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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The Liberalisation of the electricity sector was to insure a European electricity market that would be competitive and 
that would increase security of supply and European competitiveness.  

The European transmission network financed at Cost+ was to promote international competition in the single 
electricity market.  

 

In many countries, like Belgium and France, the company that had a virtual monopoly in the electricity sector 
largely dominates the electricity production of the country, only about ten percent of the production capacity of 
which being shared among competitors.  

De facto,  

• Only those previous monopolists, with powerful, efficient and partially amortised electricity production parks are 
able to make bids to supply large energy consumers with electricity at competitive prices. Indeed, a new 
producer, with relative higher costs and a limited power, will prefer to sell its electricity to smaller clients.  

• For the supply to electro intensive consumers, the only possible competition is the international competition 
between the large producers of nearby countries.  

Logically, the liberalisation of the electricity sector had in mind the “European single market” with, at least for starts, 
one market for each large area, such as Western Europe without Italy or Spain. 

 

However, the current implementation of the liberalisation uses the borders to impede this « European single 
market » and to keep a lot of national markets, « Village Markets » as it were, each of them in the hands of its 
historical producer, which is free to impose its own electricity price.  How ?   

• The European Commission is in favour of an allocation of cross-border capacity between two countries 
according to market-based mechanisms, while it is obvious that the markets do not work !  

• Some actors want to impose explicit auctioning and market coupling mechanisms, that imply the payment of a 
“border-crossing toll” which is close to the difference between the electricity prices of the two national markets. 
It is a real « customs duty » which adapts itself to the market price differentials, which destroys the advantage 
of importing and which is inconsistent with the creation of Europe. 

• The traders want a « Market of the Grid » and even secondary markets for the trading of cross-border 
capacities, whereas one knows from the beginning that the Liberalisation with third party access to the network 
requires free access to that network, which has to be regulated and financed at « Cost + » !  

• « Daily nominations » allow each cross-border capacity owner to decide on daily basis not to transfer the 
allocated power across the border.  This way, during the monthly or annual cross-border capacity allocation, 
they prevent from considering “netting” (compensation) between import and export and limit each of them to 
the physical capacity that can be allocated. 

• The capacities to be allocated monthly are ridiculously low.  They are limited by the reservation of capacity for 
historical contracts and for the excessive loop-flows generated by the bordering network operators.  

 

The management of cross-border capacity France-Belgium is a major stake for the survival of large 
industrial consumers in the three countries.  

 



1.2 ABOUT THE SURVEY : 

GABE questions the ground of a consultation that limits the annual and monthly allocation methods to explicit 
auctioning.  This method has been requested by the electricity sector but has been strongly rejected from the 
beginning by the consumers. 

GABE is against the following ideas:  

• «… usage of the inter-connectors must be the result of efficient trade »  

• « Improvement and harmonization of the existing allocation mechanisms on the continental European network 
through the implementation of a coordinated explicit auction mechanism” 

 

GABE asks the Regulators 

• how one can deal with integration of the French, Belgian and Dutch markets without considering Germany and 
its borders. Indeed, the electricity exchanges between Germany and the considered markets are not negligible 
and must be integrated – together with the characteristics of the German grid - in the equations of any 
« coordinated » allocation method.  

• why some cross border capacities like France-Belgium vary with the seasons while other ones do not seem to 
be influenced by them ?  

 

Lastly, GABE is surprised to read : « It is hoped that a consensus will emerge from this consultation and will help 
the three regulators to decide on the best way to answer these questions.”  

In all markets traders try to raise the prices and customers try to lower them !  

After all, the Member States and the Regulatory Authorities will have to take the responsibility to choose between  

• satisfying the electricity sector 

• the competitiveness of the electro-intensive industries of their countries. 

 

 



2  GABE’S POSITION 

In the framework of the liberalisation, the network is regulated according to a « cost+ ».  

