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1. PROGRAMME 

 

Building a European energy infrastructure – selecting and 
implementing projects of common interest 

Organised by Policy Department A  

Wednesday, 21 March 2012, 14:30 – 17:30h 
Venue: European Parliament, Brussels, Altiero Spinelli building, ASP3E2 

 
 
Workshop Programme 
 
14:30 Welcome and opening by Chair: António Fernando Correia de 

Campos, MEP 

14:35 Session 1 - Selection of ‘projects of common interest’ 

14:35 Mr Adriaan van der Welle, Scientific Researcher at Energy Research 
Centre of the Netherlands (ECN) 

 Selection procedures at regional and European level 

14:50 Mr Gianluigi Migliavacca, Coordinator of the European project 
“REALISEGRID”, Head of Transmission Network Planning Research Group 
at Ricerca sul Sistema Energetico (RSE) 

 Selection criteria and cost-benefit analysis 

15:05 Question & answer session 

15:35 Panel discussion 

15:50 Session 2 – Implementation and monitoring of ‘projects of 
common interest’ 

15:50 Mr Péter Kaderják, Director of the Central and South-Eastern European 
Regional Centre for Energy Policy Research, REKK 

 Roles of the different actors 

16:05 Mr Tomasz Siewierski, Senior Lecturer at Technical University of Lodz 
 Fall-back procedures / Role of the European coordinators 

16.20 Mr Jorge Vasconcelos, Invited Professor MIT-Programme at Instituto 
Superior Técnico Lisbon 

 Implementation and beyond 

16:35 Question & answer session 

17:10 Panel discussion 

17:25 Closing remarks by the Chair 

17:30 End of the workshop 
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2. SPEAKERS’ BIOGRAPHIES 

Adriaan van der Welle works as a scientific researcher at the Energy Research Centre of 
the Netherlands (ECN) since 2006. He holds an MSc in Economics from the Free University 
of Amsterdam and specialises in the integration of renewable generation in electricity 
markets and grids, network regulation, energy markets design and security of supply. He 
has contributed to many European and national research projects about these topics. He is 
(co-)author of papers and book chapters about distributed generation (INTECH, Energy 
policy) and security of supply (FEEM, IEA). 

Gianluigi Migliavacca graduated in Electronic Engineering at the Polytechnic University of 
Milan in 1991 and joined the Automation Research Center of ENEL in 1994. In 2000, he 
joined CESI and then CESI Ricerca (now: RSE), where he is Head of the Transmission 
Network Planning Research Group. He carries out research on mathematical modelling and 
regulatory issues concerning deregulated electricity markets, cross-border trade issues and 
transmission planning. During 2005, he was consultant at the Italian Regulator on the 
development of a common energy market in South-East Europe and congestion 
management in Central-South Europe. He coordinated the FP7 research project 
REALISEGRID (2008-2011), which dealt with transmission networks planning issues. 

Péter Kaderják is Director of the Regional Centre for Energy Policy Research at the 
Corvinus University, Budapest. He received his MSc in economics from the Budapest 
University of Economic Sciences in 1987 and started to work on the liberalisation of the 
electricity and gas sectors in Hungary in 1998 when he was appointed Chief of Cabinet of 
the Minister of Economic Affairs. In January 2000, he became President of the Hungarian 
energy regulator. From 2000 to 2004, he also served as the Chairman of the Energy 
Regulators Regional Association (ERRA). Since 2004, he has been serving as Training 
Director for ERRA’s in-house energy regulatory trainings. He is also directing a 
postgraduate program in Energy Economics at Corvinus University since 2010. He is 
research partner in the “European Energy Institute” at the University of Leuven and a 
regular lecturer at the Florence School of Regulation. In 2011, he was appointed alternate 
member of ACER’s (Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators) Board of Appeal. 

Tomasz Siewierski received his M.Sc. in Electrical Engineering from the Technical 
University of Lodz where he also started his academic career. In 1996, after three years of 
research on the transient stability of large transmission networks conducted at the 
University of Pavia and the University of Genoa, Italy, he defended his Ph.D. dissertation at 
the University of Pavia. From March 2001 to September 2003, he worked as a Research 
Fellow at the Strathclyde University in Glasgow, doing post-doc research in the area of 
electricity market analysis, modelling and simulation. In 2004, he became Senior Lecturer 
at his parent university. Presently, his research deals with modern power system analysis, 
power system economics (electricity market), grid issues concerning renewables and 
distributed generation integration, and development of the concept of smart grids.  
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Jorge Vasconcelos is Chairman of NEWES, New Energy Solutions, a company acting in 
the field of renewable energy in Europe and Consultant to several international 
organizations (European Commission, World Bank) and national authorities. He graduated 
in power systems from Porto University, Portugal and got the Dr.-Ing. (Ph.D. in 
engineering) degree from the University of Erlangen-Nürnberg, Germany. 

He is Member of the Advisory Board of the Harvard Environmental Economics Program, 
Invited Professor at the Technical University of Lisbon (MIT-Portugal Programme), Member 
of the Administrative Board of ACER (Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators) and 
Special Advisor to EU Commissioner Andris Piebalgs.  

Mr Vasconcelos was the first chairman of the Portuguese Energy Regulatory Authority and 
co-founder and first chairman of the Council of European Energy Regulators. Equally, he 
was the first chairman of the European Regulators’ Group for Electricity and Gas. He is also 
founder and member of the Executive Committee of the Florence School of Regulation. He 
is member of several national and international advisory committees on energy matters, 
including scientific organizations, the World Energy Council, the World Forum on Energy 
Regulation, the City of Lisbon Energy Agency, etc.  
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3. SUMMARY OF THE WORKSHOP 
The Chair of the workshop, António Fernando Correia de Campos, MEP, welcomed the 
audience and presented the programme of the workshop. He expressed his objective of 
making this workshop a “forum for discussion” and introduced the speakers of the first 
panel. 

Session 1: Selection of “projects of common interest” 

The first speaker was Mr Adriaan van der Welle, Scientific Researcher at the Energy 
Research Centre of the Netherlands (ECN), who introduced the selection criteria laid down 
in the proposed Regulation1. He analysed that the proposed criteria do not necessarily yield 
maximum social welfare for European citizens, which should be the aim of the Regulation. 
Mr van der Welle briefly introduced the differences of the concepts of multi-criteria analysis 
(MCA) and of cost-benefit analysis (CBA), adding that the analysis foreseen for the 
selection of projects was closer to an MCA than to a CBA. Assessing the criteria in more 
detail, he stressed that the number of criteria makes the selection process time-consuming 
and costly and that some of the criteria have only limited effects on social welfare. 
Furthermore, innovative projects would be discouraged, e.g. projects integrating more 
energy (MWh) with existing network capacity. The required approval by each involved 
Member State (MS) of a project of common interest (PCI) has the potential to block the 
realisation of projects, even if they were highly desirable for a region or for the EU as a 
whole. The speaker also suggested specifying in the Regulation which weighting factors to 
use for the different criteria. 

As a conclusion, Mr van der Welle recommended the criteria for the selection of PCIs and 
the mechanisms for decision-making to be clarified. 

