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1 Introduction 
 
 

2 Long term and medium term explicit auction 
mechanisms 
2.1 Introduction 
 

2.2 Questions for consultation 
 
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 
Answer: 
Our preferences are with annual, quarterly auctions. In our view quarterly and monthly auctions are more 
or less interchangeable. For daily trade an implicit auction would be suggested. For intraday trade we 
suggest explicit auctions. 
 
 
2. The allocation of the available capacities on different time frames can be based on the 
following principles: 
a. A maximum of capacity is allocated on a longer term basis, and the remaining 
capacities are allocated on shorter time frames.  
b. A predefined ratio (%) is chosen for the different time frames. 
c. A minimum of capacity is foreseen for specific time frames. 
Which of the principles mentioned above (or a mix of them) do you recommend for the allocation of the 
available capacity on different time frames? 
Answer:  
[CONFIDENTIAL] is in favour of alternative B. Although how to divide the available capacity into different 
fractions is subject to further analyses, from experience [CONFIDENTIAL] proposes a 40% annual, 30% 
quarterly / monthly and 30 % day a head auction to be acceptable.  
 
 
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? 
 
Answer: 
In liberalised market the only efficient price-setting mechanism is the marginal price. Through this 
mechanism the price reflects the market situation best. Furthermore from a practical / operational point of 
view the marginal price mechanism is preferential.  
 
 
4. Is it necessary to limit the interconnector capacity4 (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? 
 
Answer: 
In principle, limitation of capacity is not desired on the medium and long term capacity auctions. Imposed 
volume caps will distort the market. This is only valid if you assume that the market will be structured in 
such a way that transparency is secured, that the market will be efficient and that dominance by a market 
party will be avoided. To improve the market efficiency non-nominated volume should be released to a 
(preferably implicit) daily (day ahead) auction, this would further reduce the chance of abuse through a 
dominant position (use it or lose it principle). Only in case the market mechanism cannot prevent 
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inappropriate market behaviour, restrictions like capacity caps should be introduced. 
 
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? 
 
Answer: 
The recommended allocation of yearly capacities would be an auction in 3 maybe 4 sessions. For monthly 
/ quarterly capacity one or two rounds of auctioning would be sufficient. 
An advantage of multiple sessions is that buyers of long-term capacity get a change to hedge their 
portfolios across borders as the portfolios develop. Monthly / quarterly capacities should be allocated in 
one or two rounds auctions because the shorter time frame does not justify more rounds. 
 
 
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? 
 
Answer: 
The system should not allow parties to strategically withhold capacity. To avoid this, nominated capacity in 
both directions should be netted and the resulting free capacity should then be allocated to daily (day 
ahead) auctions. If you don’t net then it should be possible to nominate in both directions. It can happen 
that you in the morning firmly nominate your annual capacity for that day and during the trading hours the 
situation changes, it should then be possible to use you intra day capacity in the other direction to adjust 
to the new market circumstances. 
 
 
7. Alternatively, do you consider that an ex post market monitoring could be sufficient to prevent 
this type of anti-competitive behaviour? 
 
Answer: 
The preferred situation is a system that does not give room for anti-competitive behaviour, like the system 
proposed in question 6 would help to achieve this. However any system requires continuous monitoring to 
assure its efficiency. The regulators, DTe / CREG/ CRE should therefore be mandated to execute this 
monitoring and to penalize inappropriate market behaviour. In addition monitoring by the TSO’s can be 
effective. Full transparency to all market participants with regards to bidding curves and utilization of 
interconnection capacity would also contribute to market efficiency. Additionally, the publication of non 
nominated day ahead interconnection capacity would positively influence liquidity and transparency 
 
8. Do you consider it to be important to create a secondary market for transfer of cross-border 
transmission capacity rights? If so, what form of transfer of capacity rights should be allowed: 
a. A free transfer of capacity rights through a bilateral secondary market with final 
reconciliation by the TSO? 
b. An organized transfer of capacity rights through a centralized re-allocation under the 
TSO’s responsibility in the subsequent explicit auctions time frames? 
 
Answer: 
Option A. Creation of a secondary market for cross-border transmission capacity rights is important. 
Yearly and monthly capacity should be freely tradable on bilateral markets, because this would allow 
market participants to manage the risks in their portfolios more effectively and contribute to establishing an 
efficient allocation of capacity. The TSO’s should provide a platform for the transfer of capacity rights.  
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9. What type of commitment should the TSO’s provide with respect to the allocated 
capacities/nominated programs? 
a. Firm and definitive in both cases, except in case of “force majeure”? 

b. Reductions of capacity and /or nominated programs are possible under a very strict 
regulation with respect to the duration of the reduction, the compensation mechanism 
for any reduction, etc.?7 

c. No firmness at all?8 

d. A mixture of cases a, b and/or c? Please explain your commitment preferences. 
 
