zone-and
rrarkettimevnit in accordance with Article
37;
the methodology for determining remedial
actions to be considered in capacity
calculation in accordance with Article 38
b.A detailed description of the capacity calculation|
approach which shall include:
i.a mathematical description of the applied
capacity calculation approach with different
capacity calculation inputs and rules for
execution of the process described in Articles

39(3) or 39(4);
b ralesf i ” icle16(8)of

Proposed amended text by TSOs

2.The capacity calculation methodology shall
include at least the following items for each
capacity calculation timeframe:
a.A proposal for the calculation of the inputs to
capacity calculation, which shall include:
Il.  the methodology for determining the
reliability margin in accordance with Article
34.;
I.  the methodology for determining critical
network elements in accordance with Article 35;
rules for determining the allocation constraints in
accordance with Article 36, if applicable;
the methodology for determining the generation
and load shift keys in accordance with Article
37;
the methodology for determining remedial
actions to be considered in capacity
calculation in accordance with Article 38
b.A detailed description of the capacity calculation
approach which shall include:
i.a mathematical description of the applied
capacity calculation approach with different
capacity calculation inputs and rules for
execution of the process described in Articles
39(3) or 39(4);
ii. rules for a fallback procedure to be applied
in case the initial capacity calculation does not
deliver plausible results;
iii.for the coordinated net transmission
capacity approach, the rules for calculating
cross- zonal capacity, including the rules for
efficiently sharing the power flow capabilities

.

Reasoning

TSOs request to include explicitly that, if TSOs need to
apply a different process for individual validation
compared to what is defined in the methodology, it may
be still provided in an annex to the CCM, as per the
comment provided by EC in its proposal.




ii. rules for a fallback procedure to be applied
in case the initial capacity calculation does
not deliver plausible results;

iii.for the coordinated net transmission
capacity approach, the rules for calculating
cross- zonal capacity, including the rules for
efficiently sharing the power flow
capabilities of critical network elements
between different bidding zone borders;
iv.where the power flows on critical network
elements are influenced by cross-zonal
power exchanges outside of a capacity
calculation region, the rules for sharing the
power flow capabilities of critical network
elements among capacity calculation regions
in order to accommodate these flows;

v.a methodology for the individual validation
by TSOs of cross-zonal capacity at least for
the day-ahead timeframe;

vi.a period for testing significant changes in
the capacity calculation methodology
approach alongside the existing methodology
approach, to involve and enable market
participants to adapt. This period should be
not shorter than 2 months.

of critical network elements between different
bidding zone borders;

iv.where the power flows on critical network
elements are influenced by cross-zonal power
exchanges outside of a capacity calculation
region, the rules for sharing the power flow
capabilities of critical network elements
among capacity calculation regions in order to
accommodate these flows;

v.a methodology for the individual validation
by TSOs of cross-zonal capacity at least for
the day-ahead timeframe. TSOs may deviate
from this methodology by providing a
justification and description of their process

for individual validation as an annex to the
capacity calculation methodology:

vi.a period for testing significant changes in
the capacity calculation methodology
approach alongside the existing methodology
approach, to involve and enable market
participants to adapt. This period should be
not shorter than 2 months.
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1. The proposal for a eemmen-capacity calculation
methodology shall include aH—available—a
methodology to determine the use of remedial actions

in the capacity calculation process. Each TSO within

each capacity calculation region shall define all

remedial actions that are expected to be available in

real-time and that are to be taken into account in
capacity calculation to meet the objectives of this
Regulation. Each TSO may exclude the following
remedial actions from capacity calculation:

a. load shedding;

b. remedial actions which are verified
and justified as indispensable to
ensure operational security in real-
time operation and for which no other
remedial actions are available;

c. remedial actions which are offered to|
the capacity calculation in other CCRS
in which the concerned TSO also
participates.

(...))

3. The optimisation of non-costly remedial actions

1. The proposal for a capacity calculation
methodology shall include—a methodology to
determine the use of remedial actions in the capacity
calculation process. Each TSO within each capacity
calculation region shall define all remedial actions that
are expected to be available in real-time and that are to
be taken into account in capacity calculation to meet
the objectives of this Regulation. Each TSO may
exclude the following remedial actions from capacity
calculation:

a. load shedding;

b. remedial actions which are verified and|
justified as indispensable to ensure
operational security in real-time
operation and for which no other
remedial actions are available;

c. remedial actions which are offered to
the capacity calculation in other CCRs
in which the concerned TSO also
participates.(....)

d. remedial actions whose secured and

Addition of point 1.d: The remedial actions used in
capacity calculation are made available to the market up
to the intraday cross-zonal gate closure time. At the
same time, SOGL obliges TSOs to coordinate the
remedial actions. However, after the closure of the
intraday cross-zonal market there is very limited time to
perform this coordination. TSOs need to be able to
reflect this limitation in capacity calculation.

coordinated implementation cannot be

guaranteed in the remaining lead time

between the intraday cross-zonal gate

closure time and real-time.

during capacity calculation in intraday timeframe shall

3. The optimisation of non-costly remedial actions|

be subject to efficiency and feasibility assessment]

during capacity calculation in intraday timeframe shall

performed by the TSOs of the relevant capacity|

be subject to efficiency and feasibility assessment

calculation region;

performed by the TSOs of the relevant capacity]

calculation region;




4. Where FSOs—apply—capacity allocation uses

flowbased parameters approach,
at least-the setings—peints of the non-costly remediall

actions whose effect can be considered as linearshieh|

can-cfficiently be lincarized forthe capacity-allocation,

such as phase-shifting transformers and HVDCs-lines,

shall be optimised during the capacity allocation in|

day-ahead and intraday auctions.
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aHoecation-The capacity calculation methodology may|

provide limitations to the use these remedial actions.

38(4): In order to avoid any misunderstanding, TSOs
would like to highlight that - under the current CEP70
regime - the optimization of non-costly RAs in
allocation is not supported by TSOs. It undermines a
consistent implementation of the 70% framework and
hinders TSOs compliance with the 70% rule. The non-
costly RAs indeed play a crucial role in capacity
calculation in particular to validate if it is safe to
provide 70% capacity to the market.

In the future, shifting the use of non-costly remedial
actions to allocations could potentially be beneficial to
the market as it would optimize the use of such
actions. Even in case of a change of the 70% regime
(by changing EU 2019/943), a thorough feasibility
analysis would be needed to assess the benefits in
regard of potential drawbacks and implementation

difficulties
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4. CACM wording proposal for capacity calculations
Article

Original text (version: EC October 2025)

2 (b)(i) a mathematical description of the applied capaci
calculation approach with different capacity calculation inputs
and rules for execution of the process described in Article
39(3) or 39(4);

Proposed amended text by TSOs

(b)(1) a mathematical description of the applied capacity|
calculation approach with different capacity calculation|
inputs and rules for execution of the process described in|
Articles 39(34) or 39(45);

Reasoning

Correction of references

33

8.Operational security limits and contingencies used in
capacity calculation, shall be the same as those defined
pursuant to Article 25, except where the application of
dynamic line rating has to take into consideration forecasting

uncertainty of thermal limits at the time of capacity

calculation. Contingencies used in capacity calculation shall

be the same as those defined pursuant to Article 33 of the
Regulation (EU) 2017/1485. Deviationstrom-the-operational
. Limite shall be_all | i Load ) :

9. TSOs shall implement dynamic thermal limits that take into
account weather conditions at least on those critical network
elements that are frequently limiting cross-zonal capacities,
unless the costs of implementing such limits exceeds their
benefit.

8.Operational security limits and contingencies used in
capacity calculation, shall be the-same-as a subset of those
defined pursuant to Article 25, except where the application
of dynamic line rating has to take into consideration
forecasting uncertainty of thermal limits at the time of
capacity calculation. Contingencies used in capacity
calculation shall be the same as those defined pursuant to
Article 33 of the Regulation (EU) 2017/1485.

9. TSOs shall implement dynamic thermal limits that take
into account weather conditions at least on those critical
network elements that are frequently limiting cross-zonal
capacities, unless the costs of implementing such limits
exceeds their benefit or the quality of the forecasted data is
justified as insufficient to relevant NRAs

33(8): Contingencies used in capacity
calculation process do not need to be as
restrictive as the ones used in Coordinated
Security Analysis.

33(9): The increase in capacities through
dynamic line rating has to remain
operationally secure. There is thus a
dependency on the accuracy of the
forecasting. It should be possible to justify
why dynamic line rating is nof
implemented based on an assessment of
forecast quality.

34

1. The proposal for capacity calculation methodology shall
include a methodology to determine the indispensable]

1. The proposal for capacity calculation

Article 34(1) - indispensable:

methodology shall include a methodology to




reliability margin on critical network elements, which shall
set out the common, harmonised principles for deriving the
reliability margin from the probability distribution of the
deviations between the expected power flows at the time of]
the capacity calculation and realised power flows. The
methodology shall take into account the following
uncertainties:

a. deviations of physical electricity flows, caused by
load-frequency control, applied to maintain a
constant frequency;

b. forecasted uncertainties which affect capacity|
calculation and which could occur between the
capacity calculation timeframe and real time; and

c. inaccuracies in modelling and calculation|
approach which affect capacity calculation.

Nothwithstanding paragraph 1, in the transitory period
until 1 January 2031, TSOs may rely on fixed values
determined by NRAs. After the end of the transitory
period, the TSOs may still rely on such fixed values for
the critical network elements in case these are lower than
the values determined on the basis of the methodology
pursuant to paragraph 1.

determine the indispensable reliability margin on
critical network elements, which shall set out the
common, harmonised principles for deriving the
reliability margin  from the probability
distribution of the deviations between the
expected power flows at the time of the capacity
calculation and realised power flows. The
methodology shall take into account the following
uncertainties:

a. deviations of physical electricity flows,
caused by load-frequency control,
applied to maintain a constant frequency;

b. forecasted uncertainties which affect
capacity calculation and which could
occur between the capacity calculation
timeframe and real time; and

¢. Inaccuracies in modelling and calculation
approach ~ which  affect capacity
calculation.

Nothwithstanding paragraph 1, in the transitory
period until 1 January 2031, TSOs may rely on

fixed values determined by NRAs. After the end of

the transitory period, the TSOs may still rely on
such fixed values for the critical network elements
or cross-zonal capacity in case these are lower than
the values determined on the basis of the
methodology pursuant to paragraph 1.

TSOs kindly request EC to provide
feedback/clarity as below points
remained unanswered so far.

If the intention of the word
indispensable is to emphasize the
importance of FRM then it can be kept.
If it is intended to limit the minimum
reliability margin to the value calculated
according to paragraph 1, which may be
unreasonably high, then we suggest
removing this word.

Article 34(2) : TSOs welcome the
flexibility provided.

Core TSOs conclude that the new
proposal of EC is acceptable. Core TSOs
still consider the FRM study to be quite
an effort.

cNTC TSOs still need the possibility to
apply the reliability margin to the cross-
zonal capacity per bidding zone border.




3.For each capacity calculation timeframe, each TSO
concerned shall determine the reliability margin for each
critical network element, independently of the specific
capacity calculation approach adopted within the capacity
calculation region.

For each capacity calculation timeframe, each TSO
concerned shall determine the reliability margin for

each critical network element, independently-ofthe
9 ; leulati hod |
sethin—the—eopaeipenleplatonresion where the

flow-based approach is applied. Where the
coordinated net transmission capacity approach is
applied, TSOs of the capacity calculation region
may opt to determine a reliability margin for the
cross-zonal capacity instead.