Mr Gianluigi Migliavacca, Head of the Transmission Network Planning Research Group at 
Ricerca sul Sistema Energetico (RSE) and Coordinator of the European project 
“REALISEGRID”, recalled that the transmission grid was the critical path to the future of 
integration of renewable energy. He acknowledged that the bottom-up approach used in 
the TEN-E guidelines had failed to deliver in the past and that a new methodology was 
needed. He then assessed in detail the proposed articles 4 and 11 dealing with criteria for 
the selection of projects and CBAs respectively. He pointed in particular at the provision of 
Annex IV foreseeing the selected PCIs to have a significant impact on cross-border capacity 
and to add at least an additional 500 MW. Mr Migliavacca suggested that the selection 
should not be done on the basis of a threshold of minimum added transmission capacity but 
on the usefulness of the additional transmission line. He also suggested that the use of new 
technologies should be addressed in Annex IV of the Regulation.  

The provision requiring PCIs to contribute to the three pillars of European energy policy 
(namely security of supply, completion of the internal energy market and the integration of 
more renewable energy) was criticised as being too vague, as the used criteria were hardly 
measurable (he referred to “cross-border transmission capability”, “amount transmitted” 
and “expected loss of load”). Mr Migliavacca suggested putting the CBA at the core of the 
decision in order to have a single and clear selection criterion. He expressed his doubts that 
it is feasible for ENTSO-E to provide a CBA methodology in the short timeframe foreseen in 
the Regulation. Also, some of the additional indicators for the CBA as laid down in Annex V 
of the Regulation were criticised for not being quantifiable, most notably “market power”, 
“flexibility” and “resilience”. 
                                                 
1  Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on guidelines for trans-European energy 

infrastructure and repealing Decision No 1364/2006/EC 
 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2011:0658:FIN:EN:PDF  
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Presenting his experiences from the REALISEGRID2 project, Mr Migliavacca pointed at the 
fact that the benefits of a given project may develop over time. He showed the benefit 
figures for 2015, 2020 and 2030 as resulting from the CBA carried out in the framework of 
the REALISEGRID project for one of the corridors, demonstrating that the results may not 
always be clear and obvious. He thus explained that the most valuable results of the 
project were not the findings on absolute benefits within the REALISEGRID corridors but 
the methodological findings on how to perform this kind of CBA. Concluding his 
presentation, he noted that the lack of data is one of the major practical challenges that 
will be faced when establishing CBAs. 

Opening the Question & Answer session, Mr Jean-Pierre Audy, MEP, raised the question 
whether CBAs were the best tool to decide about infrastructure and investment needs. In 
response, both Mr van der Welle and Mr Migliavacca stressed that CBAs provide policy 
advice, indicating the most efficient use of public money. Chairman Mr Correia de Campos 
added that CBAs are a powerful tool to help decision-makers identify societal benefits, but 
that the final selection will be made by the political decision-makers. 

Mrs Lena Kolarska-Bobińska, MEP, and Mr Francisco Sosa Wagner, MEP, pointed at the 
shortcomings of the selection criteria, allowing involved MS to block EU projects at Regional 
Group (RG) level. The experts were therefore asked for an opinion on which criteria should 
be adopted in the interest of EU policy, reminding the panellists of the fact that some 
Eastern European countries urgently needed to develop their grids. Mr Péter Kaderják, a 
speaker of the second panel, said that it would be in the interest of RGs to support projects 
and not to block them. He stressed that cross-regional project competition will help forge 
agreements at regional level and thus ensure the implementation of projects. 

Mr Gaston Franco, MEP, enquired about the way in which these criteria would be applied to 
sub-Mediterranean projects being coupled to the European grid. The first stakeholder to 
take the floor, Mr André Merlin, Chairman of the Supervisory Boards of RTE and ERDF as 
well as CEO of MEDGRID joined Mr Franco in his concerns and highlighted the urgent need 
for energy transport infrastructure if a higher rate of integration of renewable energy was 
to be achieved. Recalling the blackouts of 2003 in Italy and 2006 in a larger part of Europe, 
he added that more coordination in managing the grids was needed and that a European 
management centre could help. Finally, he enquired up to what level the proposed 
Regulation was taking these points into account. In his answer, Mr Migliavacca 
acknowledged that infrastructure bottlenecks hindered an integrated energy market and 
that the existing infrastructure had to be used in a better way. For the latter, new 
technologies were sometimes helpful – a point that was so far not taken into account by 
the proposed Regulation. Josef Zboril, Energy infrastructure study group president at the 
European Economic and Social Committee, in his statement, stressed the importance of the 
infrastructure projects to enhance security of supply. In order to achieve the main 
objectives of the European energy policy, he emphasized that selection criteria must be 
perfectly transparent and PCIs should also aim at removing energy islands. 

Mr Konstantin Staschus, Secretary-General of ENTSOE-E, recalled that the members of his 
organisation had published the second Ten-Year Network Development Plan (TYNDP) in 
March 2012, including the first steps towards the CBA required by the Regulation. In doing 
so, the most important criterion had been social welfare, a criterion that has been subject 
to thorough model-based studies. He stressed that ENTSO-E was willing and ready to 
support the RGs in their task of adapting the methodology to the requirements at regional 
level. 

                                                 
2  The REALISEGRID project included several interconnectors in or between Italy, Austria, Slovenia and 

Switzerland. 
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A representative of Scottish and Southern Energy (SSE), also speaking in the name of 
Vattenfall with whom SSE is developing a merchant transmission line, asked the panellists 
whether the Regulation should consider entrepreneurial projects. Mr Kaderják confirmed 
that, in his view, private lines should be part of the selected projects, since private 
commitment is generally based on profitability. 

The European Commission, represented by Mrs Catharina Sikow-Magny, explained that the 
criteria are derived from the overall energy and climate change policy objectives as well as 
from the need to complete the internal market and to remove the isolation of certain MS. 
She added that the Regulation needs simple, transparent and understandable criteria. On 
the other hand, they have to provide measurable evidence on the objectives that are to be 
achieved. Replying to this aspect, Mr van der Welle added that it would be good if criteria 
could be quantified, monitored and grouped. 

Session 2: Implementation and monitoring of “projects of common 
interest” 

Mr Péter Kaderják, Director of the Central and South-Eastern European Regional Centre 
for Energy Policy Research, in his presentation on the main actors, acknowledged that PCIs 
would not only imply rights for the project promoters that can be derived from the 
Regulation, but also obligations. He discussed the provisions of the Regulation with respect 
to monitoring of project implementation. Commenting on the provision of article 5 stating 
that RGs “may also request the Agency to take measures to facilitate the implementation” 
of PCIs, Mr Kaderják raised the question of the means at the Agency for the Cooperation of 
Energy Regulators’ (ACER) disposal and the measures the Agency would be able to take. 
He stressed that in his view the proposed structure of the RGs was sufficient, considering 
that the most important function of these groups would be to hammer political agreement. 
In this context, MS and the European Commission play an important role and, at this stage, 
decisions will rather be taken on the basis of political arguments with CBA results 
supporting the decision-making. According to Mr Kaderják, ACER and National Regulatory 
Authorities (NRAs) should serve as observers in the RGs rather than active players, as they 
have other legal obligations with respect to the selected projects during the implementation 
phase, including setting tariffs for the projects. He also mentioned North-South 
interconnections in Central and South-Eastern Europe as examples of how RGs could work. 
To his view, the RGs seem to have sufficient monitoring powers but weak implementation 
powers. 

