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1. Approval of the MoM of previous WG Balancing 

 

 no comments received 



2. Feedback on aFRR consultation  
 

  



Feedback on aFRR 
design note 
 
 
Consultation period: 3/09/2018 ς 30/09/2018 



Agenda  

6 

Å Feedback stakeholders on new aFRR design 
ÅMore general remarks 
Å Important remarks on capacity tender and price cap 

Å Next steps  
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Å Consultation period: 3rd of September ς 30th of September 
 
Å Feedback received from:  

o ACTILITY 
o DSOs 
o FEBEG 
o FEBELIEC 
o RESTORE 
o NEXT KRAFTWERKE 

Consultation aFRR Design Note 
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ÅIn general, Febeliec can follow and agree with most of the elements discussed and proposed in the design 
note. Febeliec is pleased that Elia is again making additional steps to open up the balancing market to a 
larger range of market players and technologies, in order to increase the liquidity and thus the competition 
in those markets, which can only lead to lower costs and more efficiency, to the benefit of society as a 
whole.  
 

ÅNext Kraftwerke: We very much appreciate the development in opening the R2 market for non-CIPU units 
 

ÅREstore supports 9ƭƛŀΩǎ baseline concept proposal  
 

ÅLes GRD accueillent favorablement le développement ŘΩǳƴŜ offre de service du marché à ƭΩŞǉǳƛƭƛōǊŜ du 
système électrique à partir de clients raccordés sur le réseau de distribution. Cette approche permettra aux 
clients de la distribution répondant aux conditions de participer à ƭΩŞǉǳƛƭƛōǊŜ du système. Elle a également 
comme objectif de diversifier les sources pour ce service dans ƭΩŜǎǇƻƛǊ ŘΩŜƴ réduire le coût global pour la 
collectivité.  
 

Positive feedback 

Feedback stakeholders on new aFRR design  

WG BALANCING 16/10/2018  



ÅFEBEG: A cost-benefit-analysis demonstrating the increased social welfare of the new aFRR design is 
missing  
ÅMO activation, opening to non-CIPU and short-terms sourcing is a legal requirement.  

 
ÅFebeliec: it is not always clear when to read DSO as only public DSOs or also including CDSOs 

ÅElia will clarify where CDSO points are included 
 
ÅDSOs: Cadre légal et rôle FDM des GRD  

ÅThe roles & responsibilities will be agreed between the DSOs and TSO taking into account relevant 
legislation.   

 
ÅNext Kraftwerke: We would like to point out that for any investment in R2 by an aggregator it is very 

important that there is a high level of certainty that the R2 non-CIPU product will be developed, that it will 
be developed with high priority and that a strong effort will be made to keep the suggested timeline. 
ÅElia recognizes the concern and this will be presented in the implementation study.  

 

General remarks  

Feedback stakeholders on new aFRR design  



Å Baseline methodology: 
Á REstore fully supports 9ƭƛŀΩǎ proposal to implement a baseline based on a 1-min ahead forecast sent by the BSP every 4 seconds. At this 

stage, REstore however requests from Elia an additional delay to further analyze the concrete requirements associated to this baseline 
proposal. 

Á FEBEG wants to express its concerns with regard to the new baseline approach for aFRR: an aFRR provider will have to send the baseline 
which is expected one minute later each 4 seconds  

Á The baseline is evaluated on the pool of non-participating units (s. Article 14 in design note). We understand the reasoning for the 
approach, but also see an important issue.  

Based on experience of the pilot project, Elia is convinced that the proposed methodology is a good starting point 
However, Elia will re-evaluate this methodology one year after the go-live (when sufficient data is available) and will discuss the results with 
the stakeholders. 
 

Å Combination of aFRR and mFRR 
Á Febeliec is still disappointed that it will not be possible to offer aFRR and mFRR from a same delivery point.  Ą only allowed for unit based 

bids in first instance  
Elia reminds that for the same delivery point  the prequalification is allowed for aFRR and mFRR and  a flexible bidding mechanism is proposed 
enabling BSPs to attribute close to real time per quarter hour delivery points to a product. mFRR and aFRR on the same delivery points for the 
bidding process is allowed but not during the same quarter-hour, unless unit based bidding is applied (for CIPU and non-CIPU). Allowing a 
combined delivery (aFRR/mFRR) for portfolio bids means a large and complex implementation with impact on timing and cost whereas the 
added value cannot be demonstrated at this moment. 
 