Answer: 
Option A: TSO’s should provide firm and definitive commitment. This commitment is one of the market 
fundamentals. Without such commitment insecurity will be introduced to the market. The suggested 
alternatives will result in unnecessary bureaucracy. In addition ‘force majeure’ should be clearly defined. In 
case of a ‘force majeure’ yearly allocated capacity should have priority over monthly or quarterly capacity. 
Monthly and quarterly capacity should have priority over day ahead and intraday allocated capacity. 
 
 
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): 
a. To reduce firstly the long term assignments? 
b. To reduce firstly the short term assignments? 
c. To reduce proportionally both long and short term assignments? 
 
Answer: 
When such a non preferred system would be chosen reduction of short term assignments first (option b) is 
preferred.  
 
 
11. Do you recommend an obligatory use (a constant strip for the whole duration of the product) of 
long and medium term products? 
 
Answer: 
Obligatory use is not recommended, because this could result in undesired situations like flowing power 
from a market that is short to a market that is long. A preferred alternative mechanism is the use-it-or-lose-
it principle, if longer term assigned capacity is not used this capacity is reallocated in daily (day ahead) 
auctions. 
 
 
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? 
 
Answer: 
Nomination of long and medium capacity rights before the day ahead allocation is crucial to avoid that 
parties will distort the market through withholding capacity. The introduction of the use-it-or-lose-it 
principle, as recommended in the answer to question 11, timely nomination of long and medium capacity 
is essential. Publication of the total nominated long and medium term capacity is required for the daily 
(day ahead) auction to be transparent and efficient. 
 
 
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?10 
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Answer: 
In principle [CONFIDENTIAL] favours an implicit day- ahead auction. But in case of an explicit auction, to 
counter strategic capacity withholding any unused capacity would have to be released to the explicit 
auction and be nominated firm. This nomination should take place after the various exchange clearings, 
i.e. 12:30 hours. 
 
 
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. 
 
Answer: 
For the market to function optimally efficient, full harmonisation (auction rules, gate closure time, etc) is 
desired, because harmonization simplifies the system and reduces operational risks. Auction rules, gate 
closure times, distribution of capacity over long, medium and short time frames and capacity calculation 
methods should be harmonized.  
 
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? 
 
Answers: 
As indicated in the answer to question 14 harmonization of capacity calculations methods is desired. Not 
harmonizing these methods could result in the situation that a market participant withholds capacity. Not 
only should the capacity calculation method be harmonized, the method also has to be transparent, TSO’s 
have a central role in both determining the method and ensuring sufficient transparency. 
 
 
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? 
 
Answer: 
The answers to the above questionnaire are in general applicable to all borders. There is no reason why a 
system applicable on one border would not be applicable to another. 
 

 
3 Assessment of the day-ahead market coupling 
 
3.2 Questions for consultation 
 
17. Which market-based congestion management method do you prefer to manage the dayahead 
cross-border congestion on the French-Belgian and Belgian-Dutch borders; 
a. A trilateral DAMC mechanism between the three power exchanges, APX, BELPEX 
and POWERNEXT? 
b. A day-ahead explicit auctions between the three TSO’s, TENNET, ELIA and RTE, or 
c. A mixture of the above? Please specify. 
 
Answer: 
Option A: A trilateral DAMC mechanism would be the preferred method to manage the day-ahead cross 
border congestion. This method will by far provide the best transparency, is market based and it is non-
discriminating.  
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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.? 
 
11 This measure has already been approved by DTe and NVE, the Norwegian regulatory authority. 
Regional market integration between the wholesale electricity markets of the Netherlands, Belgium and France 
Consultation document prepared by DTe, CREG and CRE  

 
Answer: 
 
Method A 
 
This would be the most efficient means of allocation between borders. It reduces market manipulation and 
increases price transparency.  
 
Flexibility:  

No comment.  
 

Simplicity:   
Option A carries the most advantage. Implicit auctions make an entire array of operational steps, 
which are required by  explicit auctions, obsolete (such as bidding, processing of bids and 
allocated capacities, border nominations, scheduling etc).  
 

