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Introduction and context 

FEBEG appreciates Elia’s initiative to launch this public consultation. The Transfer of Energy 

(TOE) mechanism is of significant importance to FEBEG members. The financial implications 

can be huge for suppliers and BRPs (missed revenues and imbalances) in case independent 

aggregators interfere in their portfolios without the existence of a proper market model. 

FEBEG is therefore happy that Elia together with Synergrid work on solutions that mitigate 

those impacts. 

In order to lower the costs and burdens for all market parties involved and thus to lower 

the total cost for society, FEBEG prefers one single ToE solution (less complexity and 

overhead costs). The Corrected Model that is now being introduced by ELIA is superior 

from different perspectives (risks, financial, operational and administrative burden, 

scalability, ..) and supported by all market parties. We therefore ask that all involved 

stakeholders work together towards that single ToE solution with specific attention also to 

baselining for determining activated volumes and visibility on grid user activations through 

notifications. 

Introduction of the Corrected Model 

FEBEG is very pleased to see that Elia is working to implement the “Corrected Model” (CM) 

approach for Transfer of Energy (ToE) which improves and simplifies the existing model for 

ToE. We have consistently advocated for the CM as the most pragmatic and cost-effective 

option. FEBEG thus welcomes Elia’s efforts to introduce the Corrected Model (CM) as an 

alternative ToE regime. It shares similarities with the pass-through regime, particularly 

since the settlement occurs directly between the supplier and the grid user—an existing 

and familiar process for both parties —thus avoiding additional complexity. We support the 

implementation of a system that lowers costs and burdens, especially for a market party 

that does not have any benefits from ToE (BRP/Supplier). The CM should become the 

standard approach, applicable to all types of delivery points, across all voltage levels, and 

for all products covered by ToE. 
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While FEBEG is very pleased that solutions are being developed to neutralize the impact of 

ToE on suppliers, some key inaccuracies must be addressed. One issue that we see for the 

DA – Intraday ToE is that the “High X of Y” baseline is not a suitable method for calculating 

corrected volumes. It introduces volume inaccuracies that translate into unjustified 

financial risks for suppliers—risks they cannot identify nor mitigate. Mainly in the form of 

imbalance exposures.It is the responsibility of the system operator to design rules that do 

not unfairly disadvantage any party. FEBEG believes that the “High X of Y” baseline might 

be acceptable for customers with highly predictable consumption profiles, provided this is 

substantiated with concrete evidence on a case-by-case basis. However, this approach is 

inappropriate for BESS, renewables, generation units, and the vast majority of customers. 

As scheduling obligations are expected to expand to more delivery points, the schedule  

should become the standard baseline. The SO should strive for fast implementation of 

voluntary schedules. 

For delivery points without scheduling obligations, multiple options should be made 

possible and some options should be excluded for specific use cases. Some examples for 

baselines could be: 

•  For upward activation the following correction method: Min [High X of Y; Previous 

QH]. 

• Baseline = 0 for standalone BESS 

• … 

In any case, the SO should ensure and follow up that the baseline is representative. In 

addition, an anonymized yearly reporting on the accuracy of the baseline use should be 

made available to the suppliers. 

Very importantly, we also ask (CREG and Elia, together with the stakeholders) to review the 

Fall-Back formula of the CREG for the clients that, in the short term, will still be active in 

the current ‘CSM’ regime. The scope of the ToE changes, so the formula needs to change 

as well. This is particularly relevant for DSO-connected clients, since the formula is 

completely out of line with the energy contracts (focus too much on the long term forward 

markets, we propose an approach that is closer to EPEX prices) for this group of clients, 

but also urgent for TSO-clients.  This formula change should ideally take place before 

extending the ToE to other voltage levels. Also, different formulas depending on voltage 

level and direction (injection/offtake) might be needed and reviewed on a regularly basis 

(as scope evolves). 

This being said, a general price formula - based on complete market - is never reflecting 

the position of a specific supplier, and therefore impact on the supplier will remain: 

another good and fair reason to go for the Corrected Model (with compensation on 

individual supply price) as single ToE solution. 
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Detailed comments 

ToE for aFRR 

Although FEBEG members have enabled the participation of many delivery points through 

opt-out agreements, extending ToE to aFRR is a logical step, given its existing application 

in mFRR. FEBEG members encourage Elia to further work towards a single ToE solution for 

all voltage levels i.e. the Corrected Model. 