Å Metering and submetering:  
Á FEBEG agrees with the principle of metering at the same level for delivery points, allowing submetering without hierarchy. To this effect no 

distinction between CIPU and Non-CIPU delivery points should exist: submetering should also be allowed for a CIPU delivery point. 
Point in clarification with FEBEG 

Clarifications and remarks for the key changes of the design  

Feedback stakeholders on new aFRR design  
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ÅReal-time data exchange 
ÅQualification process 
ÅSecondary market  
ÅBidding process 
ÅActivations in the EMS 
ÅPenalty for activation control  
ÅAvailability check 
 

Clarifications and remarks for the other processes of the aFRR design: 

Feedback stakeholders on new aFRR design  
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Å Capacity tender 
 

Å Price cap 
 

Important feedback is received on following topics 

Feedback stakeholders on new aFRR design  
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Feedback of the stakeholders on new aFRR design 
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Proposal of Elia (option 1):  
Å Separated procurement of FCR and aFRR 
Å Merge of local FCR procurement with regional FCR procurement from go-live new aFRR design.  

 
Reaction of stakeholders: 
Å FEBEG ƛǎ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴ ŦŀǾƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴΣ ƛΦŜΦ άƻƴŜ ǎǘŜǇέ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ 

 
Å From a practical point of view and in order to avoid too numerous changes to internal operational procedures and product 

designs, Febeliec would rather lean towards a one-step approach, insofar that Elia has a clear view on the availability of 
sufficient volumes after this split to fulfil all the required volumes at an acceptable price level.  
 

Å REstore challenges the proposal of Elia to wait until the launch of the new aFRR design to implement the split procurement. (No 
answer with respect to option 1 or option 2) 
 

Å Next Kraftwerke  is fine with a one-stop option even though this might mean that the product will be opened at a later stage. 
Next Kraftwerke however only votes for a one-stop option if Elia can provide a high level of certainty that the suggested 
timeline can be kept and that a go-live by January/February 2020 is highly probable 

Capacity tender 

Support of stakeholders to apply the proposal of Elia (option 1) 
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FEBEG is of the opinion that Elia should perform a sound market potential analysis demonstrating that only 4 hour blocks will lead to a 

reduction of the total cost of aFRR (capacity and energy), taking into account the following factors:  

¶ LƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ //D¢ΩǎΥ  

¢ƘŜ ǎƘƛŦǘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ п ƘƻǳǊ ōƭƻŎƪǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ //D¢ΩǎΦ 9ȄŎŜǇǘ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ be expected 

ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŦƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ //D¢Ωǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎΣ start-up costs will be added in the capacity bids 

of CCGTs for each 4 hours block.  

 On top of that, the length of the start-ǳǇ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ //D¢Ωǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘΣ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ //D¢Ωǎ.   

If Elia nonetheless choses to stick to the introduction of 4 hour blocks, FEBEG proposes to have a daily procurement of 24 hour products in 

combination with daily procurement of 4 hour blocks.  

Feedback on capacity tender with blocks of 4 hours (summary) 

Feedback of the stakeholders on new aFRR design 

Å Combination of blocks of 4 hours and blocks of 24 hours is not straight forward 
Å Analyses are ongoing  
Å The objective is a technology neutral product and a 24 hour only product  is typical for 

CCGTs 
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Feedback of Capacity tender with asymmetric capacity bidding (summary)  
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Feedback of Next Kraftwerke: 
Due to low competition the aFRR market Ą market parties with market power can react by price dumping and 
increasing the cost for the pedant R2 down (or up).  
 
We would therefore like to ask Elia to consider the following two additional approaches: 
ÅObligation for all market parties to offer a part of the overall offered volume (e.g. 25 %) as fully asymmetric 

products (no symmetric offer for these volumes)  and/or 
ÅElia sources a part of the over all sourced volume (e.g. 25%) only from asymmetric bids.  

Feedback of the stakeholders on new aFRR design 

Å Elia understands the concern and share the same objective 
Å Elia is not convinced that this objective will be fulfilled in the most efficient way with this 

proposal. 
Å Analysis are ongoing 
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Maximum activation price for reserved bids 
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ÅOnly for reserved bids of the energy bids   
 
Å Ex-ante determined price cap  
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Feedback on price cap for reserved bids  
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Å Febeliec is in general not in favour of introducing price caps. However, as the balancing market and the aFRR 

market in particular are not very liquid, with a very limited number of actors and a very high market concentration as 

shown by the HHI index, Febeliec would support the introduction of a price cap above the value of the Intraday 

market price cap in order to limit the margin for abuse from market players, and this until the level of competition 

and liquidity (both number of actors and volume) have sufficiently increased to allow for the abolition of such price 

cap.  