34(3) : For cNTC regions, TSOs still need
to opt for a global RM to the cross-zonal,
capacity in each bidding zone border as
there are certain limitations where there is
not possibility to apply FRM, such as
“angle constraints”.

In the SWE Capacity Calculation (CC),
angle  constraints are  specifically|
monitored for certain regions in Spain and
Portugal. On the Portugal-Spain border,
the RAO continuously monitors the
maximum voltage phase angle differences
as defined by the TSOs for each grid
condition and addresses any violations
through remedial actions. It is common to
encounter several angle violations during
the Angle Check phase.

Implementing an FRM would further
complicate this process, introducing
significant operational risks to grid
stability and security, without providing
any demonstrated added value.

)Additionally, certain CCRs are
connected to Europe through an antenna-
type configuration and when the
Frequency Containment Reserve (FCR)
is activated all the flows from power
plants in Europe have to go through the
only interconnection border with Europe,
which implies that the most appropriate
way to account for FCR is at the border
level rather than at the CNE level. Since
the reliability margin explicitly covers —

among other aspects— the activation of




frequency reserves, the RM per border is
a better approach.

35 1.The proposal for capacity calculation methodology shallAwaiting update from EC to reflect the judgement off Awaiting update from EC to reflect
include a methodology to define critical network elements toECJ the judgement of ECJ
be considered in the capacity calculation process.
39 1. For each capacity calculation timeframe and for at least 1. For each capacity calculation timeframe and for at least [Some of the listed inputs are de facto not
each hour, each TSO shall provide the Regional Coordination [each hour, each TSO shall provide the Regional applicable to every TSOs
Centres in the capacity calculation region with the following |Coordination Centres in the capacity calculation region with
inputs: critical network elements with operational security  the following inputs: critical network elements with
limits and contingencies, generation and load shift keys, operational security limits and contingencies, generation
remedial actions, reliability margins, allocation constraints, jand load shift keys, remedial actions, reliability margins,
cross-zonal capacity allocated for exchange of balancing and, if applicable, allocation constraints, cross-zonal
capacity and sharing of reserves and nominated physical capacity allocated for exchange of balancing capacity and
transmission rights. The capacity calculation methodology  [sharing of reserves and nominated physical transmission
may also define that these inputs are determined by Regional [rights. The capacity calculation methodology may also
Coordination Centre(s) directly. define that these inputs are determined by Regional
Coordination Centre(s) directly.
39 3. By 1 January 2028, all regional coordination centres shall 3. By 1 January 2028, all regional coordination centres shallThe cross-references (paragraph 3(d) and
use alternating current load flow to calculate use alternating current load flow to calculate 4(b)(1)) are to be corrected
the power flows pursuant to paragraph 3(d) and 4(b)(i), at the power flows pursuant to paragraph 3(d) and 4(b)(i), at
least for the full network topology without least for the full network topology without The benefits, the implications and
contingencies. Regional coordination centres may apply directicontingencies. Regional coordination centres may apply consequently the priority of this
current load flow in case of non direct current load flow in case of non requirement will require further
convergence of power flows in the common grid model. convergence of power flows in the common grid model. Thelggsessment and alignment between TSOs
capacity calculation methodology may provide limitations to,, 4 NRAs, at least in the Core/CE CCR.
the use of alternating current load flow. The CCM is considered the appropriate
place to govern this.
39 7.At the end of the capacity calculation process, each RCC shall|7.At the end of the capacity calculation process, each RCC|Wording improvement to reflect that the

set the following capacity calculation outputs:
a. if applying the flow-based approach, the power transfer
distribution  factors,  available  margins flow-based|

shall set the following capacity calculation outputs:
a.if applying the flow-based approach, the power transfer
distribution factors, available margins, relevant parameters

relevant parameters and settings of remedial actions|

output of cNTC capacity calculation are
INTCs instead of ATCs.




applicable; or
b. if applying the coordinated net transmission capacit

allocation constraints, if applicable.

included in capacity allocation, and allocation constraints,, iffand settings of remedial actions included in capacity|

approach, the available transmission capacity values andapproach, the available net transmission capacity values and

allocation, and allocation constraints, if applicable; or
if applying the coordinated net transmission capacity

allocation constraints, if applicable.

40

2.Each TSO may adjust these cross-zonal capacities in
accordance with Article 42(2) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943,
This adjustment shall constitute a deviation from coordinated|

2.Each TSO may adjust these cross-zonal capacities in
accordance with Article 42(2) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943.
This adjustment shall constitute a deviation from coordinated|

action as defined in Article 16(3) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943.

action as defined in Article 16(3) of Regulation (EU)

The justification for each deviation shall be reported to the

2019/943. In case a TSO applies adjustments in more than|

RCC, including detailed data on the remedial actions

Deviation from coordination actions:
TSOs want to underline that a deviation
from coordinated actions does not de
facto imply that the TSO decides not to

one percent of MTUs, tFhe justification for each deviation|

considered to be available and unavailable during validation, to

be included in the quarterly reports mandated by Article 16(3);

implement the coordinated action. It
rather implies that the coordinated action

shall be reported to the RCC, including detailed-data-on-the

to reduce cross-zonal capacity will be

of Regulation (EU) 2019/943.

durine validation data on involved remedial actions for thel

complemented with an additional action

circumstances that triggered the deviation, to be included in|

the quarterly reports mandated by Article 16(3) of Regulation|
(EU) 2019/943.

by the TSO, as the coordinated action is
insufficient to avoid violation of
operational security limits. TSOs
interpret that this complementary set-up
is covered by the wording “deviation”,
and kindly request EC to confirm this
interpretation.

Focusing on remedial actions that are
assessed for the circumstance that
triggered additional adjustments would
ensure that TSOs can transparently report
with the relevant documentation the
underlying situations and decisions.
Taking into consideration hypothetical
(RA-) scenarios would lead to additional
efforts without clear benefits.

)As long as individual TSOs apply

deviations from coordinated actions




rarely, TSOs propose striking a balance
between efforts and added value by not
requesting additional publications on top
of the already existing ones. 1% of
IMTUs could serve as a key figure here
which is already used today in CCR

Core.
69 1(d)(iv) realised flow on the same network element and withi-{e)iv)reatised-flow-on-thesamenetwork-elementand-with(This is quite a burdensome requirement
the same contingency (realised or estimated); the-same-contingeney-{(reakised-orestimated): that doesn’t give any benefits since :

- There will always be a difference
between the flows after N-1 at
the time of the capacity
calculation and in real time due
to the inherent nature of working
with forecasts. The grid model
used in capacity calculation is
bound to differ from the one in
real time due to outages,
forecasts errors,
generation/demand imbalances,
ete...

- The capacity calculation process
needs to secure capacity in all
market conditions hence
ensuring CNECs are secure in all
combinations of cross-border
exchanges whereas the realized
flows are only one of those
combinations.

5. CACM wordini iroiosal for 70%




Original text (version: EC October 2025) Proposed amended text by TSOs Reasoning

33 3. The capacity calculation methodology shall transpese |As already raised TSOs have strong
include the requirements regarding the minimum level concerns when it comes to the application
of available capacity for cross-zonal trade pursuant to of a high minRAM / virtual capacities in
Article 16(8) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943, taking into the intraday timeframe.

consideration the availability of remedial actions in the

capacity calculation region in day-ahead and intraday

timeframes. e The inclusion of 70% in the
intraday timeframe would
structurally lead to virtual
capacities that can be used in the
intraday market up to 30 minutes
before real time. This would
cause limited availability of
remedial actions and lack of time
for TSOs to coordinate their
application. These strong
limitations would have to be
reflected in the intraday capacity
calculation

e In addition, the intraday market is
an adjustment market, making its
movement hard to predict. Hence,
every potential usage of virtual
capacity would have to be
validated whilst there is very
limited time for TSOs to perform
this validation compared to day-
ahead capacity calculation.

39 6.For the needs of monitoring of compliance with/6.For the needs of monitoring of compliance with minimum e Inthe cNTC approach, reporting
minimum capacity requirement, RCC shall report on thecapacity requirement, RCC shall report on the reached-available the limiting CNEC in the side of
reached available transmission capacity and the CNECsitransmission-ecapaeity-and-the CNECs limiting the capacity the bidding zone border that is not

limiting the capacity calculation separately for each side really limiting the cNTC is not a




of the bidding zone border involved in capacity

calculation separatelyfor each side of the biddine zone border

calculation.

involvedin-capacity-caleulation:

transparent task (as for instance in
flow-based approach). When the
current cNTC capacity calculation
ends, you don’t know which
CNEC is this “second limiting
CNEC”. To define this CNEC, it
would require TSOs to continue
the cNTC capacity calculation
meaning several iterations of the
different steps of the calculation
made by dichotomy (each
iteration includes a voltage and
phase-angle validation step for
instance in the SWE region).

o The added value of the
information to be expected is very
limited as it will be a network
element that by definition does
not limit the cross-zonal
capacities thus cannot create any
discrimination.

72

2.Within six months after the entry into force of this
regulation, ACER,—in—ecoeperation—with—regulatory
authorities;all  NRAs  shall  jointly establish a
methodology setting the rules for the monitoring of the
eomphaneefulfillment of TSOs with the requirement to
guarantee that at least 70% of interconnection capacity is
made available for cross-border trade pursuant to Article
16 (8) of Regulation 2019/943 in a uniform way. Each
INRA shall assess the compliance of their respective

TSOs on the basis of this harmonised methodology.

ENTSO-E welcomes the amendment in
line with Regulation 2019/943, which
defines the NRAs responsible for the
compliance monitoring of minimum
capacities.




Article

6. CACM wording proposal for Market Coupling

Original text (version: EC October 2025)

Proposed amended text by TSOs

Reasoning

45 1.  Bytwelvemenths-after the-entryintofoereeof |1. All NEMOs and all TSOs shall jointly develop, [The allocated timeframe is unrealistic given the
this Regulation;aAll NEMOs and all TSOs shall freview and, where necessary, propose |depth and critical nature of the assessment tasks
jointly develop, review and, where necessary, amendments, the methodology for products and [involved. This represents a major overhaul of the
propose amendments, the methodology for |market coupling system requirements. This |market coupling operations, whose complexity and
products and market coupling system methodology shall take into account the products [impact must not be underestimated. It also needs to
requirements. This methodology shall take into [and market coupling systems requirements prior to [taken into account that we need to develop multiple
account the products and market coupling systems the entry into force of this Regulation. By 24 [TCMs at the same time.
requirements prior to the entry into force of this |months after entry into force of this Regulation, all
Regulation. By 12 months after entry into force of [TSOs and all NEMOs shall jointly develop and
this Regulation, all TSOs and all NEMOs shall [submit the first proposal for this methodology.
jointly develop and submit the first proposal for
this methodology.

