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eurelectric represents the interests of the electricity industry in Europe. Our work covers all major issues affecting our sector. Our members 

represent the electricity industry in over 30 European countries.  

 

We cover the entire industry from electricity generation and markets to distribution networks and customer issues. We also have affiliates 

active on several other continents and business associates from a wide variety of sectors with a direct interest in the electricity industry.  

 

We stand for  
 

The vision of the European power sector is to enable and sustain: 

- A vibrant competitive European economy, reliably powered by clean, carbon-neutral energy 

- A smart, energy efficient and truly sustainable society for all citizens of Europe  

 

We are committed to lead a cost-effective energy transition by: 

 

investing in clean power generation and transition-enabling solutions, to reduce emissions and actively pursue efforts to become carbon-

neutral well before mid-century, taking into account different starting points and commercial availability of key transition technologies;  

 

transforming the energy system to make it more responsive, resilient and efficient. This includes increased use of renewable energy, 

digitalisation, demand side response and reinforcement of grids so they can function as platforms and enablers for customers, cities and 

communities;  

 

accelerating the energy transition in other economic sectors by offering competitive electricity as a transformation tool for transport, 

heating and industry;  

 

embedding sustainability in all parts of our value chain and take measures to support the transformation of existing assets towards a zero 

carbon society;  

 

innovating to discover the cutting-edge business models and develop the breakthrough technologies that are indispensable to allow our 

industry to lead this transition. 
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A eurelectric consultation response paper April 2018 

 
The all TSOs’ proposals for methodologies for coordinating operational security analysis and for 

assessing the relevance of assets for outage coordination were published for public stakeholder 

consultation on 26 February 2018. The methodologies were developed in accordance with the 

Commission Regulation (EU) 2017/1485 (System Operation Guideline). 

  

The methodologies are interdependent, resulting in similar comments on both consultations on 

behalf of eurelectric, and therefore published in one joint response paper. 

 

KEY MESSAGES 

 
 eurelectric welcomes both methodologies submitted for consultation and the common 

supporting document explaining the proposals in more details. The drafts set a good basis 

for stakeholders’ discussions and the finalisation of the methodologies.  

 eurelectric is pleased to note that the stakeholders’ feedback on consultation practices 

was considered for these consultations and that the stakeholder consultation period was 

therefore set to 6 weeks. This allowed stakeholders to conduct a more satisfactory 

assessment of the proposals submitted.  

 Listing all critical contingencies ex-ante is a positive step as these need to be fully 

transparent for market participants. 

 When finalising the methodology proposals, eurelectric asks all TSOs to:  

o Improve the collaboration between TSOs and DSOs for system optimisation and 

efficiency purposes. An agreement between TSOs and DSOs is the best way to 

ensure cooperation on an equal footing. DSOs have the best expertise on the grid 

elements to be included in the observability area. Decisions taken by the sole 

TSOs would thus result in unnecessary and inefficient data exchanges and 

consequently add to the costs. Due to increased volumes of renewable energy 

sources, DSOs also start to compute power flow and voltage influence factor on 

their own. Double calculation with possibly different results should be avoided, 

and instead the results of DSO computations should be used by TSOs where 

possible. An agreement between the TSOs and concerned DSOs about the 

decision to use dynamic studies would also be necessary. 

o Limit the data requests to what is prescribed in the System Operation Guideline. 

eurelectric sees that data provided by stakeholders to TSOs should be used to 

build the Common Grid Model. The data, to our understanding, is not to be used 

for any other purpose. 

 

All TSOs’ proposals for methodologies for coordinating 

operational security analysis and for assessing the 

relevance of assets for outage coordination 
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o Mandate full transparency on the use of costly remedial actions, such as 

combinations of countertrading and redispatching actions, and their cause.  

o Clearly commit to use the best forecast available and include a subsection in the 

methodology for coordinating operational security analysis. This subsection is 

needed in the section on forecasts, on forecasting the potential for curative 

actions, so that regional security coordinators can assess whether a contingency 

is effectively critical or not. 

 eurelectric believes necessary that the same Common Grid Model and margins apply to 

both capacity calculation and coordinated security analysis. eurelectric disagrees with the 

proposal included in the methodology for coordinating operational security analysis 

according to which reliability margins would be used only for capacity calculation, which 

is also based on the best available forecast. As long as all costly remedial actions available 

for security analysis are not considered on an equal footing for capacity calculation, 

introducing reliability margins in capacity calculation only introduces a discrimination 

between "limiting cross-border exchanges" (through capacity calculation or through 

security analysis) and "redispatching" (through security analysis).  