 
Å REstore ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ 9ƭƛŀΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀ ǇǊƛŎŜ ŎŀǇ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎŜǊǾŜŘ ōƛŘǎΦ  

 
Å Next Kraftwerke appreciates the removal or shift of price caps. A first stage price cap of about 1500 ϵ for positive energy bids 

and of about -1500 ϵ for negative energy bids seems to be a good intermediate solution to avoid market power excretion at 
high prices.  
 

Å FEBEG notices that Elia is already proposing ς which is much appreciated ς ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƴƎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ΨŘŜƳŀƴŘ ǎǇƛƪŜǎΩΦ  
  

Feedback of the stakeholders on new aFRR design 

Å Support to have a price cap for reserved bids as transitory measure (except Restore) 
ÅOpinions of the value of the price cap are very different 
ÅOne option is an evaluative price cap and to start with 1500ϵ/MWh 
ÅOnly transitory measure 
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FEBEG pleads for the implementation of marginal pricing and pay-as-ŎƭŜŀǊŜŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ .{tΩǎ - in one step. Implementing the one 
without the other, creates a disequilibrium in the price signal between BSPs and BRPs which is not acceptable.  
   
Should, nevertheless, Elia chose to still stick to the pay-as-bid mechanism for a temporary period, this can only be combined 
with a weighted average imbalance pricing for the aFRR activations.   

Feedback on remuneration  

Feedback of the stakeholders on new aFRR design 

On top of that, FEBEG also insists on more clear and transparent rules for the activation of mFRR. At the moment the 
decision to start activating mFRR ς to replace aFRR - ƛǎ ƭŜŦǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǇŀǘŎƘŜǊΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ŀƴ 
immediate impact on the activation of aFRR and the imbalance price. 

Feedback on activation mFRR 

Å We refer to the marginal pricing study: aFRR marginal pricing only when sufficient liquidity.  
Å Elia will consider the possibility to keep the weighted average imbalacing pricing for aFRR activations.  
Å Rules are described in the balancing rules.   
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Å5{hΩǎ ask for a unified approach for the collection of measurements data between TSO and DSO delivery points. 
 

ü9ƭƛŀΩǎ supports a unified approach between TSO* and DSO delivery points for the data collection to minimise entry 
barriers for new technologies. 

 
ÅNext Kraftwerke asks if it will be guaranteed that both DSO and TSO delivery points can enter the aFRR market, and if so, how the 

aggregator shall transmit measurement data on delivery point level?  
 

üElia and the 5{hΩǎ discussed the identified options for the collection of 4 second measurement data from non-CIPU units 
and are working closely together towards a hybrid solution : 
 
VPrivately owned device by the BSP  
VMinimal technical requirements set by Elia and the DSO (accuracy, gateway connection,Χ) 
V Live connection between non-CIPU delivery point and a cloud-based platform 
VMinimal entry barrier for the BSP  

Feedback with regards data collection for non-CIPU units 

* The data-collection for CIPU technical units will follow the existing way of working, based on the real-time SCADA to SCADA connection 

Feedback aFRR Design Note 

Details on this hybrid solution for the collection of measurement data will be consulted via the implementation plan of aFRR, 
which will be published in the beginning of November. 
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Å The DSOs consider that  ToE is only applicable when the effect of the activation is visible at the head-meter, i.e. when BRPsource(s) is (are) 

actually disturbed. 
 

ü Elia clarifies that pollution/side effects aside from the delivery point also influences the head-meter on access point. Due to the 
nature of the aFRR product (asset-level), both the control of the service and the activated volume (which can be subject to ToE) 
needs to be calculated on level of the delivery point. The actual correction of the perimeter takes place on access point.   

 
Å The 5{hΩǎ consider there is an inconsistency between the asymmetric imbalance adjustment performed on level of the aggregated 15Ω 

data and the 4έ measurement approach proposed by Elia. 
 

