Nordic CCM SH Meeting — meeting minutes

December 11, 2025, 09.00-11.15 CET (MS Teams)

Participants

Total number of participants 142

The presentation has been uploaded on the Nordic RCC website: https://nordic-rcc.net/flow-based/stakeholder-meeting-
material-from-post-go-live-events/

Text in non-italics are comments, statements, questions or claims from the stakeholder(s).
Text in italics are answers or comments provided by the Nordic CCM project, FB ID implementation project or LTCC and
NUCS project.

1. Welcome and opening words (09:00 — 09:10)

2. TSO reflections on flowbased in operation (09:10 - 09:30)

SH question: Why has there been low capacity on South cut? Magnus Brostrup Landstad
CCM project: the nuclear power plant Oskarshamn 3 outage affected the capacity of the south cut, SE3 — SE4.

SH question: When will you republish the report?
CCM project: we aim to republish it in early 2026.

3. ID ATCE status update (09:30 - 10:20)

SH question: It can be a bit difficult to follow, with all the abbreviations that are not explained
CCM project: For all abbreviations, please visit: https.//nordic-rcc.net/flow-based/abbreviations/

SH question: With increased relaxation - more virtual capacity - is this or does it include remedial measures as counter trade?
CCM project: The virtual capacities introduced in the DA timeframe may have to be managed by TSOs using RAs in operation.

SH question: What about the proposal to recalculate ATC-capacities closer to the Balancing timeframe, why isn't that measure on your
list of alternatives? (a proposal which was listed as 1 of 3 proposed measures in your own June-report...) OK, but if such decrease of
ATC-capacities would be motivated by fundamental changes in the power system, then | guess it's still good to that recalculation and to
update the ATC-capacities?

I have a hard time to see that as motivation to NOT do the recalculations....

CCM project: Recomputing the ATCE is indeed one of the potential measures that may increase the ID ATCs. However, it is important
to note that recalculating the ATCE based on updated information does not guarantee an increase. Depending on the latest data and
system conditions, the resulting ID ATCs may also decrease.

SH question: I'm having a hard time just taking your word for granted that virtual capacity should not lead to increased SEW? As |
understand it, SEW is just calculated from a SDAC-perspective. It would be appreciated if you could provide a short memo on this for
our understanding.

CCM project: In general, virtual capacity in the DA market must be managed operationally, either through costly or non-costly remedial
actions. From an overall socio-economic perspective, introducing virtual capacity does not create a net benefit, as TSOs must later
counter these virtual capacities in real-time operation.

An analogy may help illustrate this: if a highway physically has six lanes, traffic control could temporarily assume that eight lanes are
available. However, the additional “virtual” two lanes will inevitably create congestion that must later be managed to reflect the physical
six-lane constraint.

As part of the upcoming amendment of the CCM, this topic will be further explained in the supporting document. The amended CCM will
go through a public consultation next year, and market participants are invited to review the proposal and provide feedback.

SH question: To what extent is the ID capacity affected by a) more capacity allocated to DA? b) more detailed calculation of overloads
on CNECs?

CCM project: When translating FB to ATC at ID gate opening, several inefficiencies arise. These include the inherent limitations of the
ATC methodology, which considers only the loading effect, as well as the use of CGM in FB and ATCE, which incorporates other Nordic
TSOs’ grid models/limiting elements into the capacity calculation and allocation. Also, allocating more capacity in the day-ahead
timeframe naturally leaves less remaining capacity available for the ID market at the gateopening. The resulting ID ATCs reflect the
combined impact of all these inefficiencies. However, it is not possible to quantify a specific percentage to each individual source of
inefficiency.

SH comment: We (as Vattenfall) think that switching focus from DA to ID is an interesting discussion, but that would require a larger
review and change of the overall design of the European electricity market, including update of market regulations, TSO-guidelines
(BRP-agreements) and perhaps also certain pricing methodologies.

Just allocating (reserving) capacity from DA to ID while keeping everything else as-is is a slippery slope which may distort the market
function/efficiency and e.g. decrease incentives for market players to trade themselves into balance during ID.

SH question: Practical observation in relation to the highway lanes analogy: DK1 is a low-priced area. A non-intuitive flow from NO,
DK2, NL to DK1 to maximize the export to DE yesterday 10/12 at 04:00. ENDK took everything back. In this case, ENDK plans 6 lanes
meanwhile there are no lanes.
CCM project: For ENDK, there are two approaches to managing virtual capacity:
1. Bilateral agreement with DE.
2. Application of the 70% rule under the 2019 Clean Energy Package, which requires that 70% of the total capacity on CNECs
be made available to the market.
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Due to the large bidding zones in the Nordics, it is challenging for the Nordic TSOs to ensure secure system operation while releasing
the full 70%. To remain compliant, we release 70% and subsequently apply remedial actions where necessary and available.
For further in-depth discussion, stakeholders are invited to submit additional questions to the Nordic CCM communication mailbox:

ccm@nordic-rec.net.

SH comment: Using the Swedish south cut as an example, the DA FB border flow results do not change significantly comparing to the
results from an NTC environment. However, the ATCE results differ substantially from the NTC-based ID capacities. This illustrates how
the inclusion of Nordic CNECs from neighbouring systems influences the ATCE outcome.

CCM project: We generally agree with this observation. However, please note that we no longer have NTC results available to directly
compare the DA and the corresponding ID capacities.

4. FB ID implementation status (10:20 - 10:30)

5. LT CC and NUCS (10:40 - 11:10)

SH question: As | understand, Y-1 is only published once a year? Are there plans on publishing more often, as conditions might
change as time goes by?

LTCC and NUCS project: There are currently no plans to publish the Y-1 results more frequently. The Y-1 calculation is linked to the
long-term allocation, and is performed in October for the following calendar year. However, with the M-1 go-live in Q2 2026, the monthly
results will represent an intermediate update of the flow-based domains on a rolling basis..

SH question: The publication of the handbook and the testing activities appear to overlap in Q1 2026. Could you clarify the timeline?
When changes are introduced to the NUCS publication, will stakeholders have sufficient time to adapt?

LTCC and NUCS project: The handbook will be published in Q1 2026 and the publication will be before the start of regional testing
involving the TSOs, NRCC, and IT developers. The NUCS API and its specification will remain unchanged and should not impose
adaptions on the market participants. The updates in Q1 2026 are related to the cross- reference between NTC messages and FB
messages. Details will be described in the NUCS handbook.

6. AOB and closing words (11:10 - 11:15)

As there were no further questions, the meeting closed around 11.00 CET. All participants are thanked for their inputs!
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