Market power mitigation:  
Under explicit auctions, there is no danger of market power as long as non-nominated capacity is 
released to implicit auctions. Assuming the total capacity allocated to the daily auction, explicit or 
implicit, remain the same under either regime, there is  no difference in the risk incurred on parties 
wishing to buy power in the destination grid.  

Implementation costs:  
Option a: none.  
 

Netting of capacities:  
One can still decide not to net. Netting is preferred. 
 

Liquidity:  
To our opinion, liquidity on the day-ahead exchange auctions (APX, Belpex, Powernext) would be 
higher with implicit auctions, because all capacity will be used to the maximum.  
 

Market efficiency:  
Option a ensures that power flows to the region where it is actually most needed. The more 
capacity is auctioned away explicitly, the higher the risk of counterproductive flows, the higher the 
volatility of the individual exchanges, and the lower the confidence in an efficient marketplace. 
This ultimately hurts liquidity and the efficient determination of price.  

 
 
Method B: 
 
Simplicity 

This option also holds little possibility to market abuse. However all non nominated 
interconnection capacity should be made public. 

 
Market power mitigation  

Method b carries a risk of market power abuse. First, because of the withholding of 
interconnection capacity, second flowing power from the shortest to the longest marketå not true. 
Third capacity could be offered to the exchange at a prohibited price.  
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Implementation costs 
Method b will be quite costly, it requires IT systems, scheduling and operational investment for 
every market party, while option A will lead to moderate IT investments at the TSO’s.  
 

Netting of capacities 
In method B holds the risk of certain market parties withholding capacity via importing and 
exporting. A risk lacking at option A. It’s a moderate risk since one pays for that capacity. If a fixed 
amount of import capacity is offered, it doesn’t matter how much is exported against it. 

 
Liquidity 

With explicit auctions there will always be the possibility of an inefficient allocation of capacity 
because of the possibility of capacity withholding. So therefore implicit day ahead auctions are 
viewed as most optimal. 

 
Market efficiency 

Although more competitive in that participants can pay for capacity as much as they see 
economically fit, this method is more susceptible to market manipulation as described in market 
power mitigation.  

 
Method C:  
 
[CONFIDENTIAL] sees no advantage in explicit auctions, thus a hybrid to us is always sub-optimal.  
 
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: 
a. The potentially volatile remaining capacity (after the allocation of long and medium 
term explicit auctions and the release of capacity by the market parties, pursuant the 
article 6.4 of the regulation)? 
b. A predetermined fixed minimum capacity? If so, which one? 
c. The potentially volatile remaining capacity plus a predetermined fixed minimum 
capacity? 
d. All the capacity? 
Answer: 
As stated in previous answers, option A would be the preferred option. All non-nominated long and 
medium term capacity should be allocated to the implicit intraday auction under the DAMC process. 
Option C can be viewed as the next best alternative. Option A best represents the use-it-or-loose-it 
principle. This principle should be sufficient to prevent market parties to abuse the capacity nomination 
system. 
 
 
20. Do you think that the launching of the Belgian Power Exchange could be realised without 
simultaneous implementation of the DAMC? 
Answer: 
Not really, to make a market place function properly, one needs many parties to supply and demand for an 
efficient market. Because of the structure and volume of the Belgium market, DAMC is a necessity for the 
BELPEX.  
 
 
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? 

 
Answer: 
Ideally, all three exchanges should have the same bidding system, in order to reduce operational cost and 
to minimize risk. A single platform where bids on all exchanges can be submitted would greatly facilitate 
processes for companies involved in two or more markets. It is further imperative that all exchanges clear 
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simultaneously. Introducing more elaborate block bids, such as conditional bids/offers, would be a useful 
tool for producers who wish to let the exchanges partly act as their production dispatchers. 
In short: Coordination of timing, harmonization of auction regulations and establishment of a single 
website to manage three day ahead exchanges would be the most important issues for a successful 
implementation. 
 
 

4 Cross-border intraday trade 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
4.2 Questions for consultation 
 
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 for example)? 
b. To make some new, or not already done, price arbitrage? 
c. For all purposes? 
d. For other purposes? 
 
Answer: 
Establishment of a cross-border intraday trade is desirable for both mentioned motives. Besides these 
motives cross-border intraday trading is desirable to improve load manage in light of changes in positions 
caused by customer load shifts and production adjustments. Furthermore cross-border intraday trading 
provides more liquidity to intra-day imbalance markets. 
 
 
23. Do you think cross-border intraday trade should be limited to one of the above particular 
purposes? And, if so, why? 
 