 We believe that the influence of the computation method should be limited to the “n-1”-

scenarios, i.e. realising one contingency. Realising two contingencies (annex I) is out of 

the scope of the System Operation Guideline and contradicts with the proposed 

methodology (cf. article 3 (1) of the methodology for coordinating operational security 

analysis: "It is able to characterize the influence of the absence of one network 

element..."). 
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The consultation responses were submitted with the following details: 

 

 

In the responses, the amendment proposals are highlighted in red colour. 

 

The comments are not completely identical to the submitted responses due to some corrections 

in misspelling and highlighting amendments with tracked changes. 

 

The following abbreviations are used: 

CDSO – closed distribution system operator 

CGM – Common Grid Model 

CSA – the methodology for coordinating operational security analysis 

CZ – cross-zonal 

DA – day-ahead 

DSO – distribution system operator 

ID – intra-day 

IGM – individual grid model 

NRA – national regulatory authority 

RAOCM – the methodology for assessing the relevance of assets for outage coordination 

RSC – regional security coordinator 

SGU – significant grid user 

SO GL – System Operation Guideline (Commission Regulation (EU) 2017/1485) 

TSO – transmission system operator

Questions Answers 

What is your name? - 

Name 

Sanni Aumala 

What is your email 

address? - Email 

saumala@eurelectric.org 

What is your 

organisation? - 

Organisation 

eurelectric 

Who do you 

represent? - DSOs, 

Genrators, 

Consumers, Other 

(please specify) 

electricity industry 
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eurelectric response to all TSOs’ proposal for methodology for Assessing the 

relevance of assets for outage coordination 
 

Questions Answers 

Does the Whereas 

section require a 

change or 

clarification? 

  

Does Article 1 

"Subject matter and 

scope" require a 

change or 

clarification?  

  

Does Article 2 

"Definitions and 

interpretation" 

require a change or 

clarification?  

  

Does Article 3 

"Influence 

computation 

method" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

Article 3.1.b:  It is not clear what is meant by “other similar network 

models in terms of needed data”. Data provided by stakeholders to TSOs 

should be used to build the Common Grid Model (CGM). The data, to 

our understanding, is not allowed to be used for any other purpose.  

Change proposed: the use of data to cover only CGM. 

Article 3.2: The article does not mention DSOs but it seems that some of 

the DSO’s assests / SGUs connected to DSOs could be irrelevant for its 

TSO (for outage and security analysis), but could be included in the data 

required by another TSO for outage coordination.  

We propose bilateral discussions with associations representing DSOs at 

European level to discuss this matter. 

Article 3.3: It is unclear to stakeholders under which circumstances and 

by which criteria a TSO decides to use voltage influence factors. As the 

use of voltage influence factors may lead proposals and thus to higher 

costs for stakeholders, they should only be used if necessary. 

Change proposed: "Each TSO shall have the right to use voltage 

influence factors for determination of its proposal of relevant assets in 

case it is necessary to correctly assess the proposal compared to the 

assessment by power flow." 

Article 3.5: It is unclear to stakeholders under which circumstances and 

by which criteria a TSO decides to use dynamic studies. As the use of 

dynamic studies lead to higher costs for stakeholders for providing 

dynamic models of their assets etc., they should only be used if 

necessary. Furthermore, we would very welcome if TSOs could 

harmonize thresholds for assessing the influence of assets for dynamic 

studies as well. 