One should therefore reject all « networks of the grid » and, accordingly, explicit auctions, the allocation of the 
whole cross-border capacity to « Market-Coupling » with all kinds of financial covers, “Coordinated 
Auctions”, “Coordinated Market-Coupling”, … 

 

2.1 FINAL SOLUTION : 

In order to tend to a « European single market », GABE requests to rapidly  

• regroup in one « price zone » , without any electricity borders anymore, Belgium, the Netherlands, 
France and Germany.  Those are neighbouring countries with production parks the costs of which are similar 
enough (though to a lesser extent for the Netherlands) to allow mutual competition between their producers 
(N.B. : the import and export fluxes of a country cancel each other out, therefore only the differential will induce 
its interconnections).   

• appoint a « super zone TSO »  • which will manage the interconnections and the parts of the network which are significant for international 
exchanges,   • which will have to optimise the resolution of congestions through investments and/or re-dispatching.  • which will coordinate the actions of national TSOs.  

• Spread the decongestion costs, which are limited, among the countries and integrate them in their 
transportation tariffs, either evenly, or according to the “inter-TSO compensation mechanism”.  

 

2.2 TEMPORARY MANAGEMENT OF THE BELGIAN–FRENCH BORDER : 

2.2.1 Increase of the France-Belgium cross-border capacity : 

Significant and rapid de-bottlenecking of interconnections, as planned by Elia. 

 

Maximisation of the cross border capacities to be allocated, by :  

• imposing a cooperation between network operators with respect for the interests of the countries ;  

• setting an official limit to the powers of the loop-flows a network operator can generate across 
neighbouring countries, in the form of a percentage of their cross border capacities ; 

• introducing de-phasing-transformers in all B-NL interconnections, in order to limit loop-flows generated 
by France and Germany.   

 

2.2.2  Transparency and Information :  

Should be controlled by the regulator(s) and published in all transparency :  

• the cross-border capacities – physical net (NTC), reserved, to be allocated – and their methods and calculation 
hypotheses, their parameters and their results;  

• all pertinent information about those values, in real time ; 

• the real usage rates for each capacity type, afterwards. 

 

2.2.3 Spread of the F-B Capacity : 

• One should above all prevent the cross-border capacity which is financed by consumers from being 
monopolised by the international trading operations for the only benefit of the traders.  

- Required spread : 

A priori, the Stock Exchange should receive a share of cross-border capacity according to its share in the supply to 
the consumers, but it needs more, for its liquidity. 



Monthly and annual capacities have to be strongly increased.  At the moment, they are far too low to face the 
demand, while daily capacities are too high for their usage.  

 

 

Therefore, France-Belgium cross-border capacity has to be spread this way :  

• Annual and monthly capacities according to bilateral contracts for supply to the consumers ;  

• Daily and infra-day capacities at BelPEx ; 

• The strong decrease of annual/monthly capacity due to a few hours of works on the interconnections has to be 
dealt with by production coordinated re-dispatching ; the TSOs have to compensate the lack of physical 
capacity compared with the annual/monthly capacity, during an hour H, by an increase of production in Belgium 
and a decrease of production in France. The financial differential between the payment for the production in 
Belgium and the payment for the lack of production in France represents a re-dispatching cost. The TSO have 
to define optimal capacities, considering the re-dispatching costs. The cost of cross-border capacity allocation 
integrates this re-dispatching cost and the administrative costs of the TSOs, brought down to the 
annual/monthly MW.   

• In priority, the maximum capacity has to be allocated annually (after the first stage of increase of the 
interconnections, it should be minimum 1500 MW ; a lower value should be justified in details to the Regulatory 
Authorities).  

• Afterwards, each month, the maximum of the remaining capacity has to be allocated as monthly 
capacity.  

• On daily basis, the balance of the daily capacity is allocated at the Stock Exchange.  

• Those optimised capacities and their costs have to be controlled by the Regulatory Authorities.  