He also stressed that administrative burdens on project promoters should be reduced. On 
the topic of fall-back procedures, Mr Kaderják commented that the current experience with 
European Coordinators seems to be sufficient to include this provision in the proposal. Also, 
the possibility for the European Commission to issue calls for proposals if a PCI is delayed is 
supported by Mr Kaderják, even though there is not much experience. He concluded his 
presentation with the question of how the NRAs of non-EU countries that are impacted by 
PCIs could be included in the process of the joint approval of investments, cost allocation 
and tariffs of PCIs. 

Mr Tomasz Siewierski, Senior Lecturer at the Technical University of Łódź, critically 
assessed the Regulation’s provisions on the European Coordinator’s role and the possibility 
of the European Commission to issue a call for proposals. In the past, European 
Coordinators’ main role was to act as a mediator between the parties, acting at the 
intersection of the technical and political parts of the projects. Therefore, Coordinators had 
not been given decision power and had limited influence on the permit granting process 
and the project implementation. 
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Assessing the proposed Regulation in detail, he said that the provision of article 5, 
according to which project promoters have to accept investments from third parties, will 
help sort the problem of  project parties changing their mind during the project 
implementation and withdrawing from the project altogether. On the other hand, this 
provision would not remove problems between internal and external congestion 
management and the internal cost of operation of the network. He thus called for common 
and transparent rules for transmission constraints management across all TSOs since he 
considered the rules published by ACER as being too general. 

The provision of appointing a European Coordinator only if necessary is qualified as being 
an efficient use of public money compared to a permanently appointed Coordinator. Mr 
Siewierski also expressed his confidence that involving financial institutions for commercial 
projects could be wise since these were efficient and pragmatic. At the same time, he 
acknowledged that there was no simple answer to the question of whether the EU should 
pay for commercial projects because even for very profitable projects that are attractive to 
private investors, investment risks over a period of 40 years are difficult to assess. He 
therefore encouraged the EU to contribute to such projects in order to make up for the 
investment risk. But he flagged that currently, even commercially viable projects would 
regularly involve a high number of TSOs. He speculated that this fact might indicate that 
TSOs kept in-house knowledge on how to operate cross-border links and were reluctant to 
rely on fully commercial investors. According to Mr Siewierski, a regulatory model including 
some externalities in the market rules such as “security of supply” is needed. Since the 
Regulation is mainly focussed on public investments, provisions for merchant lines need to 
be made more explicit. Nevertheless, Mr Siewierski considered the proposal to make a step 
in the right direction as it will facilitate the timely development of interconnectors, mainly 
by resolving conflicts and removing barriers to investment.  

The following speaker, Mr Jorge Vasconcelos, recalled that in theory, the EU has a single 
electricity market but has no real European energy infrastructure, which impedes the single 
market from being fully realised. The lack of coherence among different geographic areas, 
the high investments with long lifetimes, the changes in the low voltage grid and the higher 
amount of natural disasters due to climate change need to be addressed. Otherwise, the EU 
would put the reliability of its energy supply at stake. Therefore, coordinated planning as 
proposed by the Regulation would need to be matched by coordinated operation across the 
EU. Mr Vasconcelos voiced his concerns about the proposed Regulation putting too much 
emphasis on the regional level instead of the EU level to achieve effective EU coordination 
and implementation. He warned that system changes are urgently required and that the 
European coordination had improved only little since the last two large blackouts in 2003 
and 2006. He concluded that it is not a reasonable decision to invest in very expensive 
infrastructure without ensuring it can be used in a reliable and efficient way. 

In the Question & Answer session Mr Vladimir Urutchev, MEP, recalled the question of 
his colleague Yannick Jadot, MEP, who had enquired about the difficult decision-making in 
RGs during the first Question & Answer session, and added the question whether there 
would be comparable conditions for different PCIs without European coordination and how 
RGs would organise their work without any formal procedure. Joining Mr Jean-Pierre Audy, 
MEP, in his previous statement, he also asked whether the one-stop-shop idea of a single 
authority co-ordinating all permitting procedures would require the establishment of new 
administrative bodies. Replying to the first question, Mr van der Welle said that ENTSO-E 
would be involved in the coordination of RGs. Mr Kaderják stressed that he would in any 
case advise not to create new authorities. A participant representing the German regulator 
“Bundesnetzagentur” warned of introducing new procedures instead of using the ones 
provided in the Third Energy Package. He also commented that the term “project promoter” 
should be clarified and used coherently. Furthermore, he reminded the audience that unlike 
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transport infrastructure, the return on investment of electricity infrastructure is mainly 
ensured by electricity consumers through tariffs, thus leading to less funding problems and 
a less urgent need for merchant lines. 

Mr Konstantin Staschus, Secretary-General of ENTSOE-E, commenting on the merchant line 
issue raised in Mr Siewierski’s presentation and by several participants, added that these 
commercial projects could help solve the equity issue for TSOs. 

Mr Migliavacca acknowledged that private capital would be interesting but that the overall 
societal benefits of infrastructure were the reason to invest public money. Also, there may 
be no incentive for private investors to remove congestion. He added that it could also be 
interesting to consider the possibility to build financial consortia including private investors. 
Mr Siewierksi on the other hand pointed out that merchant lines were of high importance 
since public money had to be saved for more risky projects, while market rules were not 
yet clear and incentivising. Mr Vasconcelos emphasised that the feasibility of a higher 
number of interconnectors and the integration of renewable energy had been demonstrated 
by Portugal in the last years. 

At the end of the workshop, Mrs Catharina Sikow-Magny from the European Commission 
underlined that the Regulation was not only about building new power lines but also about 
upgrading existing lines, as well as about building the “smart grid” including upgrades of 
the low voltage networks. 

She also stressed that the Regulation text was neutral with respect to the nature of the 
investor. She added that EU grants would only be made available to projects not financially 
viable. Addressing a question of Mr Daniel Fürstenwerth of the Renewable Grid Initiative on 
whether the Regulation was not too weak with respect to provisions on public consultation 
and a comment from Birdlife Europe who had emphasised the importance of proper 
planning and environmental impact assessments to avoid public opposition, she 
acknowledged that more needed to be done for public acceptance but that there were other 
ways of involving stakeholders and citizens in the planning process. She also saw the need 
for a combined bottom-up and top-down approach to ensure that both local needs as well 
as EU priorities were fully taken into account. 

In his concluding remarks, the Chair thanked the Policy Department A for the 
organisation of the workshop, the European Economic and Social Committee and the 
European Commission for the insights, the speakers for providing information and opinions 
and the MEPs for attending the workshop. Furthermore, he summarised the main findings 
and stressed that the European Parliament was doing its best to improve the Regulation 
and had taken note of what had been said by the stakeholders and the interested parties. 
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4. PRESENTATIONS 

'Selection Procedures and PCIs at Regional and European Level', 
Adriaan van der Welle, Scientific Researcher, Energy Research 
Centre of the Netherlands (ECN) 

 

www.ecn.nl

Selection procedures of PCIs at regional 
and European level

1

Adriaan van der Welle

European Parliament workshop, Brussels, 21 March 2012

 
 
 

Outline

• Introduction

• Project selection in proposed draft regulation

• Consequences for

- Selection procedure of PCIs at regional level

- Selection procedure of PCIs at EU level

- Governance of regional groups

2 27-3-2012
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Introduction

Starting point of analysis:

• Maximise social welfare

• Distributional effects are not taken into account

- Trade-off between efficiency/social welfare and equity is 
left to politicians (EU and national)

3 27-3-2012

 
 
 
 

4 27-3-2012

Project selection in draft regulation –
Multi-criteria analysis better than cost-
benefit analysis?