Change proposed: "TSOs may agree to use dynamic studies for assessing 

influence of the grid elements, power generating modules, and demand 

facilities located outside their control areas, in case it is necessary to 

correctly assess the proposal compared to the assessment by power 

flow and voltage influence. In such case, they shall define models, 

studies and criteria to be used for the assessment and inform their NRAs 
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about their agreement. These models and studies shall be consistent 

with those developed in application of Articles 38 or 39 of SO GL." 

Article 3.6: It is unclear to stakeholders under which circumstances and 

by which criteria a TSO decides to use dynamic studies. As the use of 

dynamic studies lead to higher costs for stakeholders for providing 

dynamic models of their assets etc., they should only be used if 

necessary. Furthermore, we would very welcome if TSOs could 

harmonize thresholds for assessing the influence of assets for dynamic 

studies as well. 

Change proposed: "Each TSO may decide to use dynamic studies to 

assess influence of the grid elements, power generating modules, and 

demand facilities located in transmission-connected DSOs/CDSOs grids 

in case it is necessary to correctly assess the proposal compared to the 

assessment by power flow and voltage influence. In such a case, the TSO 

shall use models, studies and criteria, consistent with those developed in 

application of Articles 38 or 39 of SO GL, and in the case where one or 

more elements are identified as relevant, the concerned TSO shall 

inform its NRA of the elements identified with reasoning supporting this 

result." 

Article 3.7: Due to increased requirements for the integration of 

renewable energy sources DSOs start to compute power flow and/or 

voltage influence factor on their own. In order to avoid double 

calculation with possibly different result the TSO shall be entitled to use 

the results of the DSO computation. 

Change proposed: "Each TSO shall inform the concerned transmission-

connected DSOs/CDSOs about the decision to compute power flow 

and/or voltage influence factor of grid elements of their systems or 

power generating modules and demand facilities connected to the 

DSO/CDSO system and shall be entitled to ask these 

DSOs/ CDSOs for technical parameters and data that can allow the 

inclusion of at least part of their grids in the TSO’s grid models. If the 

DSOs compute power flow and/or voltage influence factor of grid 

elements connected to the distribution system themselves, the TSO 

computation shall base on the results." 

Article 3.8: As far as dynamic studies are necessary both, the TSO and 

the DSO, are affected or at least face the same challenges in their 

network area. A joint decision is the best way to ensure cooperation on 

equal footing. SO GL prescribes all the data that can be exchanged – it 

should not be necessary to seek additional data. 

Change proposed: "Each TSO shall inform agree with the concerned 

transmission-connected DSOs/CDSOs about the decision to use dynamic 

studies to assess influence of the grid elements, power generating 

modules, and demand facilities located in transmission-connected 

DSOs/CDSOs grids and shall be entitled to ask these DSOs/CDSOs for the 

corresponding technical parameters and data as prescribed in the 

national implementation of SO GL Articles 40 to 53." 

Article 3.9: Only data that is allowed for in the national implementation 

of SO GL Articles 40-53 can be legally requested. 

Change proposed: "When requested according to paragraphs 7 and 8, 

each transmission-connected DSO/CDSO shall provide a coherent set of 

data the relevant data, as provided for in the national implementation of 
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SO GL Articles 40 to 53, to enable the connecting TSO to incorporate the 

required part of their DSO/CDSO systems in its individual grid models 

established pursuant to paragraph 11." 

Does Article 4 

"Identification of 

relevant assets for 

outage 

coordination" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

Article 4.2: The threshold values shall be harmonized at least in the 

synchronous area. This is required in Art. 84 of the SO GL. 

Change proposed: "Each TSO shall select threshold values for the 

synchronous area inside the range of relevant assets thresholds listed in 

Annex 1 that it shall use to determine its proposition of relevant assets 

in application of paragraph 1. The TSO shall publish on its web site those 

threshold values in time with the application of paragraph 1." 

Article 4.3:  Change proposed: "Each TSO shall include in its proposition 

of relevant assets: 

a. all grid elements outside its control area which have at least one 

influence factor higher than the correspondent corresponding relevant 

asset threshold values selected pursuant to paragraph 2." 

Article 4.5: To define exceptions, the criteria should be clear.  As the 

criteria are not defined for the exceptions in Art 4 Number 5 the passage 

should be deleted. 