47 10. The single day-ahead coupling systems, the [10. Without prejudice to the provisions of this This is unnecessarily strict and will block/slow
continuous trading systems and the single intraday (Guideline, the single day-ahead coupling systems, |down development.
auction systems shall not accommodate any the continuous trading systems and the single IA methodology is not meant to be a collection of IT
additional requirement potentially impacting the  fintraday auction systems may shal-net requirements. Example: a user interface is not
performance which is not explicitly provided for in accommodate additional operational requirements |defined in a methodology but is required for
the methodology pursuant to Article 45. petentially-impacting-the-performanee requested  |operations. Not everything should be regulated but

and agreed jointly by TSOs and NEMOs to only the things that have an impact on the market
facilitate the uninterrupted functioning of the user |participants

interlaces, sehiehmebegpbobbeseanided Lop b

the-methodelogy-pursuantto-Artele 45

47 11. The European Commission, ACER and, if 11. The European Commission, ACER, and;+ The proposal seems to deny TSOs and NEMOs
requested, the competent national regulatory regrested, the competent national regulatory access to tools allowing to run simulations on
authorities, shall have access to the source code of jauthorities, as well as TSOs and NEMOs shall market coupling algorithms, while this access is
the matching algorithms at all times and-sheuld. have access to the source code of the matching vital for mandatory tasks.

Only the European Commission, ACER and, if |algorithms at all times. Oaly—tFhe European These include rerunning market coupling sessions
requested, the competent national regulatory Commission, ACER, as well as TSOs and to assess the impact of issues that arise, conducting
authorities shall have access to tools allowing to [NEMOs, and, if requested, the competent national |mandatory SPAIC simulations for any new




run simulations on each algorithm at all times. The
FEuropean Commission, ACER and the

competent national regulatory authorities may

also use the output from the algorithm- based

simulations in carrying out their tasks and duties

according to their own discretion within the

boundaries set by the relevant regulations.The

[European Commission, ACER and the competent
national regulatory authorities may provide a
temporary access to third parties for research
purposes under strict confidentiality agreements.

regulatory authorities shall have access to tools
allowing to run simulations on each algorithm at
all times.

interconnector, capacity release, or changes in
topology or methodology, and carrying out own
capacity and forecast assessments by rerunning
historical or projected sessions to ensure the safety
and security of supply. Access is also necessary for
testing new functionalities using historical capacity
data and realistic order books, ensuring that system
changes are thoroughly evaluated under conditions
that reflect actual market behaviour.

TSOs and NEMOs should have the same right
when it comes to access to the source code because
they are responsible of the results of the algorithm.

ENTSOE suggests to remove «If requested»
because it is unclear who will allow this right.

48

1.By twelve months after the entry into force of
this Regulation, all NEMOs and all TSOs shall
jointly develop, review and, where necessary,
propose amendments, to the methodology for the
market coupling timings and procedures
containing the elements described in Article 49
and Article 50.

1.By &welve twenty four months after the entry into
force of this Regulation, all NEMOs and all TSOs
shall jointly develop, review and, where necessary,
propose amendments, to the methodology for the
market coupling timings and procedures containing
the elements described in Article 49 and Article 50.

The allocated timeframe is unrealistic given the
depth and critical nature of the assessment tasks
involved. This represents a major overhaul of the
market coupling operations, whose complexity and
impact must not be underestimated.

49

1. The market coupling timings and procedures
referred to in Article 48(1) shall include at least
the following timings related to the day-ahead
market, harmonised at EU level:

(a) _day-ahead capacity firmness deadline,
which shall be at the latest 11:00
market time day-ahead;

(c)(d) single day-ahead coupling gate
closure time, which shall be noon
market time day-ahead; or up to one

hour earlier than 12:00 when justified

1. The market coupling timings and procedures
referred to in Article 48(1) shall include at least
the following timings related to the day-ahead
market, harmonised at EU level:

(a) day-ahead capacity firmness deadline,
which shall be sixty minutes before the
day-ahead market gate closure time
and at the latest 11:00 market time day-
ahead;

(c)(d) single day-ahead coupling gate

closure time, which shall be noon

To ensure sufficient time between the DA GCT and
DA capacity firmness as per the current practice,
'we propose to establish the necessary time between
the two directly through the CACM text.




for the security of market coupling
operations;

market time day-ahead; or up to one
hour earlier than 12:00 when justified
for the security of market coupling
operations;

52

2. The methodology shall require a centralised
clearing and settlement between each NEMO and
the Single MCO by the end of the MCO transition
period pursuant to Article 17(5). This centralised
clearing and settlement providers shall be legally
independent from all TSOs and all NEMOs. Until
this solution can be implemented, the
methodology may provide for transitional
arrangements for clearing and settlement between
all NEMOs.

2.The methodology shall establish arrangements
for clearing and settlement between NEMOs, with

the option to implement centralized clearing and

settlement between NEMOs and the Single MCO

via a centralised provider, subject to a separate

approval by the relevant regulatory authorities. to

proceed-with-centralization:

Unless such approval and implementation,

existing clearing and settlement arrangements shall

remain in effect.

Where a centralised clearing and settlement

provider is used, it shall be legally independent

from all TSOs and all NEMOs. The relevant

regulatory authorities shall have the right to assign

responsibilities for clearing, settlement, and

shipping tasks. including allowing alternative

arrangements  justified by  national market

slruclures,  sespre—a—eenbatived—elenmne—and

'We caution against mandating a centralised clearing
and settlement entity that is independent from both
TSOs and NEMOs.

Clearing and settlement tasks are already performed
by existing entities — whether TSOs, NEMOs, or
other competent bodies — under established,
cfficient, and legally compliant arrangements.
Replacing these proven solutions with a new
independent entity would introduce legal and
operational complexities, entail additional costs for
market participants, and risk disrupting stable
market functioning without clear evidence of
proportional benefits.

In countries where TSOs are currently acting as
shipping agents, this solution ensures higher
efficiency of nomination process and lower costs of
market coupling at national level via using
synergies with already existing TSO systems and
infrastructure.

National Regulatory Authorities shall have the
flexibility to assign these responsibilities in a
manner reflecting national market structures, legal
frameworks, and established operational models.

56

9. The MCO shall collect the congestion income
arising from the single day-ahead coupling and the
single intraday auctions.

9.-The MCO All central counterparties or shipping
agents shall collect the congestion income arising
from the single day-ahead coupling and the single
intraday auctions.

\Any financial tasks such as financial settlement,
collection, or distribution of Congestion income and|
TAG compensations shall not be defined as

MCO functions or as tasks of a Market Coupling

Operator.




11.The MCO shall distribute congestion income to
TSOs in accordance with the congestion income
distribution methodology pursuant to article 53, as
soon as reasonably practicable and no later than
one month after the congestion income has been
collected pursuant to paragraph 9.

11. The TSOs M€O shall distribute congestion
income in accordance with the congestion income
distribution

'We remain concerned about assigning financial
tasks to the Market Coupling Operator under MCO
functions, especially the CI and TAG distribution,
despite possibility for delegation.

'While the position that delegation remains possible
is factually correct, it is neither automatic

nor certain, as it would require SMCO (and thus
INEMO) approval. More importantly, it does not
resolve the governance and accountability shift
introduced by CACM 2.0. Delegation under
SMCO control is not equivalent to maintaining
TSO ownership of the functions. It alters the
balance of responsibilities, reduces flexibility, and
may hinder the preservation of synergies for
congestion income distribution specifically with
LTTR and CCP management.

'While in some cases congestion income distribution
is performed by NEMOs, vast majority of TSOs
have contracted Day-Ahead Congestion Income
Distribution with JAO creating financial synergies
in relation with JAO’s responsibility to perform
LTTR remuneration. Transferring CID
responsibilities to a new entity, while leaving LTTR|
remuneration with JAO,

would break this operational and financial netting.
The result would be an increase in gross

settlement volumes, additional collateral
requirements, and the need to redesign settlement
and credit frameworks between TSOs and JAO.
Such a change would introduce dyssynergies

and additional costs, without delivering any clear
policy or market benefit.




Even in a scenario where the SMCO delegates CID
activities to JAO, the TSOs would not have
governance control to ensure that these processes
continue to be aligned. The delegation would
depend on the SMCO’s joint TSO-NEMO
decisions, and the ability of TSOs to safeguard
liquidity optimisation and LTTR-CID netting
synergies would therefore be reduced.

Even if the SMCO later contracted JAO for CID
execution, the TSOs would depend on a governance
process involving NEMO consent, reducing their
ability to ensure alignment with TSO priorities and
risk-management standards.

'We therefore propose to assign the distribution of
congestion income to the TSOs.




57 5. Each NEMO shall act as the counterparty to the [S. Each NEMO shall act as the counterparty to 'We propose to allow NRAs flexibility in assigning
IMCO, or to other NEMOs in case of transitional  jother NEMOs or if applicable to the MCO, exte  [clearing, settlement, and shipping tasks where
arrangements pursuant to Article 52(2), for the other NEMOs-in-ease-of transitional-arrangements [relevant to avoid unnecessary costs, legal
exchange of energy between NEMO trading hubs pursuant to Article 52(2), for the exchange of complexities, and disruption of existing structures.
with regard to the related financial rights and energy between NEMO trading hubs with regard to
obligations. the related financial rights and obligations. The transfer of the shipping function would have

significant financial and legal implications. It would
8. Notwithstanding paragraph 5, a shipping agent necessitate the renegotiation of existing contractual
imay act as a counter party to other NEMOs for the |arrangements with all cross-border partners and the
exchange of energy, if the parties concerned establishment of a new competence within the
conclude a specific agreement to that effect. [f no [receiving entity. This, in turn, would require
agreement is reached, the shipping arrangement adjustments to contractual and procedural
shall be decided by the regulatory authorities frameworks, modifications and testing of IT
responsible for the bidding zones between which  [systems, and the introduction of new financing and
the clearing and settlement of the exchange of guarantee mechanisms.
energy is needed.
Such changes would not only generate additional
administrative and operational costs but also lead to
duplication of well-functioning structures already in
place.
In countries where TSOs are currently acting as
shipping agents, this solution ensures higher
efficiency of nomination process and lower costs of
market coupling at national level via using
synergies with already existing TSO systems and
infrastructure.
60 'We propose to allow NRAs flexibility in assigning

4. Each NEMO shall act as the counterparty to the
MCO, or to other NEMOs in case of transitional
arrangements pursuant to Article 52(2), for the
exchange of energy between NEMO trading hubs
with regard to the related financial rights and
obligations.

4. Each NEMO shall act as the counterparty to

other NEMOs or if applicable to the MCO, erteo

etber sl O e ol o nn e emen s
pursuant to Article 52(2), for the exchange of

energy between NEMO trading hubs with regard to
the related financial rights and obligations.

7. Notwithstanding paragraph 4. a shipping agent

imay act as a counterparty to other NEMO for the

clearing, settlement, and shipping tasks where
relevant to avoid unnecessary costs, legal
complexities, and disruption of existing structures.

The transfer of the shipping function would have
significant financial and legal implications. It would
necessitate the renegotiation of existing contractual
arrangements with all cross-border partners and the




exchange of energy, if the parties concerned

conclude a specific agreement to that effect. If no

agreement is concluded, the shipping arrangement

shall be decided by the regulatory authorities

responsible for the bidding zones between which

the clearing and settlement of the exchange of

energy is needed.

establishment of a new competence within the
receiving entity. This, in turn, would require
adjustments to contractual and procedural
frameworks, modifications and testing of IT
systems, and the introduction of new financing and
guarantee mechanisms.

Such changes would not only generate additional
administrative and operational costs but also lead to
duplication of well-functioning structures already in
place.

In countries where TSOs are currently acting as
shipping agents, this solution ensures higher
efficiency of nomination process and lower costs of
market coupling at national level via using
synergies with already existing TSO systems and
infrastructure.