Answers: 
In a fully mature market, there should be no limit to cross-border intraday trading or any other trading and 
as mentioned in the reply to question 22 cross-border trading is desirable for a number of reasons.  
 
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. 
 
Answers: 
The following regulatory obstacles need to be removed to implement cross-border intraday trade: • Currently on day-ahead trading, TSO’s operate with very stringent time limits for adjusting cross-

border flows. Relaxing these time limits is required to establish cross-border intra day cross trade  • The TSO’s (RTE, Elia and TenneT) should harmonize their regulation with regard to 
interconnection capacity • Introduction of netting between imported and exported capacity • Ideally the volume caps per market participant should be lifted to optimise the cross-border 
(intraday) trade. In this case we refer to the Dutch situation of capping interconnection capacity for 
a single party to 400 MW. • Starting the cross-border intraday trade with an implicit auction withholding a minimum capacity of 
50 – 100 MW. In a later phase the system could be changed. The withholded capacity could be 
evaluated to market circumstances. 
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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? 
 
Answer: 
As intra day tranding is mainly done do balance portfolio’s (a.o. unplanned outages and customer load 
shifts), keeping a minimum amount of capacity in reserve would stimulate intraday trading. In addition to 
this minimum amount the upward revision of available capacity, after the explicit auctions (annual, 
quarterly and monthly), should be released for intraday trading, as well as the non-nominated volumes 
from participants that have not fully used their capacity. 
 
 
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? 
 
Answer:  
As stated before, [CONFIDENTIAL] is in favour of a market based system. Limiting ex ante the possibility 
of nomination could potentially create ineffective market outcomes and is seen as part of a regulated 
system rather than a market based one. To avoid ineffective market outcomes netting between imported 
and exported capacity or a system of one directional purchasing of capacity is required. Such a 
mechanism would also guarantee maximum availability.  
 
The given example (b) of shifting imbalances between market is not seen an ineffective market outcome, 
but as an example of an efficient market. Shifting imbalance between markets is of course limited to the 
available capacity and the cost of market price of capacity. 
 
 
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? 
 
Answers: 
As also stated in the reply to question 7, regulators should be sufficiently mandated to monitor the market 
to avoid anti-competitive behaviour. Ex post market monitoring should always be a part of regulation. To 
further optimise regulation market data should be made available to all market participants, not just to the 
regulator. In addition one-side nominations for intraday cross-border trading within the same hour should 
be introduced on all three borders. 
 
 
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? 
 
Answer: 
For reasons of system stability, efficient use of the intraday capacity and to limit the possibility for parties 
to manipulate intraday trade a system of obligations rather than options is preferred. Without such an 
obligation system anti-competitive behaviour by purchasing capacity without using it can take place. The 
risk for market participants from these obligations are limited because of the limited time frame, intraday 
positions can be managed more accurately than medium and long term positions. 
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29. How do you think this cross-border intraday trade should be implemented: 
a. By allowing market parties to realise cross-border intraday trade in the limit of the 
capacity rights obtained in the day-ahead explicit auction mechanism (in the case 
where an explicit auction is implemented in day-ahead)? 
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)? 
c. By a combination of the two above proposed methods? 
 
Answers: 
The favourable option is option ‘b’. Under the conditions that the specific intraday capacity rights are 
auctioned implicitly with a minimum withhold for this part of the market of 50 –100 MW per country for the 
first few years in combination with first come first serve on a continuous basis. 
 
 
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): 
a. A market coupling procedure extended to the intraday time frame? 

b. An explicit auction procedure? 
c. A free pro-rata, where demanding market parties would receive an intraday capacity 
proportionally to their demand? 
d. A “merchant” pro-rata with an access price based on: 
i. the day-ahead price differential (in the case where a DAMC is implemented in 
day-ahead), or 
ii. the day-ahead capacity price (in the case where an explicit auction is 
implemented in day-ahead)? 
e. A free first-come/first-served procedure? 
f. Another method? 
 
Answer 
Under the condition that all non- nominated interconnection capacity will flow towards the intraday cross 
border capacity [CONFIDENTIAL] is in favour of option a. Also in the answer of this question 
[CONFIDENTIAL] wishes to express that it is in favour of a market based mechanism. Before considering 
which allocation method to implement, we strongly suggest first to focus on harmonization on the following 
areas: • Similar bidding system in the coupled countries • Simultaneous/ coordinated clearing of the exchanges • More elaborate block bids such as condition bid /offers,  
 
Harmonization of regulations and establishment of a single website to manage three day ahead 
exchanges would mean a great step forward in successfully implementing regional market integration 
An example of presenting capacity information would be i.e. www.TSO-auction.org. 
 