Change proposed: "By 3 months after the approval of this methodology, 

and when necessary after that, all TSOs of an outage coordination region 

shall define the common list of relevant assets to be coordinated in this 

outage coordination region. This list shall include all elements being grid 

elements, power generating modules, and demand facilities proposed as 

relevant asset in accordance to paragraph 3 and 4 by at least one TSO 
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belonging to this outage coordination region and which is located in a 

TSO’s control area belonging to this outage coordination region, except 

elements excluded upon a common agreement between TSOs of the 

outage coordination region." 

Article 4.6: Change proposed: "All TSOs of an outage coordination region 

shall complement the list identified according to paragraph 5 with the 

critical network elements identified in accordance with Regulation (EU) 

No 2015/1222 for the relevant outage coordination region, and provided 

that their status of critical network element is sufficiently stable along 

throughout the year." 

Does Article 5 

"Timescale for 

implementation" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

  

Does Article 6 

"Language" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

  

Does the Annex I 

require a change or 

clarification?  

We ask ENTSO-E/TSOs to limit the influence computation method to n-

1-scenarios. From our point of view, its current version considers a n-2-

scenario (at least n-1-1) by realising two contingencies (one at TSO A 

(element i) and one at TSO B (element r)). This is out of the scope of SO 

GL and obviously contradicting article 3 (1) of RAOCM ("It is able to 

characterize the influence of the absence of one network element..."). 

 

AI.2: Change proposed: "AI.2 Influence Computation Method 

In order to compute influence of elements located outside TSOs control 

area on a given control area following definitions have to be introduced 

(Figure 1): 

▪ Element t is an element located in TSOs control area and which is 

influenced by an element located outside TSOs control area; 

▪ Element r is an element located outside TSOs control area whose 

influence is assessed; 

▪ Elements i are elements located either in TSOs control area or outside 

TSOs control area which are disconnected to represent planned (or 

forced) outages." 

 

AI.2.1.1: Change proposed:"i: Element located either in TSOs control 

area or outside TSOs control area (different from elements r and t) 

considered disconnected from the network when assessing the formula; 

I: Set of elements, located either in TSOs control area or outside TSOs 

control area, modelled in the grid model whose possible outage should 

be taken into account in the assessment.;[...] 

P^t_(n-i): Active power through the element t with the element r and 

the element i disconnected from the network;[...] 
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The formulas must be applied, for each element r which belongs to the 

set R, assessing its influence on every element t of the TSO’s control area 

for which the assessment is performed, and considering possible 

outages (element i) (Figure 1)." 

 

AI.2.1.2: Change proposed:"P^t_(n-i): Active power through the element 

t with the generating module or demand facility r and the element i 

disconnected from the network;" 

 

We would welcome further clarity on the criteria used to define the 

thresholds. 

Do you have any 

general remarks on 

the proposal?  

  

 

eurelectric response to all TSOs’ proposal for methodology for Coordinating 

operational security analysis 

 

Questions Answers 

Does the Whereas 

section require a 

change or 

clarification? - 

whereas 

  

Does Article 1 

"Subject matter and 

scope" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

  

Does Article 2 

"Definitions and 

interpretation" 

require a change or 

clarification? 
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Does Article 3 

"Influence 

computation 

method" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

Article 3.1.a: The methodology focuses on the security of the 

transmission system. The influence computation is necessary for grid 

elements connected to the transmission system. 

Change proposed: "1. The influence computation method has the 

following characteristics:  

a) It is able to characterize the influence of the absence of one network 

element, being a grid element, a power generation module, a demand 

facility connected to a TSO or transmission-connected DSO/CDSO 

network on the power flow or voltage of another transmission grid 

element." 

Article 3.1.b:  It is not clear what is meant by “other similar network 

models in terms of needed data”. Data provided by stakeholders to 

TSOs should be used to build the CGM. The data, to our understanding, 

is not allowed to be used for any other purpose.  

Change proposed: the use of data to cover only CGM. 