Article

63

7. CACM wording proposal for Bidding Zone Review

Original text (version: EC October 2025)

1. Bidding zone borders shall be based on long-
term, structural congestions in the transmission
network, pursuant to Article 14(1) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943. Structural
congestions may be identified by:

a. areport from ENTSO-E pursuant to
Article 14(2) of of Regulation (EU)

Proposed amended text by TSOs

Bidding zone borders shall be based on long-
term, structural congestions in the transmission
network, pursuant to Article 14(1) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943. Structural
congestions may be identified by:
a. areport from ENTSO-E pursuant to
Article 14(2) of of Regulation (EU)

Reasoning




2019/943 and as referred to in Article
70; or
b. a multilateral bidding zone review
pursuant to Article 14 of Regulation
(EU) 2019/943; or
c. areport from one or more TSOs
related to their control areas, that has
been approved by the competent
regulatory authority.
The Member States or the competent regulatory
authorities may instruct the TSOs falling under
their jurisdiction to issue the report referred to
in paragraph 1(c) for their control areas.

A multilateral bidding zone review, referred to
in paragraph 1(b), may be launched by:
a. ACER, provided that the market

monitoring report pursuant to Article
15 of Regulation (EU) 2019/942
identifies inefficiencies in the current
bidding zone configuration, affecting
market efficiency. In this case, ACER
shall specify the relevant capacity
calculation regions to be assessed in
the review exercise; ACER may
launch a bidding zone review no more

than once every three vears.

b. Two or more regulatory authorities of
a capacity calculation region after
consulting all NRAs of the capacity
calculation region; justified by a
report analysing the possible impact
of congestions on the cross-zonal
capacity made available for trade.

2019/943 and as referred to in Article
70; or
b. a multilateral bidding zone review
pursuant to Article 14 of Regulation
(EU) 2019/943; or
c. areport from one or more TSOs
related to their control areas, that has
been approved by the competent
regulatory authority.
The Member States or the competent regulatory
authorities may instruct the TSOs falling under
their jurisdiction to issue the report referred to
in paragraph 1(c) for their control areas.

A multilateral bidding zone review, referred to
in paragraph 1(b), may be launched by:

a. ACER, provided that the technical
report pursuant to Article 14(2) of of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943 or the
market monitoring report pursuant to
Article 15 of Regulation (EU)
2019/942 identifies inefficiencies in
the current bidding zone
configuration, affecting market
efficiency. In this case, ACER shall
specify the relevant capacity
calculation regions to be assessed in
the review exercise; ACER may
launch a bidding zone review no more
than once every three years.

b. Two or more regulatory authorities in
a capacity calculation region after
consulting all NRAs of the capacity
calculation region ; justified by a
report analysing the possible impact

The technical report pursuant to Article 14(2) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943 is a valid source for

triggering a bidding zone review, pursuant to Article

14(7) of the same. Therefore, the technical report

should not be removed as a trigger for the multilateral

bidding zone review by the Agency.




c. All TSOs of a capacity calculation
region;

d. A Member State in a capacity
calculation region after consulting all
Member states of the capacity
calculation region, to ensure an
optimal configuration of bidding
zones pursuant to Article 14(3) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943;

ACER shall facilitate coordination among the
relevant TSOs and regulatory authorities
involved in the multilateral bidding zone
review.

4. The bidding zone review shall consist of two
parts. The first part of the review shall establish
the methodology and assumptions, pursuant to
Article 14(5) of the Electricity regulation (EU)
2019/943 as follows:

a. Within 3 6 months following the
announcement of the launch of a
bidding zone review pursuant to
paragraph-2 3, the relevant TSOs, as
defined in Article 14(4) of
Regulation(EU) 2019/943, shall
develop a proposal for a bidding zone
review methodology consisting of:

i. the methodology and
assumptions that are to be
used in the bidding zone
review process, based on
structural congestions which

of congestions on the cross-zonal
capacity made available for trade.

c. All TSOs of a capacity calculation
region;

d. A Member State in a capacity
calculation region after consulting all
Member states of the capacity
calculation region to ensure an
optimal configuration of bidding
zones pursuant to Article 14(3) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943;

ACER shall facilitate coordination among the
relevant FSOs-and regulatory authorities
involved in the multilateral bidding zone
review.

The bidding zone review shall consist of two
parts. The first part of the review shall
establish the methodology and assumptions,
pursuant to Article 14(5) of the Electricity
regulation (EU) 2019/943 as follows:

a. Within 6 months following the
announcement of the launch of a
bidding zone review pursuant to
paragraph 3, the relevant TSOs, as
defined in Article 14(4) of
Regulation(EU) 2019/943, shall
develop a proposal for a bidding zone
review methodology consisting of:

i. the methodology and
assumptions that are to be
used in the bidding zone
review process-based-en
stractaral-congestions-whieh

There is no legal basis for ACER to coordinate among
(relevant) TSOs and between TSOs and other parties.
The role of ACER must respect the limits set out by
Regulation (EU) 2019/942, and should therefore be
restricted to coordination between the relevant
regulatory authorities only.

We welcome the extension from 3 to 6 months but still
consider that 8 months would be a more realistic
timeline to consult properly the methodology and to
propose alternative BZ configuration.

(if model-based configurations are to be performed
additional 12 months will be needed. In this case, the
methodology should allow for an update of the
database for the actual review compared to the model-
based assessment, so that the most recent data can be
used to estimate the conditions in the target year).

Propose to delete it as it may create legal uncertainties
(as not in line with the corresponding text of the
regulation) or copy the full text of the regulation.
Current wording of the regulation is broader than the
proposed one: " based on structural congestions which
are not expected to be overcome within the following

three years taking due account of tangible progress on




ii.

1il.

are not expected to be
overcome within the
following three years in the a
form of amendments to the
methodology developed in
line with Article 14(5) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943 to
accommodate, if needed, the
requirements of the specific
bidding zone review;

the alternative bidding zone
configurations to be
considered, which shall at
least ensure that each
generation and load unit
connected to the network
operated by the TSOs belong
to only one bidding zone,
while allowing detailed split
at lower voltage levels to be
defined at a later stage;

the details of how the criteria
pursuant to Article 65 are to
be applied.

This proposal shall be sent for approval

pursuant to the process set out in Article

14(5) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943;

b. in accordance with Article 14(5) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943, the

1i.

1ii.

srepotecseeted e o
cipspesme et b
Felloseinetheeesene in the
form of amendments to the
methodology developed in
line with Article 14(5) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943 to
accommodate, if needed, the
requirements of the specific
bidding zone review;

the alternative bidding zone
configurations to be
considered, which shall at
least ensure that each
generation and load unit
connected to the network
operated by the TSOs belong
to only one bidding zone. It
shall be ensured that the
delineation is technically
sensible to be implemented at
all voltage levels.;A while
allewing-detailed split at
lower voltage levels_may be
te-be defined at a later stage;

the details of how the criteria
pursuant to Article 65 are to
be applied.

This proposal shall be sent for approval

pursuant to the process set out in Article

14(5) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943;

b. in accordance with Article 14(5) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943, the

infrastructure development projects that are expected
to be realised within the following three years’

It must be ensured that the configurations, which are
to be assessed, are feasible and sensible to implement
at all voltage levels, allowing details to be defined in a
later stage. Otherwise there is the risk that
configurations are assessed which cannot be
implemented with reasonable effort (e.g. some of the
original German configurations in the last BZR cut
through the Ruhr Area which is the fifth biggest
metropolitan area in the EU).




5.

relevant regulatory authorities, as
defined in Article 14(4) of Regulation
(EU) 2019/943, shall take a
unanimous decision within three
months of the submission of the
proposal to the regulatory

authorities;

c. inaccordance with Article 14(5) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943, where the
regulatory authorities have not been
able to reach an agreement within the
three-month period, or upon their
joint request, ACER shall, within
additional three months, adopt a
decision on the methodology,
assumptions and the alternative
bidding zone configurations to be
considered.

d. The aspeets parts of the methodology
developed in line with Article 14(5)
of Regulation (EU) 2019/943 not
amended by the approval in this
paragraph shall apply to the bidding
zone review.

e. Inthe event that the relevant TSOs
decide not to propose an amendment
pursuant to lit. a) to an existing
methodology, they shall proceed with
the procedure pursuant to paragraph
5.

In the second part of the review, once the
methodology and assumptions have been
approved, the relevant TSOs, as defined in

5.

relevant regulatory authorities, as
defined in Article 14(4) of Regulation
(EU) 2019/943, shall take a
unanimous decision within three
months of the submission of the
proposal to the regulatory

authorities;

c. inaccordance with Article 14(5) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943, where the
regulatory authorities have not been
able to reach an agreement within the
three-month period, or upon their
joint request, ACER shall, within
additional three months, adopt a
decision on the methodology,
assumptions and the alternative
bidding zone configurations to be
considered.

d. The parts of the methodology
developed in line with Article 14(5)
of Regulation (EU) 2019/943 not
amended by the approval in this
paragraph shall apply to the bidding
zone review.

e. Inthe event that the relevant TSOs
decide not to propose an amendment
pursuant to lit. a) to an existing
methodology, they shall proceed with
the procedure pursuant to paragraph
5.

In the second part of the review, once the
methodology and assumptions have been
approved, the relevant TSOs, as defined in

Timeline for the approval of NRAs and ACER ( Art.
63 b and c) is not in line with Art. 5(4) (decision
expected within 6 months and if no agreement,
escalation to ACER with 6 additional months => 6+6
not 3+3).




Article 14(4) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943 ,

shall:

a.

assess and compare the current
bidding zone configuration and each
alternative bidding zone configuration
using the methodology, assumptions
and the criteria specified in the
proposal decided in accordance with
paragraphs 4 (b) and (c) of this
Article;

prepare a report including the
approved methodology, assumptions
and alternative bidding zone
configurations, the results of the
bidding zone review comparing the
existing bidding zone configuration
with alternatives, the proposal to
maintain or amend bidding zone
configurations, and, in case of the
latter, the proposed timescales for the
implementation of the new bidding
zone configuration;

decide unanimously on the proposal
to amend or maintain bidding zone
configuration before submitting it
pursuant to Article 14(6) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943.

submit the relevant underlying data
upon request to the relevant
regulatory authorities and e ACER
and share this report with the relevant
regulatory authorities and e ACER,
in order to enable the relevant

Article 14(4) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943 ,

shall:

a.

assess and compare the current
bidding zone configuration and each
alternative bidding zone configuration
using the methodology, assumptions
and the criteria specified in the
proposal decided in accordance with
paragraphs 4 (b) and (c) of this
Article;

prepare a report including the
approved methodology, assumptions
and alternative bidding zone
configurations, the results of the
bidding zone review comparing the
existing bidding zone configuration
with alternatives, the proposal to
maintain or amend bidding zone
configurations, and, in case of the
latter, the proposed timescales for the
implementation of the new bidding
zone configuration. The proposed
timescales for the implementation
may also be delivered after the
delivery of the report;

decide unanimously on the proposal
to amend or maintain bidding zone
configuration before submitting it
pursuant to Article 14(6) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943.

bemit the rel torving d
resregentethe palem s

and share this report with the relevant
regulatory authorities and ACER##

To relieve the already tight timeline for the BZR.

This should be deleted. It’s up to the NRA or ACER to
request for underlaying data if it is needed, in
accordance with ACER’s competences defined in
IArticle 3(2) of Regulation (EU) 2019/942. 1t’s enough
that it stands that the report should be shared.