ü Elia clarifies that BRPbsp is corrected with the requested volume on a 15Ω basis; resulting from an aggregation of 4έ power 
measurement (= incentive correction). Therefore the asymmetric imbalance adjustment algorithm will also be executed after 
aggregation of 4έ measurements on a 15Ω basis.  

 
Å The 5{hΩǎ propose to work with 4έ energy values before aggregation on a 15 minute-basis, rather than having 4έ snapshots of power 

measurements.  
 
ü Elia clarifies that the same approach will be followed as for CIPU units, meaning 4έ snapshots  of the power measurements.  

 

CŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŀƎŜ ƻŦ пέ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ToE 

Feedback aFRR Design Note 
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ÅRestore and Febeliec supports the implementation of ToE for aFRR.  

ÅHowever, Elia received no feedback on the survey for market actors. Elia has no view on the assets that 
will participate or volumes which will be offered.  

 

ÅRestore believes the scope should not be limited to demand response and a solution for the participation of 
distributed generation should be assessed. 

 

ÅNext Kraftwerke indicates: 

Å The discrimination of net-injection in the framework of ToE ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ provide a level playing field 
ÅNKW proposes an alternative solution* to give pass-through contract holders access to the reserve 

power market via a BSP. 

 

ü Elia analyses this alternative solution in detail and discusses it with CREG.  If this solution indeed 
proves to be an adequate alternative, it will made available to facilitate the participation of pass-
through contract holders in the market of aFRR.  

 

Feedback with regards to ToE 

Feedback aFRR Design Note 

Need for a solution 
for the participation 
of net-injection 

* all non-confidential feedback received from market players during the public consultation of the aFRR design note will be shared via the consultation note.    



Next steps  
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Å Finalizing consultation document  
Å Update design note  

 
 

Å Consultation of implementation study in November  
 

Å Publication of implementation study on the 20th of December  
 

ÅOngoing collaboration with DSOs 

Publication on the website of Elia 31/10 
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3. Feedback consultation feedback MVAR 
 

 
  



In general 

24 

- Consultation from 10/09 to 05/10 

- 4 replies: FEBEG, RWE, Febeliec, BASF 

- Amended study report & consultation report to be made public on 31/10 

 

- Reminder: Remarks on price determination will be forwarded to the regulator for the 
future discussions, but not all are within the scope of the study 
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Remarks received (1) 
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Å 9ƭƛŀΩǎ proposal is against provisions of E-Law (Art. 12 quinquies) 

 Reply: Indeed, in its report Elia indicates that modification of Art. 12 quinquies is a  prerequisite 

 

Å Some market parties would expect Elia to investigate how conditions for competition can be 
improved, especially as market based procurement will ultimately lead to the lowest cost for society.  

 Reply: In its report Elia makes a thorough demonstration that MVAR is inherently a product  not 
 adapted for large-scale markets. This has been demonstrated also by past experience,  but also 
 the fact that no other EU country uses a market mechanism for MVAR. 
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Remarks received (2) 
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Å Some market parties argue that future evolutions would lead to more liquidity allowing a market provision.  

 Reply: As also demonstrated in the report, this is not true. Given that competition could in theory only  be 
 organized locally, even with much more liquidity problems remain: some parties will remain  incumbent, 
 products non-comparable, information not perfect etc. 

Å Elia also focusses on the lack of competition on ΨƴƻŘŜǎΩ with the argument that MVAR is not transportable. 
This claim raises some questions. How can MVAR be exchanged with neighbors (France) through 
interconnections if it is not transportable? How can two nodes (Doel/Tihange) be so important that 
synchronous compensators should be installed there in case of nuclear decommissioning?  

Reply: Cross-border exchanges of MVAR do not mean that MVAR's are transportable. Even these 
exchanges only aim at regulating certain areas close to the border. Furthermore, regulation of the 380kV 
(which is very important to maintain the reactive balance of the entire Belgian system) depends on 7 units 
in overall, which makes it important to continue having capacities in case of nuclear decomissioning. 
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Remarks received (3) 
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Å Remuneration should cover at least : industrial and operational risks, monitoring costs, administrative costs, 
commercial risks, maintenance costs, specific costs and investment costs. 

 Reply: Elia takes note of this input and reminds that price determination will be made by the regulator. 

Å Some market parties plead that remuneration should also have a fixed component in addition to a variable 
one to cover some of the above-mentioned costs. 

 Reply: Elia takes note of this input and reminds that price determination will be made by the regulator. 
 However Elia would like to reiterate its position that remuneration should in any case reflect availability  of 
 units. 