 

2.2.4 Annual and monthly F-B capacity allocations: 

Principles of annual-monthly F-B capacity allocations : 
 
Those capacities have to be allocated in the form of physical capacities  

• at the strict cost, per MWh, of the optimised re-dispatching and the administrative costs of the network 
operators, in order to promote competition through import  

• in the shape of « obligatory use » blocks, without D-1 nominations; to insure the full use of this capacity and 
to allow « netting » 

• with a limit to one player per group of bound companies, in order to avoid « gaming » 

• every player which, with its bound companies, supplies more than 10% of the destination market being 
excluded  

• each bid being limited to 12,5 MW if possible, or to 25 MW in the worst case, with a minimum of 1 MW  

• each actor being allowed to make several bids 

• multi-slices allocation, with each slice considering one single bid per player 

• payment of the successful bids:  • recommendation: pay as bid differentials (offered price – average price of the successful bids + costs of 
the network operator, with a threshold on 0 EUR).  • otherwise, at least : pay as bid. 

 

Notice that the « bid differential » system fulfils the "market based” criterion while allocating capacity at 
decongestion cost. 

See example in the annex. 

 

2.2.5 Option : Consumer Protection: 

Optionally, those methods can be adapted to insure that the consumers will take advantage of the price differential 
of the imported electricity and to prevent the use of annual and monthly capacities for sheer trading purposes 
through the Stock Exchange, which already benefits from daily capacity. 

 



Recommendation: 

• To limit the total of the annual and monthly capacities requested by each actor to his average power 
purchases of the last 12 months. 

• Deliver systematically the imported electricity either within the balancing perimeter of the consumer or 
at the off-take points of the supplied consumers (excepted the resale of the block by the concerned 
consumer when his site consumes less).   

 

N.B. : 

Coordinated Allocation Method : 
Our principles of cross-border capacity allocation based on costs can be integrated in “coordinated methods” that 
optimise allocations by numerical simulation of the corresponding physical fluxes.  
 



3 ANSWERS TO THE QUESTIONS OF THE CONSULTATION  

3.1 LONG TERM AND MEDIUM TERM EXPLICIT AUCTION MECHANISMS 

Please specify for the French-Belgian border and/or the Belgian-Dutch border: 
 

1. What is your preference for the selection of the time frames for the explicit auction mechanism (annual, quarterly, 
monthly, weekly and day-ahead)? 

Annual, then monthly and then day-ahead. 

Afterwards, add multi-annual. 

 

2. Which of the principles mentioned in question 2 (or a mix of them) do you recommend for the allocation of the 
available capacity on different time frames?  

Principle « a » :  a maximum of capacity is allocated on a longer term basis, and the remaining capacities 
are allocated on shorter time frames. 

 

3. What type of price-setting mechanism (marginal price, pay-as-bid, ascending, etc.) do you recommend for long 
and medium term products (e.g. yearly, monthly) and why?  

Those capacities have to be allocated at the strict cost, per MWh, of the optimised re-dispatching to 
remedy the interconnection un-availabilities and the administrative costs of the network operators ; this in 
order to promote competition by import.   

If the authority imposes auctions against the opinion of the consumers,  

• one should, at least, choose for a « pay as bid » to limit gaming and to force the actors to express 
realistic values  

• but GABE recommends to pay for each successful bid:   

Price as bid LESS weighed average of the prices of the successful bids PLUS the administrative costs 
and decongestion costs to remedy the interconnection un-availabilities  

this, per MWh, with a threshold at 0 EUR. 
 

4. Is it necessary to limit the inter-connector capacity (volume cap for import and/or export capacity) that can be 
given to a market party and if necessary, which value should be imposed for the different time frames?  

Yes. 

• Limit to ONE actor per group of bound companies  

• Exclude from importation every actor whose group of bound companies supplies more than 10% of the 
destination market. 

• Limit every actor to 5% of the total allocated capacity between two countries, all timeframes 
considered. 

• Allocate annual and monthly capacities by bids of about 10MW.  
 

5. To what extent do you recommend the allocation of yearly and /or monthly capacities in a single round or in two 
or more different sessions per year and why?  

To allocate each type of capacity in a single round, in order to have sufficient power to allocate. 