 Many stakeholders prefer CBA for transparency reasons, if CBA is 
not possible then MCA

Multi criteria analysis Cost benefit analysis

Alternatives are scored on different 
criteria 

All effects are monetised, effects 
which cannot be monetised: pro 
memorie

Scores are aggregated using some 
(subjective) weighing procedure, 
result without dimension

Result is net social welfare effect and 
understanding of most important 
driving forces

Double counting less easy to be 
avoided

No double counting; identification of 
efficiency gains vs. redistribution
effects
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Project selection in draft regulation –
optimal criteria?
• Proposed criteria in the draft regulation do not necessarily yield a 

welfare optimal outcome

- Large number of criteria

- Time-consuming and costly

- Inclusion of criteria with only limited effects on social welfare

- E.g. voltage quality performance (Annex IV, 4d)

- Criteria which discourage innovative projects

- Reformulation of EU goal of 20% energy from RES in 
capacity terms (MW) discourages innovative network 
projects integrating more energy (MWh) with existing 
network capacity (Annex IV, 2b)

- Weighting factors for criteria not specified

 Welfare optimal project selection with current procedure is difficult

5 27-3-2012

 
 
 
 

Selection procedure of PCIs at regional 
level

• Requirements for regional project selection by RGs - Article 3 (3)

- Contribute to implementing infrastructure priority corridors

- Fulfil criteria for PCIs (article 4)

- Obtain approval of each member state (MS)

• Approval of each MS may block realisation of projects that are 
highly desirable for a region or the EU as a whole

• Clear criteria for selection of PCIs may facilitate decision making 
process

Risk of EU-wide approach not coming off the ground!

6 27-3-2012
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Selection procedure of PCIs at EU level

Procedure foreseen:

• Article 3(4): Each RG has to submit its proposed list of PCIs to 
ACER (electricity and gas) or directly to the EC (oil and CO2) 

• Article 3(5): ACER has to provide the Commission with an opinion 
on the proposed list of PCIs based upon consistent application of 
project selection criteria of Article 4, as well as results of the 
analysis of the 10 year network development plans (10YNDPs) of 
ENTSOs

• Article 3(5) illustrates unnecessary piling of legislation; it suggests 
for both 10YNDP and PCI selection separate CBAs, while all PCIs 
must already be part of 10YNDPs of ENTSOs

• ACER to provide opinion to EC within two months  too short time 
period

7 27-3-2012

 
 
 
 

Governance of regional groups (RGs)
• New in the proposal is the involvement of European institutions in 

regional groups

• Main focus on realization of internal market by 2014, not much 
attention for regional processes

• Annex III (1,2): each RG shall organise its workload in line with 
regional cooperation efforts in existing third package legislation and 
other existing regional cooperation structures

- Article 6(2) of Directive 2009/72/EC and 2009/73/EC: for compatibility of 
regulatory frameworks between regions, ACER is allowed to issue 
binding rules for cooperation between ACER, NRAs and TSOs

- Regional initiatives: following EC consultation about the future role of   
regional initiatives “the Commission will favour a flexible approach 
where each region will define itself its own governance’s scheme 
under ACER’s coordination”, Florence Forum May 2011.

• It remains unclear how regional governance is organised (e.g. 
whether decisions should be taken with majority or unanimously)

8 27-3-2012

 

PE 475.103 16 



Workshop proceedings on “Building a European energy infrastructure” 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Conclusions

• Regulation is valuable next step in EU policy if flaws in 
requirements for EU wide multi-criteria analysis (MCA) of 
PCIs are corrected

• Clear criteria for selection of PCIs advantageous for regional 
selection procedure

• Preferably one CBA procedure must be used for both 
10YNDP and PCI selection procedures

• It remains to be seen whether discretion for each RG 
concerning working methods and decision making 
procedures is a problem

9
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'Selection Criteria and Cost-Benefit Analysis: REALISEGRID', 
Gianluigi Migliavacca, Head of the Transmission Network Planning 
Research Group, RSE S.p.A. 

 

Selection criteria and cost-benefit analysis: 
the project REALISEGRID 

Gianluigi Migliavacca
RSE S.p.A.

Project Coordinator

European Parliament – Brussels, 21 March 2012

Workshop: Building a European energy infrastructure -

selecting and implementing projects of common interest

Gianluigi Migliavacca – RSE S.p.A.

 
 
 

2TREN/FP7/EN/219123/REALISEGRID

 TEN-E Guidelines: list of 32 projects of European interest: only 19% 
completed, 5% under construction, 76% in authori-sation path and/or 
study. Bottom-up fixed-list approach failed!

 Communication “Energy infrastructure priorities for 2020 and 
beyond” Infrastructure Package (November 2010): 

 new EU methodology for projects prioritization called for 

 long-term perspective of continental smart-supergrids

 improvement of permitting and consensus,

 new financial tools

 Communication “A budget for Europe 2020” (June 2011):
• Connecting Europe Facility (CEF): extra 9.1 b€ funds for Energy 

infrastructure in 2014-20

 Guidelines for trans-European energy infrastructure (under 
discussion of the European Parliament):

• first list of Projects of Common Interest proposed by Regional 
Groups by summer 2013 (electricity: 4 priority corridors + 2 areas) 

• EU financial assistance under CEF; rules needed for cross-border 
costs allocation according to benefits

• benefits-based prioritization; ENTSOs to develop a standardised 
pan-European cost-benefit methodology

• permitting streamlining (iter capped to three years, one authority 
per member state, impact assessment streamlining, overriding 
public interest, coordinators)

The EU Energy Policy:
transmission is on the “critical path”

for renewables integration
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Draft regulation COM(2011) 658 and Cost Benefit Analysis

Selected PCIs should: 

• belong to given categories (Annex II): high-
voltage overhead lines, highways, storage

• be necessary and economically, socially, 
environmentally viable, 

• significantly impact on cross-border sections 
(Annex IV: at least 500 MW extra cross-border 
capacity)

• contribute to the three EC policy pillars  

Criteria set in Annex IV:

1 – impact on cross-border capability

2 –amount of transmitted green energy

3 –impact on loss-of-load.

• Precedence to urgent projects 
complementary to other projects

• ENTSO-E to submit within 1 month 
methodology in accordance to 
principles in Annex V 

• The choice should be done on the basis of 
costs and benefits , not of increase of 
transmission (is the new  transmission really 
useful?)

• Also, the usage of new technologies (FACTS, 
HVDC, smart cables…) should be addressed.

• These criteria are vague, hardly measurable 
and not targeted: what amounts is the system 
impact (costs and benefits), not extra capacity 
and green energy dispatch

• This timing is not compatible with the 
results of the FP7 Highway project (available 
only by 2015). The two methodologies risk to 
diverge.