Article 3.2: The article does not mention DSOs but it seems that some of 

the DSOs assets / SGUs connected to DSOs could be irrelevant for its 

TSO (for outage and security analysis), but could be included in the data 

required by another TSO for outage coordination.  

We propose bilateral discussions with associations representing DSOs at 

European level to discuss this matter. 

Article 3.3: It is unclear to stakeholders under which circumstances and 

by which criteria a TSO decides to use voltage influence factors. As the 

use of voltage influence factors may lead to larger observability areas 

and thus to higher costs for stakeholders, they should only be used if 

necessary. 

Change proposed: "Each TSO shall have the right to use voltage 

influence factors in the determination of its observability area, external 

contingency list and/or proposal of relevant asset list in case it is 

necessary to correctly assess the operational security of the control 

area compared to the assessment by power flow." 

Article 3.6: It is unclear to stakeholders under which circumstances and 

by which criteria a TSO decides to use dynamic studies. As the use of 

dynamic studies lead to higher costs for stakeholders for providing 

dynamic models of their assets etc., they should only be used if 

necessary. Furthermore, we would very welcome if TSOs could 

harmonize thresholds for assessing the influence of assets for dynamic 

studies as well.  

Change proposed: "Each TSO may decide to use dynamic studies to 

assess influence of the grid elements, power generating modules, and 

demand facilities located in transmission-connected DSOs/CDSOs grids 

in case it is necessary to correctly assess the operational security of the 

control area compared to the assessment by power flow and voltage 

influence. In such a case, the TSO shall use models, studies and criteria, 

consistent with those developed in application of Articles 38 or 39 of SO 

GL, and in the case where one or more elements are identified as 

relevant, the concerned TSO shall inform its NRA of the elements 

identified with reasoning supporting this result." 

Article 3.7: Due to increased requirements for the integration of 

renewable energy sources DSOs start to compute power flow and/or 

voltage influence factor on their own. In order to avoid double 



10 

 

calculation with possibly different result the TSO shall be entitled to use 

the results of the DSO computation. 

Change proposed: "Each TSO shall inform the concerned transmission-

connected DSOs/CDSOs about the decision to compute power flow 

and/or voltage influence factor of grid elements of their systems or of 

power generating modules and demand facilities connected to these 

DSO/CDSO systems, and shall be entitled to ask these DSOs/ CDSOs for 

technical parameters and data that can allow the inclusion of at least 

part of their grids in the TSO’s grid models. If the DSOs compute power 

flow and/or voltage influence factor of grid elements connected to the 

distribution system themselves, the TSO computation shall base on the 

results." 

Article 3.8: As far as dynamic studies are necessary both, the TSO and 

the DSO, are affected or at least face the same challenges in their 

network area. A joint decision is the best way to ensure cooperation on 

equal footing. SO GL prescribes all the data that can be exchanged – it 

should not be necessary to seek additional data. 

Change proposed: "Each TSO shall inform agree with the concerned 

transmission-connected DSOs/CDSOs about the decision to use dynamic 

studies to assess influence of the grid elements, power generating 

modules, and demand facilities located in transmission-connected 

DSOs/CDSOs grids and shall be entitled to ask these DSOs/ CDSOs for 

the corresponding technical parameters and data as prescribed in the 

national implementation of SO GL Articles 40 to 53." 

Article 3.9: National grid models are not defined in the methodology. 

Such national models constitute a source of legal uncertainty and lack 

of transparency to stakeholders. They cause higher costs to 

stakeholders, as they will have to provide at least two sets of data, one 

for the IGM and one for the national model. 

Change proposed: "When requested according to paragraphs 7 or 8, 

each transmission-connected DSO/CDSO shall provide a coherent set of 

data the relevant data, as provided for in the national implementation 

of SO GL Articles 40 to 53, to enable the connecting TSO to incorporate 

the required part of their systems in its national grid models or in its 

individual grid models established pursuant to paragraph 12." 

Article 3.11: National grid models are not defined in the methodology. 

Such national models constitute a source of legal uncertainty and lack 

of transparency to stakeholders. They cause higher costs to 

stakeholders, as they will have to provide at least two sets of data, one 

for the IGM and one for the national model. 