 

6. Do you consider it to be important, in order to prevent strategic capacity withholding, to limit ex ante the 
possibilities for a market party to nominate energy in both directions? If so, which propositions would you 
recommend? 

Yes : 

No nomination of energy in both directions  

Penalties if that allocated capacity is insufficiently used  

For a given allocation, each actor may receive cross-border capacity only one way. 

 



If allocations are not « obligatory use », an actor may not receive capacity in the opposite way for a same 
period (e.g. : monthly in the opposite way of yearly). 

 

GABE strongly recommends the allocation « obligatory use », without daily nominations.   

In this case, an actor who has received capacity one way during a yearly allocation may receive a monthly 
capacity in the opposite way, because it is the only possibility for him to stop his transfer.  

 

7. Alternatively, do you consider that an ex post market monitoring could be sufficient to prevent this type of anti-
competitive behaviour?  

No. 

 

8. Do you consider it to be important to create a secondary market for transfer of cross-border transmission 
capacity rights?  

No. On the contrary, it would be detrimental!  This network trade would encourage traders to book capacity 
even if they are not sure to use it, while consumers strongly need it to enjoy a minimum of competition.  

If so, what form of transfer of capacity rights should be allowed: 

Exceptionally (“force majeure”, bankruptcy, …) and after agreement of the regulator, solution « a » : A free 
transfer of capacity rights through a bilateral secondary market with final reconciliation by the TSO. 

 

9. What type of commitment should the TSO’s provide with respect to the allocated capacities/nominated 
programs?  

d. Distinct allocations of 

• firm capacity : secured 

• interruptible capacity, when an unpredicted incident occurs concerning the interconnections or the network of 
the zone very close to the border. 

As indicated in the European regulation.  

 

10. In the case of questions 9b and 9c, where a reduction of the available interconnection capacity/nominated 
programs is possible, what would be your preferred reduction rule (mainly when the reduction is known after the 
short term allocation): 

b. To reduce firstly the short term assignments. 

 

11. Do you recommend an obligatory use (a constant strip for the whole duration of the product) of long and 
medium term products?  

GABE wants the allocation to be in «  obligatory use »,  

• systematically transferring each day the power flow corresponding to the received capacity  

• without daily nominations,  which have become obsolete  

this  

• allows « netting », during the yearly and monthly allocations, between capacities which are allocated in 
the two opposite ways 

• guarantees the full use of the capacity  

• restrains gaming 

• makes the tasks of the TSOs and the actors a lot easier. 

 

12. To what extent do you consider it of importance to oblige the market parties to firmly nominate their long and 
medium term capacity rights sufficiently in advance before day-ahead allocation, and why?  

GABE wants allocation in « obligatory use » which is like a nomination upon allocation, so very much in 
advance, and allows to optimise allocations at shorter terms covering the same period.  

 



13. Under the condition that day-ahead explicit auction is implemented, to what extent do you consider the firm 
nomination of these day-ahead capacity rights to the TSO sufficiently before the intraday sessions as an effective 
way to counter strategic capacity withholding, and why? 

What is really at stake is the withholding of annual or monthly capacities which prevents international 
competition to supply the consumers and keeps them under the power of the dominant producers and the 
traders, which allows price increases.  

GABE is opposed to auctions for the France-Belgium day-ahead capacity which must serve market-
coupling. 

 

14. What level of harmonisation (auction rules, gate closure time, etc.) do you recommend for the organisation of 
explicit capacity auction for long, medium and short term time frames on the two borders? Please specify what 
aspects require harmonisation.  

GABE asks for a « one-shot » and « closed » allocation process: 

Simultaneous submission of all closed bids, then counting and allocation.  

Possibility to ask for « X MW between country A and country B , or nothing » 

Example : 10 MW between France and the Netherlands ; thus, allocation of 10 MW at the two borders F-B and B-
NL or no allocation (but NOT at only one of the two borders). 

 

As trading will already benefit from the Stock Exchange and from its market-coupling as well as from the intra day 
capacities, the benefit of annual and monthly capacities should above all go to the consumers. GABE asks 
that all yearly or monthly capacity demand be associated to EAN codes of off-take points where electricity 
will be supplied and that it may not exceed the average power taken at those off-take points.   