 
 
 
 

Draft regulation COM(2011) 658 and Cost Benefit Analysis

• Harmonised evaluation of costs 
and benefits

• Costs: capital, O&M during 
lifecycle and decommissioning have 
to be included

• Compatible with indicators in 
Annex III (IV?) and TYNDP

Consider

• market power

• generation costs, CO2 costs, losses

• operational flexibility 

• system resilience

• Already commented in previous 
slide

• Except second point, these 
aspects are difficult to assess. It 
requires the result of the FP7 
Highway project, that will come 
by 2015.
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The project REALISEGRID
(http://realisegrid.rse-web.it)

Research centers and universities
 RSE (IT), Coordinator & WP3

 Politecnico di Torino (IT), WP2

 Technische Universiteit Delft (NL)

 Technische Universität Dortmund (DE)

 Technische Universität Dresden (DE)

 EC Joint Research Centre - Inst. Energy

 Univerza v Ljubljani (SL)

 The University of Manchester (UK)

 Observatoire Méditerranéen Energie (FR)

 R&D Center for Power Engineering (RU)

 Technische Universität Wien, EEG (AT) 

TSOs
• RTE (FR)

• APG (AT)

• Terna (IT)

• TenneT (NL)

Industry
• Technofi (FR), WP1

• ASATREM (IT)

• KANLO (FR)

• Prysmian (IT)

• RIECADO (AT)

REALISEGRID developed a set of criteria, metrics, methods and tools 
to assess how the transmission infrastructure should be optimally 
developed to support the achievement of a reliable, competitive and 
sustainable electricity supply in the EU.

Ultimate goal is providing a methodological background supporting 
the implementation of the Infrastructure Package
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Transmission planning process
REALISEGRID integrated 
analysis of investments 
(welfare optimal and 
traditional reliability/security)

Candidates selection

Scenarios 
development

Security 
analysis 

Security 
criteria 

met?
No expansion

Y

N
Identification of 
first, broad group 

of solutions 

Techno
economic 

assessment

Environmental/ 
social 

assessment

Final ranking of 
solutions 

Identification of 
second, restricted 
group of solutions 

Decision 
making

Cost-benefit analysis

Traditional approach

REALISEGRID
cost-benefit
approach
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Overview of the methodology: what, why, how

Cost-benefit assessment for new transmission 
infrastructure investments

WHAT

• Methodology for prioritizing alternative investments both at 
national and trans-national level (see Infrastructure Package)
• Possible Key Performance Indicator (KPI) for establishing a 
dynamic addendum to TSOs Return on Investment (ROI)
•Information to the public on system advantages from new 
infrastructure as well as about inaction cost

WHY

• OPF analysis with and without the new investment (or series of 
investments constituting a corridor)
• The tool has to be able to take into account the reliability of both 
network elements and generators as well as the variable behavior 
of wind generators
• New elements like Phase Shifter Transformers (PST) and High 
Voltage Direct Current lines (HVDC) have to be correctly 
represented

HOW
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The adopted methodology

 
Transmission expansion 

benefits

Competitiveness

RES 
exploitation

Emissions 
savings

External costs 
reduction

Fossil fuel 
costs reduction

Reliability 
increase

Congestions 
reduction

Market competitiveness 
increase

Losses 
reduction

Security of 
energy supply

Environmental 
sustainability

Utility function        translation into monetary terms

Weighted sum         translation a mono-dimensional ranking

€
Solution A Solution B Solution C

Sensitivity analysis on weighing factors needed

Years
0

Authorization phase Building phase

RoWRoW

Amortization phase

ΔB1,t1

ΔB2,t1

…

ΔB1,t2

ΔB2,t2

…

ΔB1,tn

ΔB2,tn

…

ΔB1,t1

ΔB2,t1

…

ΔB1,t2

ΔB2,t2

…

ΔB1,tn

ΔB2,tn

…

II

NPVNPV00NPVNPV00

CCCCCC

C

CC CCCCCC

C
• NPV    Net Present Value 

• I           Investment (simplified as lumped)

• RoW   Rights of Way to landlords

• C         Capital from Banks

• CC      Capital instalment 

• ΔB      Benefit Increase wrt without investment

CC
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 Lienz (AT) - Cordignano (IT)

 New interconnection between Italy and 
Slovenia

 Udine Ovest (IT) - Okroglo (SI)

 S. Fiorano (IT) - Nave (IT) - Gorlago (IT) 
[completed]

 [completed]

[completed]

 S. Fiorano (IT) - Robbia (CH)

 Venezia Nord (IT) - Cordignano (IT)

 St. Peter (AT) - Tauern (AT)

 Südburgenland (AT) - Kainachtal (AT)

 Austria - Italy (Thaur-Brixen) interconnection 
through the Brenner rail tunnel.

Cost-benefit analysis: test bed

REALISEGRID is going to use the new methodology to carry out a 
cost/benefits classification of the most important projects belonging 
to Trans European Network priority axis "EL.2. Borders of Italy with 
France, Austria, Slovenia and Switzerland: increasing electricity 
interconnection capacities". This region is one of the most 
interesting ones to assess the impact and the benefits of future 
cross-border transmission projects.
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The considered benefits

1. social welfare - Congestion means lower market efficiency: 
substitution effect: more efficient generators replace less efficient

2. reduction of losses - translated into money by valorising them at 
market price (opportunity cost). New corridors increase the overall transit 
and losses might grow (cost, not benefit)

3. reduction of wind curtailment - translated into money by multiplying 
by a remuneration factor to wind owners (market price), new corridors 
increase overall transit and losses might grow (cost, not benefit)

4. reduction of load shedding - translated into money by multiplying 
EENS by the VOLL. The highly meshed European system has a very high 
security of supply and load shedding stays very low

5. reduction of CO2 emissions - translated into money by assuming an 
average 2010 ET price. New corridors allow cheaper but not necessarily 
“greener” generation to be dispatched (e.g. German coal replaces Italian 
gas): may be negative

6. reduction of cost for extra-EU fuel - increases the reliability of 
supply, has a positive effect on the European trading balance, reduces the 
market power of incumbent fuel monopolists
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Scenario hypotheses

• Three reference years: 2015, 2020, 2030 

• Two scenarios considered:

o Optimistic: emission target reached in 2020

o Pessimistic: emission target reached in 2030

• Fuel prices: from World Energy Outlook 2009 (published by the 
International Energy Agency)

• The perimeter of the test-bed model includes: France, Germany, 
Switzerland, Austria, Italy, Slovenia and Croatia and western Balkans

• Basic model for grid, load and generation: Winter Peak Study Model 
2008 released by UCTE (Union for the Co-ordination of Transmission of 
Electricity)

• Grid updates: Ten Year Network Development Plan 2010 ENTSO-E 
(European Network of Transmission System Operators for Electricity) + 
System Adequacy Forecast + info by Terna/Austria Power Grid
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Benefits figures in the three tab-years
Corridor 1 (optimistic scenario) 

‐300.000,00

‐200.000,00

‐100.000,00

‐

100.000,00

200.000,00

300.000,00

400.000,00

500.000,00

600.000,00

B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 

benefits

k€

2015

2020

2030

B1 Social welfare
B2 Losses
B3 Load shedding
B4 Wind generation curtaliment
B5 CO2 emissions
B6 Extra-EU fuel import
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Cost-benefit ranking of the three corridors (NPV)