Å Some market parties plead that 9ƭƛŀΩǎ proposal for a mandatory provision of the service are discriminatory 
since some parties will be obliged to bear the risks of MVAR and others not. 

 Reply: 9ƭƛŀΩǎ recommendations in this regard only project what is foreseen by the legal framework: Elia  is 
 entitled to use all regulation capacities present in the transmission grid to the measure of their 
 technical capacities, which are outlined by the NC requirements 
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Remarks received (4) 
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Å Applying a universal price would also cause a huge discriminatory treatment of market parties. 

 Reply: Elia takes note of this input and reminds that price determination will be made by the regulator. 
 Elia refers also to its position described in section 7.6 of the study report. 

 

ÅSome market parties request more clarifications in regards to storage, given the gap in RfG for storage. 

 Reply: RfG is indeed missing specifications on storage. However Elia made some specific proposals to 
 close this gap (especially concerning connection requirements), which figure in its proposal for the 
 amendment of the FGC (Art. 102), and to which the study refers. Storage should participate in the  service 
 as any asynchronous PGM, unless if for any reason its limited energy content affects delivery of  the 
 MVAR or other ancillary service. 
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Remarks received (5) 
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Å Market parties request that Elia makes an effort to clarify roles & responsibilities for MVAR, especially given 
the differences in the scope of RfG ŀƴŘ 5// ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴƛƴƎ /5{hΩǎΦ 

Reply: Elia understands the need for these clarifications and will review the study report in this regard.  In 
particular for transmission-connected /5{hΩǎ, Elia confirms the market partiesΩ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿ ƛƴ that the TS-
connected CDSO should be  responsible for (voluntary) provision of the MVAR service using any  assets 
that might be connected to his grid (as also specified in section 9.3). 

 

ÅSome market parties request more explanations on the 5MVAR threshold and indicate that it should be 
possible to lower this threshold. 

 Reply: The 5MVAR threshold is a default value. However Elia accepts that this threshold be lowered to 
 1MVAR at request of a provider. 
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Remarks received (6) 
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ÅMarket parties wonder whether solution n°2 is technically feasible for all potential suppliers of MVAR and 
wonder whether this will not limit the participation of assets due to a too high technical (and thus costly) 
burden. 

Reply: Elia reminds that this solution should only be applicable to units providing the automatic service  for 
the reasons mentioned in the report. For units providing a stepwise reaction (such as the ones  provided by 
capacitor banks) the default solution (who ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ require any metering) should be  possible. 
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Remarks received (6) 
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ÅMarket parties indicate that the study is focused on generation and ask for more clarifications on the 
participation of other kinds of assets (i.e. capacitor banks, reactors) 

Reply: Elia shares the opinion that other types of (existing or new) assets should be able to  participate 
to the service as indicated in section 9.4. In the same section Elia also indicates that these  assets should 
participate in the provision of the service under the same rules as other assets, to be  determined by the 
regulated VSP Terms & Conditions, albeit with price(s) reflecting real operating costs  (in the spirit of Elia's 
recommendations on price structure formulated in section 7.6.1). Elia will review  the report to give more 
clarifications on modalities and make terminology more neutral. 
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3. Imbalance prices: 

Modification alpha component 



As Is 



As Is 
Definition of alpha 
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Å Alpha increases MIP or 

decrease MDP when abs SI 

>= 140 MW 

Å Based on avg of 8 : damp 

effect 

Å Power 2 to have 

exponential effect 

Å Divided by 15.000 : was 

set as starting point to limit 

alpha value 

Alpha = average { (SI QH-t) 
P , é , (SI QH) P } / D 

Å t = 7 (8 QHs) 

Å D = 15 000 

Å P = 2 

As Is 



As Is 
Observation 2016-17 
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All QHs: 

 

Å Alpha = 0 in 69 % of the cases 

Å Alpha ] 1 to 10 ] in 30 % of cases 

Å Alpha > 10 only in 1% of cases 

 

QHs with abs(SI) >= 140 MW: 

 

Å Alpha ] 1 to 10] in 96 % of the cases 

Å Alpha ] 10 to 20 ] in 3 % of cases 



As Is 
Observation 2016-17: QHs with large SI: abs(SI) >= 500 MW 
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Contribution of Alpha to Neg. 

Pimb is very low even when SI is 

large !!! 