Removal of the compliance check specifically as a

component (a sub-step) of the bidding zone review,




regulatory autheritiesor ACER—f

ho decis] : o] I
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- to adopt a decision confirming that
the report is compliant with the
methodology and assumptions
referred to in paragraph 4; ACER
may provide an opinion to support the

assessment of the regulatory
authorities.

. I » o] N\ of
Prosplaien L 2010010 wad onee
the report is deemed compliant swith
themethedelemnnd o st
referred-to-in-paragraph4; submit the

report on the bidding zone review
including the joint proposal to
maintain or amend the bidding zone
configuration to the relevant Member
States or their designated competent
authorities, and for information to the
relevant regulatory authorities, ACER
and the European Commission, within
12 months after the approval of the
proposal on the methodology
assumptions and alternative bidding
zone configurations pursuant to
paragraph 4 (b) and (¢).

publish without undue delay the
methodology, the assumptions, and
the relevant input data used for the
bidding zone review, the alternative

bidding zone configurations, the

srdemiemsnablethopelocnnipenplatos
l locisi ceermine 4

Hheepostbsomsslna el e may have different opinions about the compliance, and|
methodelocmad nn s tioas this could therefore be a blocking issue on the process.
referred-to-inparagraph4; ACER may)|

provide an opinion to support the
assessment of the regulatory
authorities.

I o d I 5
submit deliver the report on the
bidding zone review including the
joint proposal to maintain or amend
the bidding zone configuration to the
relevant Member States or their
designated competent authorities, and
for information to the relevant
regulatory authorities, ACER and the
European Commission, within 4218
months after the approval of the
proposal on the methodology
assumptions and alternative bidding
zone configurations pursuant to
paragraph 4 (b) and (¢).

publish without undue delay the
methodology, the assumptions, and
the relevant input data used for the
bidding zone review, the alternative
bidding zone configurations, the

since it increases the complexity of the process.
Moreover, different NRAs of the same BZR region

INRAs may always be consulted by their Member State
in order to inform the decision they make with respect
to keeping or splitting their BZ configuration.

Same above

Estimated time for Step 2: 18 months (without the
compliance check and implementation timeline),
based on the current requirements from the
methodology.




10.

11.

results of the simulations and the
proposal, following the submission
pursuant to lit. e.

As part of the bidding zone review exercise, the
relevant TSOs shall hold a consultation of at
least one month in length before submitting the
methodology for approval and shall keep
stakeholders regularly updated on the progress
of the report in a timely manner.

NEMOs or market participants shall provide the
relevant TSOs with information to enable them
to assess bidding zone configurations, at the
request of the TSOs. This information shall be
shared only between the relevant TSOs for the
sole purpose of the bidding zone review.
Where a Member State decides to launch a
bidding zone review under paragraph 3(d), the
default bidding zone review process shall be a
multilateral bidding zone review unless the
conditions for a streamlined bidding zone
review, as set out in Article 64 are met.
Following a bidding zone review, the relevant
Member State(s) shall take a decision in
accordance with Article 14(7) of (EU)
Regulation 943/2019.

Before adopting a decision, the relevant
Member States shall consult stakeholders and
the public on the report and proposal in
accordance with Article 14(9) of Regulation
(EU) 2019/943.

For those Member States that decide to amend
the bidding zone configuration, the process set
out in Article 14(8) of Regulation (EU)
2019/943 shall apply.

10.

11.

results of the simulations and the
proposal, following the submission
pursuant to lit. e.

As part of the bidding zone review exercise,
the relevant TSOs shall hold a consultation of
at least one month in length before submitting
the methodology for approval and shall keep
stakeholders regularly updated on the progress
of the report in a timely manner.

NEMOs or market participants shall provide the
relevant TSOs with information to enable them
to assess bidding zone configurations, at the
request of the TSOs. This information shall be
shared only between the relevant TSOs for the
sole purpose of the bidding zone review.
Where a Member State decides to launch a
bidding zone review under paragraph 3d), the
default bidding zone review process shall be a
multilateral bidding zone review unless the
conditions for a streamlined bidding zone
review, as set out in Article 64 are met.
Following a bidding zone review, the relevant
Member State(s) shall take a decision in
accordance with Article 14(7) of (EU)
Regulation 943/2019.

Before adopting a decision, the relevant
Member States shall consult stakeholders and
the public on the report and proposal in
accordance with Article 14(9) of Regulation
(EU) 2019/943.

For those Member States that decide to amend
the bidding zone configuration, the process set
out in Article 14(8) of Regulation (EU)
2019/943 shall apply.




12. Pursuant to Article 14(10) of Regulation (EU)

2019/943, any decision adopted pursuant to this
Article shall specify the date of implementation
of any changes to the bidding zone
configuration. That implementation date shall
balance the need for expeditiousness with
practical considerations, including related to the
forward trade of electricity. The decision may
establish appropriate transitional

arrangements.

12. Pursuant to Article 14(10) of Regulation (EU)
2019/943, any decision adopted pursuant to this
Article shall specify the date of implementation
of any changes to the bidding zone
configuration. That implementation date shall
balance the need for expeditiousness with
practical considerations, including related to the
forward trade of electricity. The decision may
establish appropriate transitional
arrangements.

64

A streamlined bidding zone review may be
launched by a single Member State for one or
more bidding zone(s) inside the Member State.
The streamlined bidding zone review may be
applied:

a. if the investigated alternative bidding
zone configurations do not increase
loop flows in bidding zones of
neighbouring Member States,
including on bidding zone borders of
neighbouring Member States and if
the objective of the bidding zone
review is to improve locational price
signals for more efficient market
functioning and increased availability
of cross-zonal capacities for trade; or

b. to address structural congestion
identified in the reports set out in
Article 63(1):

2. For a streamlined bidding zone review launched

in accordance with paragraph 1, and with
Articles 14(7) and 14(8) of Regulation (EU)

1. A streamlined bidding zone review may be
launched by a single Member State for one or
more bidding zone(s) inside the Member State.
The streamlined bidding zone review may be
applied:

a. if the investigated alternative bidding
zone configurations do not increase loop
flows in bidding zones of neighbouring
Member States, including on bidding zone
borders of neighbouring Member States
and if the objective of the bidding zone
review is to improve locational price
signals for more efficient market
functioning and increased availability of
cross-zonal capacities for trade; or

b. to address structural congestion identified
in the reports set out in Article 63(1):

2. For a streamlined bidding zone review launched in|
accordance with paragraph 1, and with Articles
14(7) and 14(8) of Regulation (EU) 943/2019

'We understand that with the current text proposal
there is no methodology or process that need to be

followed except for the decision making.




019, thetollevdnosonditionhall

the geographic area in which the
bidding zone configuration is
assessed is one or more bidding zones
within the Member State where the

review is launched:—the FSO(s)-of
bbember Dt hall bosspainted

FSOs)y-and the following procedural
steps shall apply:

the decision of the Member State to
amend its bidding zone configuration
shall be notified to the Commission
and ACER pursuant to Article 14(7)
of Regulation (EU) 2019/943.

the Member State launching the
review shall give all relevant Member
States,- FSOs and regulatory
authorities as defined in Article 14(4)
of Regulation (EU) 2019/943, prior
notice of the launch of the review of
at least one month and shall provide
an overview of the objectives of the
review and a justification of how the
criteria in paragraph 1 are met. This
may include evidence from the
monitoring of wholesale markets in
electricity pursuant to Article 15(1) of]
Regulation (EU) 2019/942.

the geographic area in which the
bidding zone configuration is assessed
is one or more bidding zones within
the Member State where the review is
launched and the following
procedural steps shall apply:
the decision of the Member State to
amend its bidding zone configuration
shall be notified to the Commission and
ACER pursuant to Article 14(7) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943.
the Member State launching the review
shall give all relevant Member States, and
regulatory authorities as defined in Article
14(4) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943, prior
notice of the launch of the review of at
least one month and shall provide an
overview of the objectives of the review
and a justification of how the criteria in
paragraph 1 are met. This may include
evidence from the monitoring of
wholesale markets in electricity pursuant
to Article 15(1) of Regulation (EU)
2019/942.
the decision on the new bidding zone
configuration shall be taken according to
the timeline and process set out in Articles|
14(8), 14(9) and 14(10) of Regulation
(EU) 943/2019.




c. the decision on the new bidding zone
configuration shall be taken according

to the timeline and process set out in
Articles 14(8), 14(9) and 14(10) of
Regulation (EU) 943/2019.

3. A relevant Member State may raise an
objection to a streamlined bidding zone review

due to reasoned concerns about-the-preposed
objeetives-or-appreachthat the conditions in

paragraph 1(a) will not be met. In this case, the
Member State launching the review shall
account for those concerns. Where Member
States are unable to reach an agreement within
the 63-month period, upon their joint request
during that period, ACER may provide an
opinion to facilitate a compromise solution. H

S hd hin 3 s,
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A relevant Member State may raise an objection
to a streamlined bidding zone review due to
reasoned concerns that the conditions in
paragraph 1(a) will not be met. In this case, the
Member State launching the review shall
account for those concerns. Where Member
States are unable to reach an agreement within
the 63-month period, upon their joint request
during that period, ACER may provide an
opinion to facilitate a compromise solution.

Reasoned concerns shall be limited to certain cases:
mainly when endanger the operational security of the
network of such Member State.

Clarify what happens if MS still not agree
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65

1.

The configuration of bidding zones in the
Union shall be designed in accordance with
Article 14(1) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943.
The configuration of the bidding zones shall be
assessed in accordance with Article 14(3) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943.
A bidding zone review pursuant to Article 63(1)
b) shall at least consider the following criteria:
a. inrespect of overall market and economic
efficiency to maximise cross-zonal
trading opportunities:

1. quantitative estimation of
increase or decrease in economic
efficiency arising from the
forecasted future change,
comprising the impact on cross-
border flows, the change in
economic surplus resulting from
the market outcome and the
change in the cost of applying
remedial actions to ensure that the
market outcome is feasible;

ii. indicators on market liquidity,
market concentration and market
power, price signals for building
infrastructure and the accuracy
and robustness of price signals
and any market distortions due to
remedial actions;

iii. quantitative estimation of
transaction and transition costs,

1.

The configuration of bidding zones in the Union

shall be designed in accordance with Article

14(1) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943.

The configuration of the bidding zones shall be

assessed in accordance with Article 14(3) of

Regulation (EU) 2019/943.

A bidding zone review pursuant to Article 63(1)

b) shall at least consider the following criteria:

(a) inrespect of overall market and

economic efficiency to maximise cross-
zonal trading opportunities:

* quantitative estimation of
increase or decrease in
economic efficiency arising
from the forecasted future
change, comprising the-impaet
on-cross-border{lows: the
change in economic surplus
resulting from the market
outcome and the change in the
cost of applying remedial
actions to ensure that the market
outcome is feasible;

* indicators on market liquidity,
market concentration and
market power, price signals for
building infrastructure and the
accuracy and robustness of price
signals and any market
distortions due to remedial
actions;

Delete "the impact on cross border flows’it as it is
already included in the economic surplus resulting
from the market outcome.

Unclear why the indicator "facilitation of effective
competition” was deleted as it was in CACM 1.0-




b.

1v.

including the cost of amending
existing contractual obligations
incurred by market participants,
NEMOs and TSOs;

the cost of building new
infrastructure which may relieve
existing congestion;

any adverse effects of internal
transactions on other bidding
zones to enable the maximisation
of cross-zonal capacity in line
with Article 16 of Regulation
(EU) 2019/943;

in respect of the ability of bidding zones
to create a reliable market environment:

1.