Benefits-costs [M€]

C1: (Veneto- Austria)C2: (Friuli – Slovenia) C3: (Brennerpaß) 

Wie Immer  Ohne Gewä hr

With benefits B1÷B6 Optimistic case Pessimistic case

With benefits B1÷B5 Optimistic case Pessimistic case

 Corridor 1 Corridor 2 Corridor 3 

NPV 1728 1342 2208 

IP=NPV/IC 8 6 3 

 

 Corridor 1 Corridor 2 Corridor 3  Corridor 1 Corridor 2 Corridor 3 

NPV 3658 2882 4845 NPV 3223. 2533 4682 
IP=NPV/IC 18 13 6 IP=NPV/IC 15 12 5 

 

 Corridor 1 Corridor 2 Corridor 3 

NPV 2105 1470 2059 

IP=NPV/IC 10 7 2 

 

 

• NPV = Net Present Value 

• IC = Investment Cost 

• IP = Profitability Index
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Conclusions (1/2)

 The benefits are usually able to recover the costs just after two years of 
operation (this is evident from the cash flows).

 The Social Welfare benefit is prevailing, but fuel import reduction is very 
impacting too.

 Better interconnecting Germany with Italy reduces dispatching costs 
and prices difference between the two markets.

 CO2 emissions may grow due to the replacement of Italian gas power 
plant with cheap German coal (not North Sea RES, due to bottlenecks in 
Germany and insufficiency of wind production). 
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Conclusions (2/2)

 Losses are generally increased by opening new corridors.

 Benefits by load shedding reduction are very small in all cases.

 A reduction of wind curtailment is possible only if the new corridors 
allow to reach the wind area in the North Sea.

 An extension of the model to a fully pan-European case would not 
present particular additional criticalities, but the availability of real data 
is the key element for drawing reliable evaluations. In any case, while 
some data unavailability concerning the network setup and the 
generation set don’t allow to draw any conclusion from the test case on 
grid investments, the real advance brought by the test case is to show 
the applicability of the theoretic framework of the multi-criteria cost-
benefit analysis elaborated by REALISEGRID to a realistic case 
encompassing a significant range of European nations.
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Gianluigi Migliavacca

via Rubattino,54
20134 Milano

E-mail: gianluigi.migliavacca@rse-web.it

Thank you for your attention…
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Annex

 
 
 
 

Selection criteria (Article 4)

Concerning electricity transmission, selected PCIs should: 

• belong to given categories (Annex II): high-voltage overhead lines, highways, storage

• be necessary and economically, socially, environmentally viable, 

• significantly impact on cross-border sections (Annex IV: at least 500 MW extra cross-border capacity)

• contribute to the three policy pillars, measured by (Annex IV): 

• 1 – the amount of power with significant cross-border impact

• 2 – the amount of transmitted green energy

• 3 – the impact on loss-of-load.

Precedence is given to urgent projects complementary to other projects.

Q&A (1/3)

Is the selection criteria set out in Article 4 appropriate? Is the criteria detailed enough? 

Should the Regulation be more prescriptive when it comes to the selection criteria, and 
ranking of PCIs? 

The Guidelines criteria are too vague. A more technical proposal is necessary (ENTSO-E 
+ new FP7 project on highways). The indicators in Annex IV are difficult to measure and 
there is no indication on the characteristics of the tool providing these assessments. 
They are also questionable: the significance of an investment has to be measured on 
the basis of costs and benefits. A net extension of a cross-border capacity is not per se 
a benefit if it is not shown how much the system will profit in terms of reduction of the 
dispatching cost. Quantities (1) and (2) are difficult to assess and again what matters is 
the value for the system (e.g. on the value attached to CO2, that is reflected in the cost 
of the Emission Trade Certificates)

The criteria should be based on the overall trade-off of costs and benefits (evaluated in 
economical terms) for the pan-European system.
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Q&A (2/3)

Would it be appropriate to add a criterion concerning interoperability-compatibility 
with existing infrastructure?

Does the proposed criteria allow for an objective comparison within the Regional 
Groups and across Regional Groups? 

Would it be appropriate to set up a hierarchy between the different criteria or to 
assign weights to the different criteria in order to be able to rank projects? 

Is there a risk that the criteria 'the project displays economic, social and 
environmental viability'(Article 4 paragraph 1.(a)) might exclude projects which are 
vital to connecting energy islands and removing bottlenecks? 

Interoperability is an important selection criterion of the modality to implement new 
investments rather than a criterion of PCI selection. 

Investments in new technologies increasing the performance of existing grids 
should be considered too. This aspect seems to be neglected by the Guidelines.

The set of criteria should be common among the Groups, consistent and uniform.

This is possible, but very dangerous (weights evaluations are always very 
subjective). This is the reason behind REALISEGRID’s choice to match the benefits 
with an economic appraisal, so as to be able to add them up algebraically.

Yes, but public opposition can generate significant delays and increase approval 
costs. This could also vanify, reduce or delay the benefits and has to be included 
into the cost-benefits appraisal.

 
 
 
 

Cost benefit analysis (article 12)

Cost-benefit analysis methodology, proposed by ENTSO within one month after the Guidelines 
enter into force and approved by the Commission after consulting ACER. It should be in 
accorfance to Annex V principles

Q&A (3/3)

Would it be appropriate to use the cost-benefit analysis (article 12) in the selection 
process of projects of common interest? 

Should the CBA be built on the consultation of stakeholders? 

How to ensure a full independent scrutiny of the CBA?

For sure: yes! However, the strict time shown in Ar.12 is not compatible with the 
finalization of the process in ENTSO-E. There is a two-speeds mechanism between 
PCIs and highways: for the latter, the results of an ad-hoc FP7 project are awaited 
by early 2015. The two sets of criteria risk to diverge without a serious reason.

Quantifying some aspects (impact of market power, flexibility and resilience) as 
requested in Annex V is challenging and will only result from the FP7 project above.

It should be thoroughly discussed with all stakeholders. This will happen for the 
highways CBA. Questionable if this is possible within the strict timing fixed for PCIs 
proposal.

Here, the technical role of ENTSO-E, the regulatory role of ACER and the 
Commission and the thorough consultation of the stakeholders play a key role.
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Regional Centre for Energy Policy Research, Corvinus University, 
Budapest 

 

Implementation and monitoring in the 
context of the proposed energy 

infrastructure Regulation

Péter Kaderják

ITRE workshop 
March 21, 2012.

