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Response to consultation on pricing balancing energy and cross-zonal 
capacity used for the exchange of balancing energy 

 
Response to consultation on All TSOs’ proposal on methodologies for pricing balancing energy and cross-
zonal capacity used for the exchange of balancing energy or operating the imbalance netting process 
pursuant to Article 30(1) and Article 30(3) 
 
11. On Art. 4 ‘Additional Provisions for the Pricing of Standard RR Balancing Energy Product Bids and 
Standard mFRR Balancing Energy Product Bids with Scheduled Activation Type’ 
 
We question the concept of demand elasticity with respect to balancing energy and call for further 
consideration. The underlying reason for activating balancing resources is the need for keeping the system 
in balance, and it’s hard to see a possibility for demand elasticity, which in practice would mean 
compromising frequency and hence cause problems for the entire synchronous area. In addition, this could 
form de facto price cap in the balancing energy markets. 
 
12. On Art. 5 ‘Additional Provisions for the Pricing of Standard mFRR Balancing Energy Product Bids with 
Direct Activation Type’ 
 
We consider that the proposal of having two different activation methods mFRR is not mature. To facilitate 
a well-functioning system, and avoid costly complexity, we advice that the system is built around the 
Scheduled Activation (SA) method only. The Direct Activation would overlap with aFRR and complicate the 
pricing of imbalances. Having two activation methods de facto makes DA & SA different products. 
 
13. On Art. 6 ‘Additional Provisions for the Pricing of Standard aFRR Balancing Energy Product Bids’ 
 
We question the proposal for applying optimization cycle BEPP, and call to reconsider it. As Eurelectric, we 
also prefer 15 minutes’ BEPP also for aFRR. 
 
We strongly oppose to include a possibility to de-activate (ramp down) activated aFRR bids. Instead, one 
could add a requirement that aFRR bids must be symmetric, hence an activated aFRR bid should include a 
bid for other direction. The de-activation may be challenging for some resources (mess the process) and it 
may be more cost-efficient to activate other resources than to de-activate activated resources.  
 
14. On Art. 7 ‘Additional Provisions for Pricing of Standard RR Balancing Energy Product Bids and 
Standard mFRR Balancing Energy Product Bids Activated for System Constraints Purpose’ 
 
The references in questions 14 and 15 are in wrong order. This reply refers to “Article 8 Additional 
Provisions for Pricing for System Constraint Purpose Activations” 
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We consider that activations for system constraint purposes shouldn’t affect BRP’s imbalance prices and 
hence favour option 1 proposed in Section 4.4. of the explanatory document.  
 
We recall nevertheless that TSOs have other tools than relying on balancing bids to address congestions by 
adjusting cross-zonal exchanges. When congestions can be reliably forecasted, countertrading and re-
dispatching ahead of the balancing time frame may prove to be more efficient and allow for a portfolio-
based response by market participants using a larger range of flexibilities.  
 
15. On Art. 8 ‘Pricing of Specific Products’ 
 
The references in questions 14 and 15 are in wrong order. This reply refers to “Article 7 Pricing of Specific 
Products” 
 
The pricing methodology for Specific Products that are converted to Standard Products for participation to 
the Common Merit Order List (CMOL) should be more prescriptive. Specific Products will be able to 
compete – through the bid conversion mechanism – with Standard Products on the CMOL. Without clear 
rules on the pricing of the Specific Products, there can be a serious distortion of the level playing field 
between Standard and – converted – Specific Products. There should therefore be specific and binding 
rules on how Specific Products have to be priced if they are to be admitted to the CMOL through a bid 
conversion mechanism. This should include elements as marginal pricing (pay-as-cleared), Balancing Energy 
Gate Closure Time, and minimum and maximum delivery time. 
 
Furthermore, in addition to the remuneration of activated bids, rejected bids for system constraint purpose 
shall be remunerated with the difference between the XBMP and the bid price. 
 
In general, we advice not to apply for Specific Products. 
 
16. On Art. 9 ‘Pricing of Cross-Zonal Capacity’ 
 
We agree that in case of no-congestion the CZC price for balancing energy exchange shall be zero. 
However, we consider that pricing approach in case of congestion should be addressed. 
 
19. General comments to the Pricing proposal 
 
We welcome the underlying principle to apply marginal pricing, both for mFRR and aFRR in the 
uncongested area. 
 
We regret that the proposal doesn’t include any Article on the transparency. We find that there should be 
real-time information on the depth of order book and the last activated up and down activation prices. 
Finnish Energy supports Eurelectric’s response and refers it for more detailed answers. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Petteri Haveri 
Senior Advisor 
Finnish Energy  
 