1l

1il.

the need for bidding zones to be
sufficiently stable and robust over
time, while considering
infrastructure development
projects pursuant to paragraph
4

an indicator measuring the
presence and size of congestions
including structural congestions;
the ability of bidding zones to
ensure that the energy transition
targets are met in a cost efficient
and timely manner, including

quantitative estimation of
transaction and transition costs,
including the cost of amending
existing contractual obligations
incurred by market participants,
NEMOs and TSOs;
the cost of building new
infrastructure which may relieve
existing congestion;
any adverse effects of internal
transactions on other bidding
zones to enable the
maximisation of cross-zonal
capacity in line with Article 16
of Regulation (EU) 2019/943,
the impact on the operation and
efficiency of the balancing
mechanisms and imbalance
settlement processes;

(b) in respect of the ability of bidding zones
to create a reliable market environment:

the need for bidding zones to be
sufficiently stable and robust
over time, while considering
infrastructure development
projects pursuant to paragraph
4;

an indicator measuring the
presence and size of congestions
including structural
congestions;

the ability of bidding zones to
ensure that the energy transition
targets are metin-a-cost-effictent
throtish-cost-etfietent

Unclarity why this criterion was deleted, as it was in
CACM 1.0. The current BZR methodology focuses on
DA market simulations. Other timeframes are
considered in some of the criteria (e.g. forward
markets in the liquidity study). Likewise the balancing
mechanism and imbalance settlement process should
be considered by a criterion as it is also more than
“just” another timeframe but a central TSO task
impacted by a potential bidding zone split.

At least qualitative or simplified quantitative analyses
should be done.

The evaluation of cost efficiencies, in particular

of investments, is the responsibility of the national
regulatory authorities, not TSOs. This seems to require
a cost-benefit analysis in the style of the TYNDP and
therefore is out of scope for the BZR.




through cost-efficient investments
in network infrastructure.

c. inrespect of network security and the
need to balance electricity demand and
supply:

i. the ability of bidding zone
configurations to ensure
operational security and security
of supply;

ii. the risk for operational security
due to the need for application of
remedial actions, including the
risk of their unavailability;

iii. the degree of uncertainty in
cross—zonal capacity calculation
and its impact on cross-zonal
trade.

A bidding zone review in accordance with Article
63(1) b) shall be based on the time horizons set
out in Article 14(5) of EU Regulation 943/2019,
starting from the year following the year in which
the decision to launch the review was taken.

: ;
nfrastructure—

e the need for each generation and
load unit to belong to only one
bidding zone for each market
time unit.

(c) inrespect of network security and the
need to balance electricity demand and
supply:

» the ability of bidding zone
configurations to ensure
operational security and security
of supply;

» the risk for operational security
due to the need for application
of remedial actions, including
the risk of their unavailability;

» the degree of uncertainty in
cross—zonal capacity calculation
and its impact on cross-zonal
trade.

4. A bidding zone review in accordance with
Article 63(1) b) shall be based on the time
horizons set out in Article 14(5) of EU
Regulation 943/2019, starting from the year after
the BZR methodology and alternative
configurations are expected to be approved
(default 12 months approval). This target year
may be adjusted to allow TSOs to use existing

data sets Fetlevanothererine e -thodecien)
to-launchthe reviewwas-taken-

This criterion is also a prerequisite for the assessed
configurations. However, there can still be a difference
in case of implementation between different
alternative configurations, which would be important
info for MSs taking decisions on the different
configurations.

Urge for more flexibility in choosing a target year to
match with the datasets available (ex. the TYNDP etc)
to allow for a faster process, e.g. give a range of 2-4
years.




66 Leave space for already existing processes
establishing offshore BZ.

This should be the responsibility of the MS. We might
end up in a setting of IOWF = OBZ, so we would
need a full review with the commissioning of each

OWF.

1. A bidding zone review shall be used for|l. A bidding zone review shall be used for establishing
establishing a new offshore bidding zone ora new offshore bidding zone or reviewing existing
reviewing existing bidding zones for the offshorebidding zones for the offshore network in accordance
network in accordance with the procedureswith the procedures established in Articles 63 and 64.
established in Articles 63 and 64.

a. In the case of offshore generation or load units or
a. In the case of offshore generation or load units orboth that are directly connected to two or more biddingThe retrospective establishment of an OBZ for

both that are directly connected to two or more biddingzones via a hybrid interconnector, commissioned aﬁerexisting hybrid interconnectors entails signiﬁcant risks
zones via a hybrid interconnector, the competentthe entry into force of this regulation the competentfor both generators and TSOs.

authorities in the relevant Member States shall establishiauthorities in the relevant Member States shall establish
a new bidding zone. They shall follow the process inja new bidding zone. They shall follow the process in|
accordance with Articles 63 and-or 64 to establish aaccordance with Articles 63 and-or 64 to establish 4
new bidding zone via a streamlined or multilateralnew bidding zone via a streamlined or multilateral
bidding zone review. bidding zone review.

2. The bidding zone review methodology pursuant2. The bidding zone review methodology pursuant to
to article 63(5) may include a scenarioarticle 63(5) may include a scenario accounting for the
accounting for the integrated offshore networkjintegrated offshore network development plans for the|
development plans for the relevant sea basin anglrelevant sea basin and the use of future network
the use of future network generation and loadgeneration and load forecasts for that timescale.
forecasts for that timescale.

8. CACM wording proposal for Technical Report
Article

Original text (version: EC October 2025) Proposed amended text by TSOs Reasoning

eporting on structural and major congestions by |[Reporting on structural and major congestions by [While the intention is to harmonise the report for all
NTSO for Electricity ENTSO for Electricity BZ, there are differences at regional and national level
o be considered (FB regions versus NTC, central
dispatch TSOs, confidentiality limitations at national




1. Every three years, the ENTSO for Electricity shall
issue a technical report on the structural congestions
and major physical congestions between and within
bidding zones observed in the current bidding zone
configuration, pursuant to Article 14(2) of Regulation
(EU) 2019/943. This report shall be based on a
common approach across all bidding zones.

2. The technical report referred to in paragraph
[Error! Reference source not found. shall include at
least:

a) a list of structural congestions and
major physical congestions, including
locations and frequency of the
physical congestions and whether and
to what extent these congestions had a|
negative impact on cross-zonal
capacities; for the purpose of this
report, a frequency of occurrence of
at least two percent shall be
monitored.
an analysis of the expected evolution
of structural and physical congestions
resulting from investment in networks
or from significant changes in
generation or in consumption
patterns, in the following three years;
a flow decomposition analysis aiming
to identify the bidding zones
originating the exchanges impacting
the physically congested network
elements, pursuant to the prevailing
flow decomposition method;

b)

1. Every three years, the ENTSO for Electricity shall
issue a technical report on the structural congestions
and major physical congestions between and within
bidding zones observed in the current bidding zone
configuration, pursuant to Article 14(2) of Regulation
(EU) 2019/943. This report shall be based on a
common approach across all bidding zones unless
infeasible due to regional or national specificities.

2. The technical report referred to in paragraph -shall
include at least:

a) a list of structural congestions and
major physical congestions, including
locations and frequency of the
physical congestions and-whether-ané

to~what-extenttheseconpestionshad=
. |
eapaeities:-for the purpose of this
report, a frequency of occurrence of
at least two percent shall be
monitored.
an analysis of the expected evolution
of structural and physical congestions
resulting from investment in networks
or from significant changes in
generation or in consumption
patterns, in the following three years;
a flow decomposition analysis aiming
to identify the bidding zones
originating the exehanges-flows
impacting the physically congested
network elements, pursuant to the
prevailing flow decomposition

b)

level,..). Moreover, flow decomposition is not only
different from one CCR to another but also only
needed in CCRs where loop flows exist. Hence,
introducing the obligation to perform this
decomposition regardless of whether or not loop flows
exist will in some cases introduce unnecessary costs
and complexities to the process.

etc ).

IAssessing the impact on cross zonal capacities of all
congestions is not straight forward and will require an
additional methodology and important amount of
resources, while we are already doing flow
decomposition.

The goal is to identify the source (BZs) of loop flows
and not exchanges.

method;




d)

2

h)

an assessment of whether the cross-
zonal trade capacity reached the
linear trajectory pursuant to the action
plans pursuant to Article 15 of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943 or the
minimum capacity pursuant to Article
16(8) of the same Regulation;

data on volumes and costs of remedial
actions associated to all physical
network congestions

congestion incomes and firmness
costs;

where relevant, additional
information on network investments
from the Ten-Year Network
Development Plan may be included to
provide context on planned
investments for a longer timeframe;

a conclusion on the presence or
absence of structural congestion
within each bidding zones.

Each TSO shall provide data to allow the
technical report on current bidding zone
configuration to be produced in a timely
manner with consistent information across
bidding zones, with sufficient granularity.

d) an assessment of whether the cross-
zonal trade capacity reached the
linear trajectory pursuant to the action
plans pursuant to Article 15 of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943 or the
minimum capacity pursuant to Article
16(8) of the same Regulation;

, without prejudice to the duties of
national regulatory authorities under
Article 59(1)(b) of Directive
2019/944.

¢) data on volumes and costs of remediall
actions associated to all physical
network congestions

f) congestion incomes and firmness
costs;

g) where relevant, additional
information on network investments
from the Ten-Year Network
Development Plan may be included to
provide context on planned
investments for a longer timeframe;

h) a conclusion on the presence or
absence of structural congestion
within each bidding zones.

Each TSO shall provide data to allow the
technical report on current bidding zone
configuration to be produced in a timely manner
with consistent information across bidding zones,
with sufficient granularity.




4. The Seeretariat-ofthe-ENTSO for electricity
shall be responsible for preparing the report,
meeting the deadline, as well as acting as the
main point of contact for ACER and the
European Commission. It shall not invelve
any SO whenfulfilhne delegate this
responsibility, including the assessment or
writing the report, to transmission system

operators —@eeept—fer—d&ta—pfeeuremeﬁt—as

5. Thesesoprestfomedtodn e b Loball
cofiainn coneheisnensrhether s asy
stractaral-congestionsare presentineach-of

he biddi | deration.
Structural congestion as referred to in
paragraph 2(h) shall be identified through the
application of the methodology in Article 71.

6. ENTSO for Electricity shall submit te-ACER
and-for joint approval to all Regulatory
Authorities the teehnieal-report en-straetural

. el biddi
copbicurntisnres nni-beparneme b, every
third-yearthree years by 31° 0 SeptemberJuly.
ENTSO for Electricity shall subsait provide to

ACER and all Regulatory Authorities the
relevant underlying data with the report. All

The ENTSO for electricity shall be responsible for]
preparing the report, meeting the deadline, as well
as acting as the main point of contact for ACER
and the European Commissiontshall-netinvelve
. :
) bility_ineludi g@gﬁ] o

Structural congestion as referred to in paragraph
2(h)_shall be identified through the application of
the methodology in Article 71.