Change proposed: "When computing the influence of grid elements, 

power generating modules, and demand facilities located in 

transmission-connected DSOs/CDSOs which are connected to its control 

area, in order to determine whether they are part of its observability 

area, each TSO shall use either the common grid models established 

according to Article 67 of the System Operation Guidelines, or national 

grid models; in both cases, these models shall be complemented as 

needed pursuant to paragraph 7." 
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Does Article 4 

"Identification of 

observability area 

elements" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

Article 4.2: The DSO knows best which grid elements should be included 

in the observability area. If the TSO decides alone about the grid 

elements connected to the DSO/CDSO it will cause data exchanges that 

are not necessary and consequently additional costs.  An agreement 

between TSO and DSO ensures an efficient amount of data exchange. 

The clear threshold values listed in Annex 1 enable both parties to agree 

on the necessary grid elements. 

Change proposed: "2. Each TSO shall have the right to decide in 

cooperation agree with each transmission-connected DSO/CDSO of its 

control area what are their grid elements and power generating 

modules and demand facilities connected to this DSO/CDSO which will 

be part of its observability area based on qualitative assessment." 

Article 4.3: The methodology should state a clear way to determine the 

grid elements belonging to the observability area. With this Article the 

TSO shall decide after all. Hence, the cooperation tried to implement in 

the former article seems hypocritical. The DSOs favour a clear 

statement of cooperation and support an agreement. There is no 

reason why an agreement should not be possible. 

Change proposed: "Where deemed necessary by the TSO, this TSO shall 

decide in cooperation agree with each non-transmission-connected 

DSO/CDSO of its control area and its connecting DSO what are their grid 

elements and power generating modules and demand facilities 

connected to this DSO/CDSO which will be part of its observability area 

based on qualitative assessment." 

Article 4.4: As explained in the comments to Art. 4 (2 and 3) the DSO 

support a cooperation on equal footing. Art. 4 Number 4 is 

unnecessary. It also represents an extreme burden and cost to DSOs, as 

they would have to revise their whole network model to make it 

compatible to TSO’s (IT-)processes. It is inappropriate, as the model is 

only used for one single computation of influence. It would be much 

more cost-efficient if the DSO would compute these influence values on 

its own. Such an approach does not need any conversion to different 

formats etc. 

Change proposed:"If the TSO and the concerned transmission-

connected DSO/CDSO do not agree, the identification of elements will 

be done in accordance to Article 3." 

Article 4.5: Thresholds should be the same regardless which grid 

element is assessed to provide non-discrimination and transparency. 

Change proposed:"Each TSO shall select threshold values inside the 

range of observability thresholds listed in Annex 1 that it shall use to 

determine its observability area in application of paragraph 6 and 7. The 

threshold values shall be identical regardless of the grid element of 

which the influence is assessed. The TSO shall publish on its web site 

those threshold values in time with the application of paragraph 1." 

Article 4.7: It is unclear to stakeholders why certain grid elements are 

discarded while others are not. From our perception such a provision is 

a source of legal uncertainty, lack of transparency and discrimination. 

There should be at least a unique condition to be met before this right 

is used. 

Change proposed: "A TSO shall have the right to discard some grid 

elements identified in accordance with paragraph 6.a, provided their 
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influence factor is not higher than the maximum value of the range of 

thresholds defined in Annex 1." 

Article 4.8: The article refers to all SGUs connected to busbars identified 

in paragraph 6. SGUs can include generation units with installed 

capacity down to 0,8kW. Such generation hardly significantly influence 

power flows in the transmission system. Costs will exceed the benefits. 

Change proposed: "In addition, each TSO shall include in its 

observability area all power generating modules and demand facilities 

which are SGUs and connected to the busbars identified in paragraph 6, 

provided that the demand facilities and SGUs have an influence factor 

higher than the correspondent observability influence threshold values 

selected pursuant to paragraph 5." 

Article 4.12: A five year refresh cycle seems far too long; particularly 

when DSOs and SGUs are updating the observability area structural 

data every six months.  

Change proposed: The refresh cycle to match the update cycle. 