 
5 Cross-border balancing trade 
 
5.2 Questions for consultation 
31. Do you wish the establishment of cross-border balancing trade and, if so, why? 
 
Answer: 
Establishing cross border balancing trade is desired because it creates additional flexibility in portfolio 
optimisation. Cross border balancing trade will create more competition on the balancing market, improve 
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market efficiency and therefore result in a reduced balancing costs. 
 
32. How do you think this cross-border balancing trade should be implemented and why: 
a. By allowing market parties to realize cross-border balancing trade in the limit of the 
capacity rights obtained in the day-ahead or intraday explicit auction mechanism (in 
the case where an explicit auction is implemented at these time frames)? 
b. By letting the TSO to manage the cross-border balancing trade in the limit of the 
available capacity (integration of balancing markets)? 
c. By another method? 
 
Answer: 
The favourable option is option ‘b’, this option is closest to a market based mechanism. Countries could 
balance each others markets, it would increase competition to the balancing market. 
 
 
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. 
 
Answer: 
The Belgium balancing system seems to rely on the Dutch APX prices. The Dutch balancing system is 
preferred over the Belgium because it best reflects the market. However it also holds its flaws – especially 
issues like two sided settlement and relative high proceeds from interconnection auctions for the TSO.  
As also replied to question 14, for the market to function optimally efficient, full harmonisation (auction 
rules, gate closure time, etc) is desired, because harmonization simplifies the system and reduces 
operational risks.  
 
 
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. 
 
Answer: 
Difference in market design can result in arbitrage. This underlines to need to full harmonization across 
different countries, as stated in the replies to question 14 en 33 and sufficiently mandating the regulators 
to monitor the market. 
 
 
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? 

 
Answer: 
Reservation of capacity by TSO’s is not desirable and should ideally be avoided. If reserving capacity for 
the TSO’s would be in favour of system balancing, this could be considered but should be minimized and 
made public. 
 
 
36. Do you consider it suitable to reserve an amount of the cross-border capacity to the balancing 
mechanism? 
 
Answer: 
Reserving capacity for cross-border balancing would benefit the market and lower the balancing costs. 
This capacity however should not be reserved for the TSO only, but be available to all market participants. 
TSO’s should be treated as one of the parties bidding for capacity. 
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6 Market transparency 
 
6.2 Market transparency in the three countries 
 
6.3 Questions for consultation 
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. 
 

Answer: 
The type of information currently not available is information regarding production–outages, maintenance, 
water-cooling situation, time frames, imbalance prices and timely imbalance data in Belgium. For a fully 
transparent market information regarding short-term outages should be provided real time and  longer-
term maintenance schedules should be published at least 3 month ahead. 

 
a, b) Scheduled outages (3 months ahead) 

  Unplanned outages (real time)  
  Reservoir levels (weekly) 

c)  Not applicable 
d)  Not applicable 
e)  Public (compulsory, analogue to stock markets and Nordpool) 
f)  Availability of information is of the highest priority 

 
Creating a level playing field in terms of information availability is necessity for the market to function to 
market efficiently. Currently the Netherlands has the most transparency and could therefore act ass an 
example for Belgium and France. 
 
 
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? 
 
Answer: 
The best example of transparency is the Nordpool market. This market would be the best example for 
further harmonisation between the Netherlands, Belgium and France. Of these three countries the 
Netherlands has currently the most transparency and could therefore act ass an example for further 
harmonisation for Belgium and France.  
 
 
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: 
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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? 
 
Answer: 
a) Access to information must be improved. The role of the TSO’s and regulators should be to ensure that 
this information holds the same definition, is made available on a timely basis, is accurate and is 
monitored. 
b) Formats should be harmonised and coordinated through a mutual TSO website. The Dutch situation 
can be considered as an example. 
c) Harmonisation of definitions and interpretations is essential across all topics. The Dutch situation can 
be considered as an example. 
 