 

GABE is against daily France-Belgium capacity allocation that serves market-coupling. 

 

15. The determination of cross-border capacities foreseen for yearly and monthly allocation is not always 
coordinated across borders. Which importance do you give to the implementation of a more coordinated capacity 
calculation method?  

GABE considers that a coordinated method must be really « coordinated », and thus establish the link with 
the physical electricity fluxes, through a mathematical modelling of the network, of its parameters and 
constraints. This implies integration of Germany. 

Without a real coordinated method including Germany, interest is nil!  

Anyway, the Regulators have to check that the algorithm and the whole of the principles maximise the 
powers of the allocated cross-border capacities AND NOT the « incomes » of the TSOs !  

 

16. Regarding the above questions (1 to 15), to what extent do your answers apply to the other borders (the 
French-UK, French-German and Dutch-German interconnections) as well? 

Yes . 

 

3.2 ASSESSMENT OF THE DAY-AHEAD MARKET COUPLING  

17. Which market-based congestion management method do you prefer to manage the day-ahead cross-border 
congestion on the French-Belgian and Belgian-Dutch borders  

BELPEX-POWERNEXT-APX coupling: solution « a » 
 

18. Could you give your opinion on the pros and cons of the congestion methods mentioned in question 17, 
particularly in terms of flexibility, simplicity, market power mitigation, risk management, implementation costs, 
netting of capacities, liquidity, etc.?  

To allocate daily capacity to market-coupling is  

• the solution that ensures the full use of this capacity  

• the easiest solution 

 

 



19. In the case of an implementation of the DAMC, give your opinion about the cross-border capacity that should 
be allocated to the DAMC process:  

solution « a » : remaining capacity. 

Possibly « c » : the remaining capacity but with a minimum capacity of 10% of the cross-border capacity to 
be allocated in one year.  

 

20. Do you think that the launching of the Belgian Power Exchange could be realised without simultaneous 
implementation of the DAMC? 

No. 

 

21. What harmonization issues between the existing Power Exchanges do you see as important for implementing 
the DAMC (block bids’ definition and treatment, price settlement, time frames, etc.)? For each of these issues, 
could you precise what is your preference?  

If daily cross-border capacities are allocated to market-coupling, the consumers need access to them in 
order to make occasional power transactions according to their consumption. 

The cost at the Stock Exchange is often incompatible with an occasional use for a few MW.  

What is most necessary is to impose to the Stock Exchanges the implementation of an access for « small 
users » with a very low yearly subscription price which would allow a limited number of hours for 
transactions of a few dozens of MW. (e.g. : 1000 hours, 100 MW)    

 

3.3 CROSS-BORDER INTRADAY TRADE 

22. Do you wish the establishment of a cross-border intraday trade and, if so, why: 

a. To revise its day-ahead position in case of physical disturbance (outage of a generation unit) 

23. Do you think cross-border intraday trade should be limited to one of the above particular purposes? And, if so, 
why? 

Yes. 

The cancellation of an importation by an intraday action in the opposite way does not require any cross-
border capacity. On the contrary, it makes capacity available.  

One must avoid reducing yearly and monthly capacity on behalf of intraday.  
 

24. In case you agree with the establishment of cross-border intraday trade, what market and/or regulatory 
obstacles need to be removed before such a trade can be implemented? Please specify. 

 

25. Do you consider it suitable to reserve an amount of the cross-border capacity to the intraday allocation 
mechanism, or should capacity only be made available for intraday trade that has not been previously allocated 
and/or used at the day ahead allocation?  

The capacity that has not been allocated / has not been used after the daily allocation must suffice.  One 
should avoid reducing yearly and monthly capacity on behalf of intraday.  