 
 
 

Promotion of PCI (project of 
common interest) implementation

• Streamlined permitting and authorisation procedures
‣ „priority status” at national level; part of the Ten Years 

Network Development Plan (TYNDP)
‣ single MS competent authority: one stop shop   

• Financial incentives
‣ Connecting Europe Facility – studies, grants
‣ Structural Funds – smart grid solutions
‣ Tariff incentives

• Separate monitoring activity established „while 
keeping the administrative burden for project promoters 
to a minimum”

2  
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Monitoring components

• Project promoters implement PCIs, according to 
an implementation plan

• ACER and Regional Groups entrusted with 
monitoring and implementation evaluation role

• Project promoters to submit an Annual Report to 
‣ ACER: electricity and gas PCIs
‣ Regional Groups: oil and CO2 PCIs 

• Groups „may also request the Agency to take measures
to facilitate the implementation” of PCIs

3  
 
 
 

Monitoring scheme

4

REGIONAL GROUP
ACER

Decision on investment 
cost sharing and tariff 
setting for E&G projects 
with cross border impact 
when NRAs can not agree 

E&G: 

Oil&CO2: 

MS, National 
Regulatory Agency 
(NRA), TSOs, project 
promoters, Commission, 
ACER, ENTSO

MS, project 
promoters, Commission

+ invited stakeholders

Project promoters submit 
application and Annual 

Report

May ask for 
measures to help 
implementation
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Role of Regional Group - evaluation

• Proposed composition seems sufficient
• Important function can be to hammer political 

agreement at the regional level
‣ Prominent role of MSs, Commission and project promoters
‣ Role of ACER and NRAs should be the one of observers  -

they have other legal obligations with respect to the 
selected projects

‣ Commission is to make the final decision at the Union level
‣ High Level Group (MSs) could have the decision power 

supported by working groups 
‣ Example: North-South Interconnections in Central and 

South Eastern Europe – Action Plan agreed in 1 year
‣ CBA will only play a supportive role

5  
 
 
 

Role of Regional Group - evaluation

• RG structure can utilize local knowledge
‣ Input from other regional initiatives (e.g. ACER RIs, 

BEMIP, Energy Community, Danube Region, etc.)
‣ Consumer and supplier interests are represented by NRAs, 

otherwise representatives can be invited
• Sufficient monitoring and weak implementation 

power
• Administrative burden on project promoters still 

seems high compared to benefits
• Issue of competition among Regional Groups for PCI 

status deserves attention  

6  

PE 475.103 30 



Workshop proceedings on “Building a European energy infrastructure” 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Possible fall-back procedures

• European coordinator in case of delay over 2 years 
to implementation plan
‣ Experience with EU coordinators is encouraging

• Agency: prominent role in case of projects with cross 
border impact
‣ Coordination
‣ Decision on cost allocation and access tariffs if lack of 

agreement
‣ NRA’s right to approve access charges remains
‣ Implementation by NRAs: could be monitored by RG?    

• Call for proposals by Commission if PCI is delayed 
‣ Necessary; but scarce experience 

7  
 
 
 

Some other issues

• Additional incentives for project promoters to 
implement PCIs?
‣ The time requirement for granting exemption to 

regulated third party access could be further reduced / 
limited

• NRA reporting to Regional Group on national 
level implementation? 

• NRAs joint approval of investment, cost 
allocation and tariffs (Art 13 (3))
‣ Relevance of Regulation for neighbouring countries? 

• CBA – controversial / any simpler alternative?
8  
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION!

pkaderjak@uni-corvinus.hu
www.rekk.eu

+36 1 482 7071

9  
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European Parliament Workshop, Brussels 21th March 2012 1

Building the European Energy Infrastructure

The Role of the European Coordinators

and

Fall-Back Procedures

Dr Tomasz Siewierski, 
Electricity Market Research Group
Technical University of Lodz, Poland
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The Coordinators

 The European Commission in September 2007 appointed four 
European Coordinators to facilitate the following projects:
 Power link between Germany, Poland and Lithuania - Prof. W. Mielczarski; 
 Connection of offshore wind power in Northern Europe (Denmark, Germany and 

Poland) - Mr G Adamovitch; 
 Connection between France and Spain, especially Sentmenat (ES) – Bescanó 

(ES) – Baixas (FR) line - Prof. Monti; 
 NABUCCO pipeline - Mr Van Artsen. 

 Duties of coordinators:
 Promote the European dimension of the project and the cross-border dialogue 

between the project promoters and the persons concerned;
 Contribute to the coordination of the national procedures for consulting the 

persons concerned; 
 Submit a report to the Commission every year on the progress of the project(s) 

for which he has been designated European coordinator and on any difficulties 
and obstacles which are likely to result in a significant delay. 
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Who were the European Coordinators?

 Persons with long-standing records established in 
national power sectors (politicians, market 
designers, academics)

 Persons with profound insight into power system 
operation and network development

 Persons with good political connections within 
regions

 The coordinators haven’t been given real power

 Their influence on the permitting process and 
project implementation 
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The Position of the European Coordinators

European Union

European 
Commission

High Level 
Groups

European Energy 
Coordinator

Government A Government B

Regulatory A Regulatory B 

PDC
LitPol Link or GerPol Link

TSO_A TSO_B

Power line System 
B

System 
A
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Setbacks experience by the Coordinators

 Change of interest of involved partners, stakeholders or even Member 
States (e.g. Kriegers Flak, Sweden)

 Conflicting interests of some partners:
 Economic
 Technical
 Political issues

 Dynamic (unstable) situation in the European and world energy sectors:
 Implementation of climate policy and the reduction of carbon emission
 Unstable national and international regulations concerning electricity market 

operation and cross-border trade of electricity
 Deferred investments in new generating capacity, changes in the structure of 

generating resources (technology, RES), shrinking capacity margins
 Economic downturn

 Slower than expected technological progress (availability of new devices 
and new control systems)
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Coordination of Network Developments

Electric Power System

Power 
producers

Network 
operators

Chinese 
Wall

Investment 
Plan

Investement 
Plan

Power stations Power Networks
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New Regulation – Progress Monitoring

Article 5 Implementation and Monitoring
 Projects of common interest should be 
implemented according to the plan including a 
timetable for feasibility and design studies, 
regulatory approval, construction and 
commissioning, and the permit granting schedule.

 ACER will monitor the progress in the 
implementation of the projects of common 
interest.

 „Project promoters” are obliged to submit an 
annual report for each project, which will include:
 the progress achieved, 
 delays other difficulties encountered.

• Simplification and acceleration of permit 
granting procedure („one stop shop” see 
Articles 9 and 10)

• Clear deadlines for decision that need to be 
taken

• Legal measures against stakeholders 
breaching these rules have been established

• Bureaucratic structure with long reaction 
time and no direct influence on national 
regulation

• Little local knowledge and limited technical 
expertise

• Strong cooperation with Regulatory 
Authorities (RA) and Transmission System 
Operators  (TSO) is then needed

• Approval of TSO’s investment plan is still 
national RA decision

• This kind of reporting does not ensure 
unbiased assessment of project progress

• In case of problems and delays an 
independent review is needed
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New Regulation – Fall Back Procedures

Article 11 Duration of permit granting 
process

• The pre-application procedure shall not 
exceed two years.

• In case of delays in permit obtaining the 
responsible authority will need to presents 
measures that will be taken to finalize this 
process

• This regulation should limit 
unnecessary delays caused by project 
promoters.

• Time frame for permitting procedure 
is well described, but in practice local 
and national legal procedures 
including appealing to court will 
determine time needed to obtain 
permits and licenses.

• Obtaining environment impact 
assessment and right of way will be 
probably the toughest challenges.