ENTSO for Electricity shall deliver for
information to all Regulatory Authorities the

report every three years by 304+* 0 SeptemberFuly:
November ENFSO-for Eleetrieityshallsubmit
el et Ul v ol Deeos o A i hoeilies
confirmassess-whether that-the repertis

The prohibition to involve TSOs in the Technical
Report preparation is a fundamental contradiction
given the Association’s role under Article 28(1) of
Regulation 2019/943 as a body through which TSOs
cooperate in order to promote the completion and
functioning of the internal market for electricity and
cross-zonal trade and to ensure the optimal
management, coordinated operation and sound
technical evolution of the European electricity
transmission network.

There is no legal basis for the Technical Report to be
approved by All NRAs. The Technical Report is an
ENTSO-E deliverable, and the applicable legal
framework does not grant All NRAs the competence
to approve ENTSO-E deliverables. Therefore, any
delivery to All NRAs can only be for information
purposes.

Request to change July to November to facilitate data
and ENTSO-E resources availability. Data for the third
year will only become available in the beginning of
that year.

. ; | : :




Regulatory Authorities within 3 months.-
shall eenfirm-assess whether thatthe report is
compliant with the methodology referred to in
Article 71 or and request amendments to the
report where needed. ACER shallmay provide
an opinion to support the assessment by
regulatory authorities. to-all-NRAs-on-the
comphiance-of the report-with the
secirsment st e methe doloes 1y
Axticle H-andto-the-extent necessary;
ENTSO for electricity shall implement the
amendments and submit the report to all
regulatory authorities and ACER at the latest
by December 15", Onee-ACER-and-all

. o . L

g I ) il ol

methodology in-Attiele 71;-eEach TSO
operating in a bidding zone with identified
structural congestions shall submitinform
immediately-therepert-te the competent
regulatory authority and te-the competent
Member State or its designated competent
authority within one week of submission..

The technical report on current bidding zone
configuration shall cover the last three full
calendar years preceding the year on which it
is submitted.

Without prejudice to the confidentiality
obligations provided for in Article 10Error!
Reference source not found., ENTSO for
Electricity shall make the technical report

December 5% Onee ACER-and-all Regulatory
Sohesidenhastes coptimned s cops lnpes o
thereporeth-themethodeloss in el T 1
Each TSO operating in a bidding zone_with
identified structural congestions shall inform the
competent regulatory authority and the competent
Member State or its designated competent
authority within one week of ENTSO-E
delivering the Technical Report for information..

The technical report on current bidding zone
configuration shall cover the last three full
calendar years preceding the year on which it is
submitted.

Without prejudice to the confidentiality
obligations provided for in Article 10, ENTSO
for Electricity shall make the technical report

Need to link the next Technical report with the
approval of the methodology to define structural
congestions (art 71)

Data delivering request to be deleted. It's up to the
INRA or ACER to request for underlaying data if it is
needed, in accordance with ACER’s competences
defined in Article 3(2) of Regulation (EU) 2019/942.
It’s enough that it stands that the report should be
shared.

Removal of the compliance check specifically as a
component (a sub-step) of the Technical Report since

it increases the complexity of the process. Moreover,
different NRAs may have different opinions about the
compliance, and this could therefore be a blocking
issue on the process. In addition, “All NRAs” as an
entity do not have the competence to approve
deliverables prepared by ENTSO-E.

IAnd in any case, any change to the report request by
IENTSO-E at least 3 months to implement (current
proposal give ENTSO-E only 1 month and a half
which is not feasible)




available to the public within one week of
submission to all NRAs and ACER.

L=l e oo Teops the

available to the public within one week of
submission to all NRAs and ACER.




Article

71

a) CACM wording proposal for Identification of (structural) congestion

Original text (version: EC October 2025)

All TSOs shall jointly develop, review and,
where necessary, propose amendments to the
methodology for identification of congestions.
By no later than twelve months after entry into
force of this Regulation, all TSOs shall develop
the first proposal for this methodology.

a. The methodology shall clarify the
procedural and computational steps to
identify:

i. physical congestion, as
defined in Article 2(12);

ii. congestion, as defined in
Article 2(4) of Regulation
2019/943; and

iii. structural congestion, as
defined in Article 2(6)
Regulation 2019/943
clarifying the criteria to
identify if the congestion as
defined in Article 2(4) of
Regulation 2019/943 is
structural or not.

b. The methodology shall also:

i. distinguish how these
congestions are identified for
congestions occurred in the
past as well as for congestions
expected in the future; and

ii. define the data required for
such assessment and
identification.

Proposed amended text by TSOs

All TSOs shall jointly develop, review and,
where necessary, propose amendments to the
methodology for identification of congestions.
By no later than twelve months after entry into
force of this Regulation, all TSOs shall develop
the first proposal for this methodology.

a. The methodology shall clarify the
procedural and computational steps to
identify:

i. physical congestion, as
defined in Article 2(12);
ii. congestion, as defined in
Article 2(4) of Regulation
2019/943; and
iii. structural congestion, as
defined in Article 2(6)
Regulation 2019/943
clarifying the criteria to
identify if the congestion as
defined in Article 2(4) of
Regulation 2019/943 is
structural or not.

b. The methodology shall hereby apply
the following principles:
.
il.
¢. The methodology shall also:
i. distinguish how these
congestions are identified for

congestions occurred in the

Reasoning

The definition of congestions as structural and its
consequences on loopflow determination and bidding
zones requires a choice that shall be made by the EC
and Member States. ENTSO-E needs clarity on the
principles to be applied. ENTSO-E is committed to
provide support on the technical feasibility and
implementation of these principles.

Moreover, it is necessary to define a link in the time
frame between the approval of the methodology and
the drafting of the next Technical Report, to ensure
certainty about which definitions and clarifying
criteria shall be observed.




past as well as for congestions
expected in the future; and

ii. define the data required for
such assessment and
identification.

0) CACM wording proposal for Transmission Access Guarantee (TAG)

Article

54(2)

Original text (version: EC October 2025)

The methodology for transmission access guarantee
referred to in paragraph 1 shall include an automatic and
transparent compensation mechanism that applies if
access to EU interconnected market has been reduced in
such a way that it results in the offshore renewable
electricity plant operator not being able to export its
technieally available electricity generation capability to
the market and, where relevant, in a corresponding price
decrease in the offshore bidding zone as compared to
without capacity reductions. It shall apply where one or
more transmission system operators of the concerned
bidding zones has not made available in the validated
capacity calculation results:

a. the capacity agreed in the connection agreement with
the offshore renewable generation plant operator on the

interconnector or interconnectors connected to the
offshore bidding zone; or

b. minimum levels of available capacity for cross-zonal
trade pursuant to the capacity calculation rules in Article
16(8) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943. Any derogation

ursuant to Article 16(9) or deviation pursuant to Article

Proposed amended text by TSOs

The methodology for transmission access guarantee
referred to in paragraph 1 shall include an automatic and
transparent compensation mechanism that applies if
access to EU interconnected market has been reduced in
such a way that it results in the offshore renewable
electricity plant operator not being able to export its
available—electricity generation capability_to the market
and, where relevant, in a corresponding price decrease in
the offshore bidding zone as compared to without capacity
reductions. It shall apply where one or more transmission
system operators of the concerned bidding zones has not
made available in the validated capacity calculation
results:

a. the capacity agreed in the connection agreement on the
interconnector or interconnectors connected to the
offshore bidding zone; or

b. minimum levels of available capacity for cross-zonal
trade pursuant to the capacity calculation rules in Article
16(8) of Regulation (EU) 2019/943, whichever is lower.

Any-d Derogations pursuant to Article 16(9) or deviations

Reasoning

Concerning derogations, we wish to
highlight our support for the EU Councill
view that derogations under 16(9) and
deviations under 16(3) shall be taken
into account. This is in line with
IENTSO-E’s Market Report of 2024.
“Whichever is lower" is needed to
accurately define the "or" between a and
b.
'We support the deletion of the word
“technically” available as it was creating
confusion




16(3) of Regulation 2019/943 shall not be taken into
account when determining the compensation payable.

pursuant to Article 16(3) of Regulation 2019/943 shall net
be taken into account when determining the compensation
payable.

54(7)

The proposal referred to in paragraph 1 shall meet the
following requirements:

(a) the compensation shall only consider the reductions
from the technically available offshore renewable
electricity generation capability in a specific market
time unit, which may be weather dependent and
excludes the outage and maintenance operations of
the offshore renewable electricity generation assets
and is limited by the maximum capacity in the
connection agreement. The proposal shall specify
how to calculate the technical availability of offshore
renewable electricity generation plants in each market
time unit;

The proposal referred to in paragraph 1 shall meet the
following requirements:

(a) the compensation shall only consider the reductions
from the technieally-available offshore renewable
electricity generation capability in a specific market
time unit in the day-ahead market timeframe, which
may be weather dependent and excludes the outage
and maintenance operations of the offshore
renewable electricity generation assets and is
limited by the maximum capacity in the connection
agreement. The proposal shall specify how to
calculate the technical availability of offshore
renewable electricity generation plants in each
market time unit in the day-ahead market
timeframe;

There should only be a strict obligation
to implement TAG for the Day-Ahead
market coupling auction for the
following reasons:

TAG is a new mechanism, which|
ENTSO-E intends to design with the
least risk of distortions, but if
distortions are inevitably present,
intraday can significantly worsen the|
situation by propagating it through|
multiple timeframes.

The need to compensate TAG in|
Intraday should also be limited to the
case where there is an excess of wind
compared to Day-Ahead (i.e. higher
than DA forecast), as all other wind
energy could have been sold
/compensated in Day-Ahead already
and compensation of additional
volumes  would be  double-
compensation.

If wind parks get compensated for]
additional volumes in ID, the
question arises  whether  they
shouldn’t also payback earnings on|
intraday for volumes already covered
by TAG in DA, as otherwise OWF§g
would receive risk coverage, but
retain every upside associated to the
risk, leading to overcompensation.

In the methodology the EC proposes,|
the counterfactual in intraday is likely
to be inaccurate as it follows the real




(b) there shall not be any double compensation for the
same risk covered under this article. Where the same
risk is covered by the transmission access guarantee
compensation and other mechanisms, Member States
shall ensure that the transmission access guarantee
compensation applies in priority.

(b) there shall not be any double compensation for the
same risk covered under this article. Where the same
risk is covered by the transmission access guarantee

compensation and other mechanisms, Member States

shall ensure that the—transmission—aceess—guarantee
compensation—applies—in—prierit—priority  of

mechanisms is clearly defined to avoid double
compensation.

Day-Ahead clearing where
constraints are applied, and all
constraints would be removed the
intraday stage. A more accurate
counterfactual would be based on|
subsequent  clearing of  both|
unconstrained DA and ID markets,
but this would make the
counterfactual very far removed from|
the reality of the market and
impossible to use intraday order
books. There is no evident solution|
identified for this.

e Incentives under TAG for TSOs
should not be an argument, as the
capacity calculation is fixed by
regulation and targets system
security, not financial gain/loss for
TSOs.

e The limited gain for OWFs does not
seem worth the risks and complexityj
to make TAG application to intraday
a strict requirement.

Lastly, it is recommended to assess
priority of instruments where the design
specifications of other instruments with
the potential of double compensation are
more clearly delineated. In fact, it
cannot be assumed that applying
compensation priority for the
transmission access guarantee per
definition avoids double compensation.
Reference prices and reference volumes
of other instruments may differ from the
reference prices and volumes of the

TAG in terms of:




Granularity: per MTU or weighted
average per period (daily-monthly-
yearly)?

Reference market: Day Ahead,
Intraday, Balancing, forwards, or a
combination of markets?
Capability reference methodology:
Technology-specific per OWF plot,
technology-specific per country
average, technology-uniform for all
RES?