Notifications 

Febeg regrets that for aFFR no notifications are foreseen to inform the BRP. Notifications 

are foreseen for activations in mFRR and DA/ID and should also be foreseen in case of an 

aFRR activation. The BRP is responsible to maintain the balance within his portfolio, so the 

BRP needs to be properly informed (also to avoid counterbalancing) when a third party 

intervenes in its portfolio. Therefore, the system operator should foresee a solution to 

inform the BRP as they would otherwise undermine the role of the BRP. FEBEG could accept 

- seeing complexity - a work around/proxy, for example the aFRR band and period 

scheduled on the supplier’s portfolio. FEBEG cannot accept that no notification is sent. 

Other amendments 

According to FEBEG, when an FSP opts for the CM approach, this choice should apply to all 

delivery points associated with a given BRP/supplier. This will result in less operational 

complexity of ToE (and thus less costs and risks). We ask Elia to make the necessary 

changes to encourage the use of the Corrected Model which is the only sustainable, 

enduring solution. 

 

Regarding VAT, we agree with Elia that VAT-related issues must be resolved prior to go-

live. This is indeed important, also for FEBEG.  

FEBEG also stresses the importance of progressing the multiple BRP roll-out at Elia level in 

parallel with the development of additional ToE regimes. The overarching objective is to 

enable flexibility to be valorised without unfairly shifting costs and risks onto other market 

participants. Synchronization of both topics is essential. 

Managing multiple FSPs under a single access point appears highly complex. Concrete use 

cases and settlement examples would greatly aid understanding. Furthermore, we are 

deeply concerned about complex use-cases that would be rolled out and result in 

misalignments, risks of misinterpretations, high follow-up costs, etc. We prefer that basic 

solutions and options are tested first before going into more complex combinations.  

Where both the FSP and BRP/supplier are in agreement, it would be highly beneficial for 

Elia to provide activated volumes per quarter-hour and per product at the delivery point 

level. Under current opt-out agreements, BRPs/suppliers must rely solely on FSP-provided 

data. Febeg members are therefore pleased that additional data is foreseen for the opt-out 

regime in the updated ToE rules. Having this information validated and shared by the 

system operator will significantly enhance collaboration. FEBEG members would welcome 

access to this data via an API. Overall, FEBEG members ask for more information and 
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transparency regarding the use of ToE, activated volumes, etc. This could also be beneficial 

for the consumer to have more insights.  

Finally, suppliers must be able to rely on recent metering data to accurately source the 

energy expected to be off-taken by grid users. Therefore, it is crucial that corrected 

metering data be made available no later than two days after the delivery day (D+2). 

Conclusion 

FEBEG appreciates Elia’s efforts to include the Corrected Model as an alternative within the 

ToE framework. FEBEG is convinced that this will lower the total societal cost of 

independent FSPs looking to activate flexibility in BRP-Suppliers’ portfolio.  

Looking ahead, we ask for a phase-out of the current (central settlement) regime, to lower 

the overall complexity in the market. Indeed, we believe the number of regimes should be 

streamlined and simplified, to include only the CM, pass-through, and opt-out (as long as 

it remains in use by market participants). This simplification is essential to reduce 

operational complexity and associated costs. This being said, we also ask for some 

improvements in the CM and also for aFRR visibility on activations through notifications 

(see above).  

Meanwhile, since it will take time to implement the CM and phase out the CSM, the Central 

Settlement Model (CSM) should also be improved (especially since it will be expanded to 

the DSO-level). For this we ask that the fall back formula of the CREG (which we try to 

avoid)  is adapted and improved to be more realistic, based on EPEX markets instead of 

long term markets (in case that FEBEG members and FSPs would, unfortunately, not be able 

to find an agreement). 

Finally, the development of a robust solution for multiple BRPs at Elia level must proceed in 

a coordinated manner to ensure that all flexibility can be brought to market without 

imposing unjustified costs on BRPs and suppliers. 