• In case of appealing to court permit 
granting  might still take years.
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New Regulation – Fall Back Procedures

Article 5 Implementation and Monitoring

If the commissioning of a project of common 
interest is delayed by more than two years without 
sufficient justification:

 The project promoter shall accept investments 
by other operators or investors

 The system operator shall provide the all 
information needed to realise the investment, 
shall connect new assets. and shall make its 
best efforts to facilitate the implementation of 
the investment and the secure, reliable and 
efficient operation and maintenance of the 
project of common interest.

 the Commission may launch a call for 
proposals open to any project promoter to 
build the project according to an agreed 
timeline.

• This regulation helps to sort out the 
following issues:

• Change of interest of some project 
partners

• Problems linked with availability of 
investment funds

• Possible conflict of interests linked to the 
discrepancy between internal and external 
congestion management is still not solved

• It attempts to increase transparency in 
transmission assets planning and operation

• Confidentiality of sensitive commercial 
information will be an important  issue.

• Common and transparent rules for 
transmission constraints management by 
TSO are vital.

• This regulation paves the way for 
commercial solutions like for example 
merchant line concept

• Without additional incentives agreed 
between the Commission and Regulatory 
Authorities this will be a dead idea.
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New Regulation – European Coordinators

Article 6 European coordinators

 When a project encounters significant 
implementation difficulties, the Commission may 
designate a European.

 The European Coordinator shall carry out the 
following tasks:
 promote the project,
 assist all parties in consulting and obtaining permits,
 ensure that appropriate support and strategic direction 

by the Member States for the preparation and 
implementation of the projects,

 submit a report every year to the Commission on the 
progress of the projects and on any difficulties and 
obstacles.

 The decision will detail the duration of the mandate, 
the specific tasks and corresponding deadlines, the 
methodology to be followed. The coordination effort 
shall be proportionate to the complexity and 
estimated costs of the projects.

• Now Coordinators will be appointed 
only if needed.

• Coordinators’ tasks remain unchanged
• The coordinators are not granted real 

power
• They will play mainly political role. 

• Better overview of coordinators work 
and more focused activity
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Project partnership and coordination

Project

ACER

ENTSO-E

The 
European 

Commission

National 
Regulatory 
Authorities

Transmission 
System 

Operators

Third Part 
Investors

Financial 
Institutions
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Economic aspects of transmission projects

Transmission 
Projects

Economically 
viable

(price difference)

Commercial

Merchant line 
projects

(HVDC lines)

Non-commercial

TSO projects

(EHV AC lines)

Economically non-viable

(security of supply)

Non-commercial

New generation

TSO projects

EU projects (CIP)
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The Development of Merchant Lines
The Regulation

In the light of the economic and financial crisis and budgetary constraints, targeted support, through 
grants and financial instruments, should be developed under the next multi-annual financial 
framework, which will attract new investors into the energy infrastructure priority corridors and areas, 
while keeping the budgetary contribution of the Union to a minimum.

 Art 7 of Regulation 1228/2003 allowed for the possibility of 
exemptions to the general rules of TPA in the second liberalisation 
Directive and Regulation 1228/2003. Parallel rules exist in 
Regulation 714/2009.

 Two sorts of exemptions can be granted:
 First is the exemption of regulated TPA (Third Part Access), 
 Second is the exemption on the use of the collected congestion rent. 

 These exemptions mainly concern DC interconnectors, but AC
interconnectors may also be considered (in exceptional 
circumstances). 
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The Development of Merchant Lines
Involving Commercial Investors

The main source of risk for private investors comes from:

 Methodology applied to examine applications for exemptions granting

 Lack of transparent rules of transmission system operation

 Differences in the management of transmission constraints in 
domestic networks

 Limited progress in national market integration (market coupling, for 
example Central and East Europe Regional Market)

 The inefficiency of the European electricity market model regarding 
pricing and constraints management (European copper plate model 
versus US nodal market)

 Lack of hedging tools (financial market) mitigating financial risk in the 
cross-border trade

The regulation does not cover any of the above issues
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Conclusions (1)

 The Proposal attempts to facilitate timely development of interconnectors 
by clearing the following hurdles:
 helping to resolve conflicts of interest between involved parties 

(coordinators),
 removing economic barriers related to investment funds shortage 

(involvement of third parties).

 Permitting process, often considered the main barriers to smooth 
development of new cross-border links, remains under management of 
national authorities.

 Since coordinators have neither been granted regulatory power nor will be 
directly involved in the project development, their influence is therefore 
limited to monitoring and reporting.

 Although the proposal makes some progress, it does not provide effective 
and realistic solutions for a successful implementation of large investments 
in the European transmission network infrastructure (140 bn €) 
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Conclusions (2)

 More market oriented approach based on merchant line would bring the 
following benefits:
 increase available investment funds by attracting commercial banks 

and third-part strategic investors,
 faster permitting process coordinated by involved partners,
 transparency in the permitting, construction and 

management/operation of transmission assets

 The European national electricity market model (copper plate) and 
regional market integration models (flow based coupling, zonal)  do not 
stimulate development of new interconnectors. To build the single 
European electricity market and alleviate internal end external (cross-
border) transmission constraints, a transparent and efficient nodal pricing 
mechanism is needed.

 Merchant line concept will work for the market integration and large scale 
RES integration, but will not support developments linked with the security 
of supply, because the security of supply is not reflected by current rules of 
the energy only market model. This might be changed with the 
implementation of the long term power market.
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Thank you for the attention… Questions?
Tomasz Siewierski
Institute of Electrical Power Engineering
The Technical University of Lodz,
ul. Stefanowskiego 18/22, 90-924 Lodz, Poland
t.siewierski@p.lodz.pl
Phone: +48 (42) 6312608, Fax: +48 (42) 6312606
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'Implementation and Beyond', Jorge Vasconcelos, Chairman of New 
Energy Solutions (NEWES) 

 

REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL 

ON GUIDELINES FOR TRANS-EUROPEAN ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE

IMPLEMENTATION  AND  BEYOND 

Jorge Vasconcelos

European Parliament, Brussels

March 21, 2012

 
 
 

A  truly trans-European energy infrastructure

for a truly European energy market
requires

coordinated planning

coordinated operation
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Main  criteria for selection and

implementation:

 COHERENCE

 INTER-REGIONAL

 INTER-TEMPORAL

 INTER-LEVEL (low, high, very high

voltage/pressure)

 EFFICIENCY

 BUILDING

 OPERATION

 
 
 
 

BUILDING

OPERATION?

Enabling

Facilitating

Financing
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How to cope with 

increasing risks and 

uncertainties?
 

 
 
 

Italy, September 28, 2003

Do we need another 

large-scale blackout 

to realise the crucial 

importance of 

proper system 

operation 

coordination?
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Building new,

very expensive 

infrastructure 

without ensuring it 

can be used reliably 

and efficiently is not 

a reasonable 

decision.

 
 
 
 

 The expected benefits of new infrastructure projects 

depend on the expected use of this infrastructure 

which depends on coordination and optimisation 

among networks.

 Therefore, system coordination must be part of the 

equation in the cost-benefit analysis and system 

coordination must be addressed in this Regulation.
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 The cost of implementing proper real-time 

cooperation among system operators is negligible.

 The (hidden) benefits are considerable, both in 

economic and reliability terms.

 
 
 
 

 The new technical challenges require 

increased transparency and coordination 

at EU level to ensure real security.  

Balkanised bunkers

may give the illusion of 

security – but they are just 

that: an illusion
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