Nordic CCM SH Meeting — meeting minutes

February 26, 2026, 09:00-10:30 CET (MS Teams)

Participants

Total number of participants 64

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.

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

2. DA/ID CCM amendment (09:10 — 09:40)

3. Q&A (09:40 — 10:25)

SH question: Did the CCM approval in 2020 include ID ATCE for Nordic SIDC or was that done later and in what process?

CCM project: What has been approved in 2020 in terms of the transitional solution for the ID capacities, and the subsequent process,
is stated in Article 20 of the current CCM. There is no precise description of the ATCE in the current CCM, which has been improved in
the amendment. The detailed description of the ID ATCE is available on the NRCC website: https.//nordic-rcc.net/wp-
content/uploads/2024/11/ATC_Extraction_Description 20241129.pdf

SH question: Did you make CBAs to justify not making certain improvements as stated in the 2020 CCM?
CCM project: Please refer to the supporting document for more elaboration on the proposed amendments:
https.//consultations.entsoe.eu/markets/amended-da-id-ccm-nordic-ccr/supporting_documents/nordic-tso-proposal-for-amendment-

supporting-docpdf
For example, a high-level economic welfare assessment of adding virtual capacity is described in the supporting document.

SH question: Shouldn't there be a defined method for motivating the limitation of polarity reversals?
CCM project: In the Article 6.2 it states that the TSOs applying polarity reversals shall justify the application. There is indeed no
objective methodology in the CCM to do so.

SH question: Could you elaborate more on the Article 5 change. In the current methodology you need to go beyond 70%, when
economically justified, whereas this has been removed in the amendment? The amended methodology doesn't require you to release
virtual capacity beyond the 70% anymore? How much will this impact (decrease?) capacity allocation, any rough estimate?

CCM project: Indeed. Please keep in mind though that the 70% is a lower threshold, and not an upper threshold. If the Nordic TSOs in
their capacity calculation compute a capacity higher than 70%, it will be released to the market.

SH question: Is it to be understood that picking the GSK strategy with the lowest RM would reduce cross-zonal capacity?
CCM project: On the contrary. In the amended CCM, it is proposed to choose the GSK strategy for a bidding zone that leads to the
lowest RM (reliability margin). A lower RM will provide more capacity (a higher RAM) for the market.

SH question: Can you point to any of the proposed amendments in the Nordic DA/ID CCM that would - all else being equal - increase
the possible overall cross-zonal capacity and scheduled flows?

CCM project: Objective of the amendment is not to decrease or increase capacity. The purpose is to increase transparency and make
the methodology better reflect the actual daily operations: a more correct CCM. That said, the amended Article 8 on GSKs may lead to
better GSKs with the potential to decrease RM and provide more capacity to the market. The amended Article 24 allows for a more
precise update of input data and has the potential to increase the Fmax.

SH question: Would a dynamic CGM (common grid model) not increase the cross-zonal capacity domain, and thus add opportunity for

efficient trading and added producer / consumer welfare?

CCM project: Dynamic IGMs (individual grid model) are used today and assessed by the TSO operators. Indeed, a dynamic analysis of
the grid requires local knowledge of the system and its dynamics. With the current CCM, the dynamic CGM would have to be assessed

by the NRCC — while they are lacking the local knowledge of the system and its dynamics.

In general, one can state that the use of a CGM may increase or decrease the capacities.

SH question: Disappointed that we don’t see a proposal for the improvement of the ID ATCE, as the limited ID capacity is a concern.
CCM project: As presented in the December 11 2025 stakeholder meeting (https://nordic-rcc.net/wp-content/uploads/2025/12/3.-1D-
ATCE-status-update-1.pdf), a dedicated Nordic TSO taskforce looked into potential improvements of the ID ATCE. More information on
this topic can be found in the report published by the Nordic TSOs: https.//nordic-rcc.net/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/Nordic-TSO-
response-to-NRA-letter-on-ATCE-Nordic-CCM. pdf

Small excerpt from the report:

The translation from FB to ATC capacities needs to respect the shortcomings of the ATC methodology. This in itself leads already to
more restricted trading opportunities for the market as shown in the figure below on the left, where the market clearing point is at zero
(no allocations made yet). This is however more pronounced when the market clearing point is non-zero — as is the case when we
translate the DA left-over capacity to ID ATC — as shown in the figure below at the right.
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Figure. ATCE extraction from a zero (left) and non-zero allocation (right); market clearing point indicated with the red dot

The only means to structurally resolve this issue is to switch to a FB ID allocation as soon as possible. Other means to address this
issue are elaborated upon in the section following...

In case, you have any smart ideas and suggestions on how to improve the ID ATCE, the TSOs would be happy to receive your inputs
by email on ccm@nordic-rcc.net. We kindly ask you to be as concrete as possible when you provide your ideas or suggestions. So,
please don’t ask questions like “Did you look into...”, but rather provide us with input like “If you would do ... then ...., and applying
these equations .... . Thanks in advance!

SH question: Is it possible to quantify how the amendment impacts the cross-zonal capacity?

CCM project: Objective of the amendment is not to decrease or increase capacity. The purpose is to increase transparency and make
the methodology better reflect the actual daily operations: a more correct CCM. An overall CBA is not feasible. Yet, as most proposed
changes are adding transparency or aligning the methodology to the current practice, no impact on the capacity is expected. A CBA for
the dynamic CGM is not feasible, as it would require an extremely costly implementation of the dynamic CGM.

4. AOB and closing remarks (10:25 — 10:30)

As there were no further questions, the meeting closed around 10:10 CET. All participants are thanked for their inputs!
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