 

26. Do you consider it useful to limit ex ante the possibilities of nomination in the intraday market in order to prevent 
potential ineffective market outcomes such as: 

a. a market party who would nominate energy in both senses in order to withhold capacity, or 

b. a market party who would shift its imbalances into the neighbouring market in order to benefit from 
differences in the balancing market designs, or 

c. other anti-competitive or free-riding behaviours? 

If so, which propositions would you recommend? 

 

27. Alternatively, do you consider that an ex post market monitoring could be sufficient to prevent this type of anti-
competitive or free-riding behaviour? 

The transactions must compensate for a lack of balance with the actor, not create it.  

 



28. Do you consider it relevant that the capacity rights allocated in the intraday framework (so near the real time) 
correspond to obligations (rather than options) to use/nominate the equivalent energy and, if so, why? 

Yes ; they must satisfy an immediate need.  

 

29. How do you think this cross-border intraday trade should be implemented: 

b. By allowing market parties to obtain specific intraday capacity rights through a specific cross-border 
capacity allocation method (in order to allocate the non-used or the not-already-sold capacity) 

 

30. In the case where a specific intraday cross-border capacity allocation is implemented, which allocation method 
do you consider the most appropriate for organizing this intraday trade (taking into consideration the possibility of 
concentrating trade in single shot or continuous trade): 

« f » : a « first come, first served » mechanism but with payment of the differential between the prices of 
the clearing of the Stock Exchange at both sides of the border, for the considered hour. A negative 
differential must lead to the payment of the user. 

 

3.4 CROSS-BORDER BALANCING TRADE  

31. Do you wish the establishment of cross-border balancing trade and, if so, why? 

NOT a « trade » but a larger « market » at the disposal of the TSOs.   

This can be a way to make (international) coordinated production re-dispatching to deal with an 
interconnection failure. 

 

32. How do you think this cross-border balancing trade should be implemented? 

« b » : By letting the TSOs manage the cross-border balancing trade in the limit of the available capacity 
(integration of balancing markets) 

 

33. What do you think about the differences in market designs between the three existing balancing mechanisms 
and a possible need for harmonisation? Please specify. 

One needs not harmonise them.  

Balancing is a key service for the opening of the market.  It must be adapted to the specificities of each 
country.  

An inter-TSO cooperation is enough to broaden the possibilities.  

 

34. To what extent do you agree that market design differences may result in arbitrage between them? If so, do you 
propose countermeasures? Please specify. 

No : not if the balancings are led by the TSOs.  

 

35. Do you consider it necessary to avoid any reservation of cross-border interconnection capacity for the 
balancing needs of TSO’s before the end of every intraday trading session, during which market parties are the 
only ones to intervene? 

Yes. One must aim at international balancing transactions which reduce the burden of interconnections, 
not the opposite. 

 

36. Do you consider it suitable to reserve an amount of the cross-border capacity to the balancing mechanism?  

No. This would be detrimental. 

 



3.5 MARKET TRANSPARENCY  

37. What types of information in each of the three countries are currently not available and should be made 
available to the market? Please indicate:  

a. A precise denomination of the data you want to be released to the market. 

b. If relevant, the delay after real time (or before, for forecasted information) at which the data should 
be delivered. 

c. If relevant, the desired time frames of the data.  

d. If relevant, the period covered by the data. 

e. Your preference concerning the disclosure of this information (to the public or only to the market 
parties concerned?). 

f. The level of priority of this information. 
- Monitoring and reporting of auctioning values on cross-border and use of this revenue 
- Monitoring and reporting on cross-border interconnection (share of cross-border investment vs 

national investment) 
- Monitoring and reporting on TSOs benefits (cross-border benefits, ROCE…)  
- Monitoring and reporting on ETSO fund and allocation 
- Monitoring and reporting on interconnection users (supplier share of each producer including trading 

affiliates). The Spanish decision to refuse access to interconnections to suppliers with more than 10% 
market share should be implemented on all borders. 