 
 

7 Market power and cooperation between regulators 
 
7.1 Introduction: market power in integrated electricity markets 
 
Market power is an important characteristic of electricity markets. Anti-competitive behaviour, based 
on abuse (or even: potential abuse) of this market power, can cause inefficient market outcomes. 
Because of the fact that today’s markets are still relatively small and easy to monitor, an incentive for 
dominant market participants exists to adopt a reserved attitude, the so-called ”regulatory threat”. 
Theoretically, regional market integration can mitigate the side effects of (potential) market power 
abuse since the overall market size will be increased and market concentration reduced. In practice, 
however, regional market integration might also lead to increased (potential of) market power abuse, 
predominantly for the following reasons: 
National regulators such as DTe, CREG and CRE have only national jurisdiction and their 
enforcement capacities are therefore geographically limited (as are their capabilities for cross border 
cooperation). 
The previous issue becomes even more acute: • When there exist some differences in the respective legal enforcement capacities in terms of 

market monitoring of each national regulator, and • When the legal enforcement capacities in terms of market monitoring, inside the same national 
jurisdiction, are shared between several different competent institutions. 

 
Dominant market parties in the Dutch, Belgian and/or French electricity markets might feel less 
constrained by the subsequently reduced regulatory threat and exert their market power within the 
larger, regionally integrated market (possibility of cross-border abuse of market power). 
The position of (dominant) market parties in the integrated Dutch, Belgian and/or French electricity 
markets, controlling a considerable amount of the overall generation capacity and active in more 
than one market, enabling it (albeit potentially) to influence market outcomes. 
 

7.2 Cooperation between regulators 
 
The three regulators agree that it is necessary to implement a framework for effective cross-border 
cooperation between the regulators. The three regulators agree that it can therefore be essential for 
regional market integration that: 
Regulators have access to (confidential) information about their own country but also to such 
information about their neighbouring countries. 
Sufficient regulatory threat necessitates cross-border information gathering, information exchange 
and regional market monitoring. 
Regulatory authorities should be able to observe, prove and deal with actual abuse of market 
power even in a regional market. 
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International regulatory coordination asks for intensive cooperation and removal of the existing 
legal hurdles to exchange confidential information between regulatory authorities. 
 
 

7.3 Questions for consultation 
 

40. To what extent do you agree with the above analysis concerning regional market 

integration 

and (potential) abuse of market power (paragraph 7.1)? 

 
Answer 
[CONFIDENTIAL] agrees with most of the analysis of paragraph 7.1 Regional market integration for the 
most part is positive however in the case of the Benelux market and France, there are clearly two counter 
parties which could obtain greater opportunity to transfer their power to the Netherlands, based on their  
market share.  
 
On the other side Regional Market Integration could help to reduce the markets dominance these players 
have in their own domestic markets. Regional Market Integration does not solve dominant market 
structures and does not redistribute ( by auction, VPP, decommissioning or any other way) the dominant 
position of those two players hold on the production market. 
 

 
41. To what extent do you agree with the above analysis concerning the cooperation 

between 

regulators in the three countries (paragraph 7.2)? 

 
Answer: 
To prevent a situation as described in paragraph 7.1 to happen, there has to be improved cooperation 
between regulators. However this should not result in more regulation but the main focus should lie in 
better monitoring and ex post audits.  

 
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? 

 
Answer: 
Coordination of regulators and integration of markets will reduce the dominance to a certain degree, but 
there would have to be complete transparency and free flow between countries for the dominance to be 
effectively eroded. It will  reduce market power slightly . They still own a majority of the production and 
therefore highly effecting the outcome. 

 
 
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 and, if so, 

 
a. Why do you agree? 
b. What type of measure do you propose against what market party or market parties 
and why? 
Regional market integration between the wholesale electricity markets of the Netherlands, Belgium and 
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France 
Consultation document prepared by DTe, CREG and CRE Page 16 of 16 

 
Answer: 
 Liberalisation of the Belgian and France market is still in it’s infancy stage, market structure not helping 
much. Before and after coupling, the market regulators have to ensure that the dominance of the two 
largest players is not used to benefit more from market coupling than other market parties. A way to do 
this would be involving Germany in the regional market integration. In short a fully harmonised set of 
auction rules should be implemented on the Belgium - French, Belgium - Dutch borders. In addition 
harmonisation of the auction rules on the French German border, similar as to the Dutch – German border 
should be implemented.  

 
First and foremost, transparency needs to be improved in Belgium and France. As the amount of 
production capacity owned seems to be the core problem when creating competitive markets, we 
welcome the suggestion to exclude dominant incumbents in granting new environmental or other permits 
for additional capacity and disinvestments in assets of these incumbents should be stimulated. Mothballed 
facilities of the two incumbents could be offered for sale to new entrants. 
 

8.2 Confidentiality of contributions 
 
We would prefer our contribution to be treated as confidential and not to be made public.  