1) The calculation of the transmission access guarantee
compensation payments shall be performed for each|
market time unit and:

a) be based on a simulation of alternative market
coupling auction results performed by the MCO after
the auction results are published. The alternative
auction simulation shall take the same inputs to the

1) The calculation of the transmission access guarantee
compensation payments shall be performed for each
market time unit using one of the following approaches
s

1bis) Simulation of alternative market coupling results

a) be based on a simulation of alternative market
coupling auction results performed by the MCO after
the auction results are published. The alternative
auction simulation shall take the same inputs to the

54 9.The MCO shall report to Regulatory Authorities annuallyy 9.The MCO shall report to Regulatory Authorities] The provisons of the Annex not
on the implementation of the transmission access guarantee| annually on the implementation of the transmission access| deleted should be moved to Art. 54
and share the report with ACER. This report shall at leastf guarantee and share this report with ACER. This report
contain: shall at least contain:

a. a summary of the information under Article 11 paragraph| a.a summary of the information under Article 11
3(e); paragraph 3(c);
b. An overview of the annual reconciliations pursuant tof b. An overview of the annual reconciliations pursuant to
Annex X ; and the methodology in paragraph 1;Anrex=X ; and
c. Any instances of calculation errors and steps taken to| c. Any instances of calculation errors and steps taken to
remedy the errors. remedy the errors.
This report shall be made available to the public. This report shall be made available to the public.
Annex 1 Considering the lack of mature

analysis and evaluation of TAG
design options against criteria such as
dispatch efficiency, transparency for
OWEFs, complexity and robustness of
TAG implementation, we believe
that a thorough quantitative and
qualitative analysis should be
conducted during the development of
the TAG methodology to compare the
outcomes, test sensitivities, and




b)

auction, except for the capacity calculation outputs
which shall be modified in such a way that the
available capacities not meeting the requirements of
Article 54(2) are replaced by capacities that would
have fulfilled such requirements.

the modified capacity calculation outputs shall be
calculated by RCCs. For regions applying the flow-
based approach, they shall provide modified flow-
based parameters and allocation constraints. For
regions applying the coordinated net transmission
capacity approach they shall provide modified
available transmission capacity values and allocation
constraints as well as information on critical network
elements and corresponding TSOs which are not
meeting the requirements of Article 54(2). The
modified capacity calculation outputs shall be
published in a similar way to the capacity calculation
outputs according to Article 11(3)(c) and provided to
the MCO.

define the transmission access guarantee compensation
as the difference, if positive, between the-aetaal-marky
reventes and the simulated revenues of the offshor
renewable electricity generation plant operators undg
the simulation of alternative market coupling auctio
results minus the actual market revenues.

auction, except for the capacity calculation outputs
which shall be medified recalculated in such a way
that the available capacities not meeting the
requirements of Article 54(2) and limiting the export
of the offshore renewable electricity generation
plants are replaced by capacities that would have
fulfilled such requirements.

b) the modified capacity calculation outputs shall be

calculated by RCCs . For regions applying the flow-
based approach, they shall provide medified
recalculated flow-based parameters and allocation
constraints. For regions applying the coordinated net
transmission capacity approach they shall provide
modified available transmission capacity values and
allocation constraints as well as information on critical
network elements and corresponding TSOs which are
not meeting the requirements of Article 54(2). The
modified capacity calculation outputs shall be
published in a similar way to the capacity calculation
outputs according to Article 11(3)(c) and provided to
the MCO.

define the transmission access guarantee compensation
as the difference, if positive, between the simulateq
revenues of the offshore renewable electricity generatior
plant operators under the simulation of alternative marke
coupling auction results minus the actual marke
revenues; or

1ter) A reference model based on a reference price and

reference  volume determined by the MCO tha

approximate market coupling auction results where thq

capacities would meet the requirements of Article 54(2)

The reference price(s) and volume(s) used for thq

calculation shall be published.

evaluate trade-offs between different
criteria to ensure transparent
compensation for OWFs while also
being implementable and robust for
TSOs and NRAs. Therefore, we
recommend a broader formulation in
the annex to explicitly allow
alternative, simpler TAG design
approaches and not only simulation of
alternative market coupling results.

Proposed wording changes to 1bis) to
ensure consistency with proposed text
in 1ter).




d) ensure a proportional distribution of the transmissio
access guarantee compensation costs betwee
transmission system operators based on the pollutei
pays principle pursuant to paragraph 6 and ensur
payments to renewable generation plant operators.

le) In case the congestion income of one or more
transmission system operators is insufficient to pay the
compensation amounts as calculated in paragraphs (1)(b)
and (1)(c), those compensation amounts shall be
proportionally reduced. This reduction shall be
provisionally identified on a monthly level and final
settlement shall be calculated and performed at the end of
each calendar year.

2) The settlement of the transmission access guarantee
compensations pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be
performed at least on a monthly basis.

3) A reconciliation shall be performed at the end of each
calendar year considering any calculation errors and
compensation limitations pursuant to the Electricity
Regulation (EU) 2019/943 Article 19(2)(c).

1)

2) The settlement of the transmission access guarantee
compensations pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be
performed at least on a monthly basis.

3) A reconciliation shall be performed at the end of each

a) the reference price shall be determined based on thq

factual single clearing market coupling auction prices

b) define the transmission _access _ guaranteq

compensations as the difference, if positive, betweel

the revenues of the offshore renewable electricity

generation plant operators under the reference mode

minus the actual market revenues.

ensure a proportional distribution of the transmission
access guarantee compensation costs  between
transmission system operators based on the polluter-pays
principle pursuant to paragraph 6 and ensure payments
to renewable generation plant operators

le) In case the congestion income, after distribution and
deductions, of one or more transmission system operators
is insufficient to pay the compensation amounts as
calculated in paragraphs (1)(b) and (1)(c), those
compensation amounts shall be proportionally reduced.
This reduction shall be provisionally identified on a
monthly level and final settlement shall be calculated and
performed at the end of each calendar year.

calendar year considering any calculation errors and
compensation limitations pursuant to the Electricity|
Regulation (EU) 2019/943 Article 19(2)(c). Thel
Transmission Access Guarantee compensation for an

offshore renewable electricity generation plant operator

In the comments of 1¢) the EC noted
that the congestion income should
refer to “all CI”. If the TAG
compensation limit does not account
for Long Term Transmission Right-
payout, this can affect LTTR payouts
(market disruptions) or can lead to
negative CI. Therefore, we
recommend that the TAG limitation
is the net CI after LTTRs.

Furthermore, the provision in the
Annex implies that the TSOs are
liable with their total congestion
income. This is in contradiction with
the last sentence of Article 19(2(c) of
Regulation (EU) 2019/943, which
limits the compensations to the total
congestion income generated on
interconnectors between the bidding
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5)

6)

The distribution process shall rely, where possible and
efficient, on the congestion income distribution
process defined in the methodology referred to in
Article 53(1);

The transmission access guarantee compensation shall
apply to market coupling auctions. By two years after
the entry into force of this Regulation and
subsequently every 5 years, all transmission system
operators shall perform a feasibility study with a view
to applying the transmission access guarantee
compensations to the intraday coupling continuous
trading. The study shall be submitted delivered to all
Regulatory Authorities for joint approval and shared
with ACER. In case of positive conclusions, all
transmission system operators shall submit an
amendment proposal to the methodology pursuant to
Article 54(1) within 6 months. In case of negative
conclusions to which the Regulatory Authorities
ACER disagrees, it they may request all transmission
system operators to submit amendments to the
methodology to enable the transmission access
guarantee to apply to the intraday continuous trading.
ACER may provide an opinion to support the
assessment of the Regulatory Authorities.

For the purposes of this methodology, the polluter-
pays principle shall be implemented as follows:

a) the total transmission access guarantee
compensation costs for all offshore bidding zones
in a given market time unit shall be distributed
among critical network elements not meeting the

shall not exceed the congestion income earned on the

interconnectors between the concerned offshore biddin

zone and neighbouring bidding zones.

A =

zones concerned. ENTSO-E considers
the proposed addition to be in line
with the provision in the electricity
regulation. Article 3 of the Annex
should be amended accordingly

More in general, we believe several
meost of the technical annex provisions
should be deleted and the content
shifted to the methodology. This
would allow more regular updates and
improvements and leave more room
for discussing the most appropriate
design of TAG compensation without
closing the door on more efficient
options which do not require
Euphemia re-runs.

ENTSO-E would suggest to
nevertheless keep provisions (1) (a)-
(e), (7) and (8) (b) and (d)-(j), but
move them to article 54.




b)

criteria of Article 54(2) proportionally to their
individual impact on production volumes and
prices related to offshore bidding zones. This
individual impact should be based, to the extent
possible, on power transfer distribution factors.

the contribution per transmission system operator
of the bidding zone concerned shall be calculated
as the sum of the costs calculated per critical
network element pursuant to point a) for all critical
network elements of a given transmission system
operator. For this purpose, all critical network
elements shall be attributed to only one
transmission system operator e#nly.

7) NEMOs shall cooperate with the MCO to provide

8)

or verify data as needed according to the
methodology  for the purposes of the
implementation of the transmission access
guarantee while preserving the confidentiality of
order books.

The governance process shall establish efficient
procedures to:

determine the alternative capacity calculation
outputs for the ex-post market simulation;

establish exceptional technical situations during
which transmission access guarantees would not

apply;

assign the task of performing the alternative

auction simulation to the MCO;

calculate compensation contributions among

transmission system operators;

establish efficient backup procedures;

7)

NEMOs shall cooperate with the MCO to provide or
verify data as needed according to the methodology
for the purposes of the implementation of the
transmission access guarantee while preserving the
confidentiality of order books.

8) The governance process shall establish efficient
procedures to:

2) : . : .
o] I pe 51 on:

b)  establish exceptional technical situations during
which transmission access guarantees would not
apply;

5 . . .
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d) calculate compensation contributions among
transmission system operators;
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h)

)

ensure a compensation payment to a relevant
offshore renewable electricity generation plant
operator;

transparently, regularly and frequently publish the
results of the application of the transmission access
guarantee mechanism;

ensure that ACER and regulatory authorities
receive the data and information needed to
effectively monitor and oversee the transmission
access guarantee mechanism;

establish a dispute procedure where a relevant
offshore renewable electricity generation plant
operator may request the revision of a
compensation payment from the MCO.

ACER shall regularly monitor the correct
calculation of the modified capacity calculation
outputs pursuant to paragraph (1)(1) and the
calculation of transmission access guarantee
compensation and its distribution.

9) The implementation process shall define, if

needed, different go-live dates for the application
of transmission access guarantees to multiple
market timeframes, with a priority for the single
day-ahead coupling.

e)  establish efficient backup procedures;

f)  ensure a compensation payment to a relevant
offshore renewable electricity generation plant
operator;

g) transparently, regularly and frequently publish
the results of the application of the transmission
access guarantee mechanism;

h)  ensure that ACER and regulatory authorities
receive the data and information needed to
effectively monitor and oversee the transmission
access guarantee mechanism;

i) establish a dispute procedure where a relevant
offshore renewable electricity generation plant
operator may request the revision of a
compensation payment from the MCO.

1 ACER shall regularly monitor the correct
calculation of the modified capacity calculation
outputs pursuant to paragraph (1)(1) and the
calculation of transmission access guarantee
compensation and its distribution.