- Monitoring on cross-border capacity used. Energy transited/net transfer capacity (annual/monthly 
basis) 

- Etc… 
 
38. In your view, based on your practical experience in the Dutch, Belgian, French and/or other markets, which 
examples of market transparency should be taken as a basis for harmonisation efforts? 
Northpool, UK 
 

39. The market information that is currently available is not always easily accessible, different formats are used and 
the information is published by different entities like TSO’s, PX’s, regulators and others. 

a) Do you think that access to market information must be improved? If yes, what should be the role of TSO’s, 
PX’s, regulators and other entities? 

b) Should formats be harmonised between the three countries? If yes, what is currently the best example for 
formatting the different types of information? 

c) Should definitions and interpretations be harmonised? If not, why? Or, if yes: 

i) On what topics? 
ii) What is currently the best example which should be used as a basis to harmonise the different 

definitions and interpretations? 

 

3.6 MARKET POWER AND COOPERATION BETWEEN REGULATORS  

40. To what extent do you agree with the above analysis concerning regional market integration and (potential) 
abuse of market power (paragraph 7.1)? 

GABE supports this analysis but adds that the regulators must define with the TSOs the « base cases » that 
are used for determining the cross-border capacities while defending the interest of all concerned 
countries, and so,  

• while avoiding that a TSO take the worst possible case (e.g. : import from Great-Britain and massive 
production in the North of France) to avoid national re-dispatching costs  

• while setting an official limit to the power of loop-flows that a network operator can generate across the 
neighbouring countries, in the shape of a percentage of their cross-border capacities.  

 

41. To what extent do you agree with the above analysis concerning the cooperation between regulators in the 
three countries (paragraph 7.2)? 

GABE supports this analysis. 

 



42. To what extent do you expect the integration of the Dutch, Belgian and French electricity markets to influence 
the market power of market parties that are already dominant in their incumbent markets?  

One can imagine that by weakening the France-Belgium integration with regard to the Belgium-Netherlands 
integration, one would raise the prices in Belgium to the level of the prices in the Netherlands.  

There are therefore risks for  

• yearly or monthly import from France to Belgium to become uncompetitive for the consumer,  • by minimising yearly and monthly France-Belgium capacities  • or by allocating them to companies that sell electricity in Belgium and/or in the Netherlands and that would 
make higher offers for those cross-border capacities 

• the decrease of the BelPEx clearing price due to import from France to disappear  • by minimising the daily capacities between France and Belgium allocated to market-coupling  • through an adaptation of the offers in the power zone of the clearing (price increase or decrease of the 
volumes for sale) • through purchases at the BelPEx Stock Exchange for dominant actors.  

 

43. To what extent do you agree that market power mitigation on dominant market parties should be implemented 
before regional market integration and/or market coupling can be successfully implemented? 

No, if interconnections are put at the disposal of  

• the consumers so that they can enjoy international competition  

• and NOT of the electricity merchants in whose interest it is to maintain high market prices.  

 

 



 

ANNEX 

 

 

 

Example : Method « Auctions at Cost » ( =pay as bid differentials) : 

GABE remains opposed to the auctioning of France-Belgium cross-border capacities.  

However, if auctions were to be imposed, they should at least comply to the following rules.  

 

1.1. Principles :  

 

1.2. Bids and additional Limits : • Each bid describes a requested power and a maximum price. • Bids limited by threshold (1 MW) and by ceiling (10 or 25MW) or, better, allocation per blocks of 5 MW. 

 

1.3. Allocation : 

• Allocation step N°1: • Only the highest bid of each player is considered (power = P1i, price = O1i), within the abovementioned 
limits  • Allocation of the available capacity to the offers classified in descending order of their prices  • Real payment of the received capacity: at the price of its offer less the average price of the retained offers 
plus the real cost of this cross-border capacity, CAlloc, as calculated at § 3.2.3. ;   

i.e., for each retained bid « i » = ⎟⎟
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11  with threshold (floor) at 0 EUR.  

• Allocation step N° “N”: if capacity remains after the previous step: • Only the highest bid of each player is considered, the bids which have already been retained during the 
previous steps being eliminated  • Cfr the first step, with bids PNj- ONj instead of P1j- O1j  

 

 

 