Contribution of Alpha to Pimb is 

very low even when SI is large !!! 



As Is  
Case of 12 December 2017 
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Alpha 

- Increases slowly in time 

- Remains very limited vs 

MIP even after a few 

hours 
(max 30 ú/MWh while SI went to 

1000MW!) 

Zoom 



To Be 



Å Observations 10-12/12/2017   alpha remains low and did not create enough incentive for BRPs 

Å Historical observations     market reaction observed around 400 ï 500 ú/MWh 

Å Introduction of mFRR merit order   prices will be less volatile 

Driver 1: Balancing incentives 
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Case of 12 December 2017 

Issues with Alpha 

Å Increases slowly with time 

Å Remains very limited even in case of long and 

large SI 



Incentive to create for ARP 

Å Avoid neg. imbalance during storm 

 Č BRP should foresee the replacement energy and adapt production program before the start of the storm (high ID price 

expected) 

 ČStrong incentive must be created via strong alpha for negative imbalance 

Å Avoid pos. imbalance during cut-in / cut-off 

 Č Cut off and in at the right time (according to new production program) 

 Č Need small component on top of D bid (GC price) Č As Is incentive for positive imbalance is +-OK 

Driver 2: Offshore risk 
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t 

MW Storm 

Cut-off Cut-in 

Replacement energy to 

be foreseen by the ARP 



To Be: different variables 
Assessment of incentives needed 
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Variable Alpha for neg. imbalance* Alpha for pos. imbalance** 

As Is in case of large SI 20-40  ú/MWh 20-40 ú/MWh 

1. Imbalance incentives Up to 200 ï 300 ú/MWh n.a. 

2. Storm risk Up to 200 ï 300 ú/MWh 
As Is = +- OK  

(only slight incr. needed) 

Conclusion needs for 

alpha 
Up to 200-300 ú/MWh +- 50  ú/MWh 

* On top of MIP which is expected to be around 100-200 ú/MWh 

** On top of MDP which is expected to be around -100 ú/MWh 



Alpha should change  

ü Decrease/increase faster 

ü Stronger in magnitude for large imbalances 

 

To Be 
Possible approaches 
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Alpha = average { (SI QH-t) 
P , é , (SI QH) P } / D 

How can we modify it? 

1. Adapt the parameters of formula 

Å t = increase alpha faster in time 

Å D = increase alpha stronger in magnitude 

Å P = increase alpha stronger in magnitude 

Focus on t and D 

Too steep increase 

Example with SI = 500 

Å P = 2 Č Alpha = 16,7 ú/MWh 

Å P = 3 Č Alpha = 8 333 ú/MWh 

Å t = 7 (8 QHs) 

Å D = 15 000 

Å P = 2 

with 

As Is To Be 

2. Change the formula Č new curve 



More refined formula with curve that: 

Å Limit impact on balancing margin for small SI  

Å Then exponential increase (create incentive for BRP) 

Å Then logarithmic increase for very large SI (incentive is high enough) 

Å Take avg. of SI on 2 QHs as input 

Proposal  

New formula: S-Shaped curve 
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Sigmoid (S-Shaped) curve 

Example 

Å a = 0 

Å b = 500 

Å c = 600 

Å d = 65 

Å x = average { (abs(SI QH-1); abs(SI QH ) } 

Zoom in [140, 300 MW] 



Proposal 
Formula single pricing 
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As Is 

To Be 

Å New asymmetrical values (Ŭneg and Ŭpos 

Ŭ1 = Ŭ2 

ɓ1 = ɓ2 = 0  

ɓ1 = - Ŭ2 

ɓ2 = - Ŭ1 



Proposal 
Alpha curve visualization for pos. and neg. imbalances 
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Ŭ1 ὥρ
ὦρ
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ὧρ ὼ
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Å a1 = 0 

Å b1 = 200 

Å c1 = 450 

Å d1 = 65 

Å x = average { (abs(SI QH-1); abs(SI QH ) } 

Å a2 = 0 

Å b2 = 50 

Å c2 = 450 

Å d2 = 65 

Å x = average { (abs(SI QH-1); abs(SI QH ) } 

Ŭ2 ὥς
ὦς

ρ ÅØÐ 
ὧς ὼ

Ὠς

 

If ABS (SI) >140 MW 

If ABS(SI) >140 MW 

Disclaimer 

Exact parameters might be still changed 

subject to discussions with relevant 

stakeholders 