Does Article 5 

"Identification of 

external 

contingencies" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

Article 5.4: Change proposed: Each TSO shall have the right to 

complement its external contingency list with transmission connected 

generating modules and transmission connected demand facilities 

identified in accordance with Article 4(8). 

Does Article 6 

"Classification of 

contingencies" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

  

Does Article 7 

"Occurrence 

increasing factors 

handling" require a 

change or 

clarification? 
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Does Article 8 

"Exceptional 

contingencies with a 

risk of high cross-

control area impact" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

  

Does Article 9 

"Establishment of the 

contingency list" 

require a change or 

clarification?  

Article 9.5: The principle proposed in Art 9.5., i.e. contingencies may be 

discarded from the contingency list if the cost of remedial actions to 

manage their consequences are proportionate to the risk, should apply 

systematically to all types of contingencies and not only to exceptional 

contingencies, and for every market time unit. It can be highly 

inefficient to constrain the system systematically (through Capacity 

Calculation or through Remedial actions activation) because of very 

infrequent events that could be managed at reasonable cost.  

Change proposed: Apply the principle of 9.5 systematically to all types 

of contingencies and not only to exceptional contingencies, and for 

every market time unit. 

Does Article 10 

"Sharing of the 

contingency list" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

  

Does Article 11 

"Common agreement 

on cross-control area 

consequences" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

  

Does Article 12 

"Assessment of 

consequences" 

require a change or 

clarification?  

  

Does Article 13 

"Cross-border impact 

of sets of remedial 

actions" require a 

change or 

clarification?  

The article of chapter 3 under title 3 refers to the coordination of 

remedial actions. Remedial actions are not subject of the methodology 

pursuant to article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to 

article 76 of SO GL. It should therefore be moved to this methodology.  

Change proposed: To move article 13 to the proposal following from 

Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 14 

"Procedure for 

quantitative 

assessment of cross-

border impact" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 3 under title 3 refers to the coordination of 

remedial actions. Remedial actions are not subject of the methodology 

pursuant to article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to 

article 76 of SO GL. It should therefore be moved to this methodology.  

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 15 

"Process for cross-

border impact 

assessment" require 

The article of chapter 3 under title 3 refers to the coordination of 

remedial actions. Remedial actions are not subject of the methodology 

pursuant to article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to 

article 76 of SO GL. It should therefore be moved to this methodology. 
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a change or 

clarification? 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 16 

"Principles for 

coordination of cross-

border impacting 

remedial actions" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 3 under title 3 refers to the coordination of 

remedial actions. Remedial actions are not subject of the methodology 

pursuant to article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to 

article 76 of SO GL. It should therefore be moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL.  

Does Article 17 

"Remedial actions 

availability and 

consistency" require 

a change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 3 under title 3 refers to the coordination of 

remedial actions. Remedial actions are not subject of the methodology 

pursuant to article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to 

article 76 of SO GL. It should therefore be moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL.  

Does Article 18 

"Preventive remedial 

actions activation" 

require a change or 

clarification?  

The article of chapter 3 under title 3 refers to the coordination of 

remedial actions. Remedial actions are not subject of the methodology 

pursuant to article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to 

article 76 of SO GL. It should therefore be moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 19 

"Requirements for 

coordinated 

operational security 

analyses" require a 

change or 

clarification?  

The article of chapter 3 under title 3 refers to the coordination of 

remedial actions. Remedial actions are not subject of the methodology 

pursuant to article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to 

article 76 of SO GL. It should therefore be moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 20 

"Remedial actions 

inclusion in individual 

grid models" require 

a change or 

clarification?  

Article 20 refers to the inclusion of remedial actions in IGM. This is 

already covered by the requirements laid down in article 70(4) of SO GL 

and should therefore be covered by the methodology following from 

article 70.  

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 70 of SO GL. 
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Does Article 21 "Long 

term studies (year-

ahead up to week-

ahead)" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

It is unclear to stakeholders why local scenarios should be necessary 

and subject of SO GL or any methodology following from that. If 

scenarios are necessary to correctly assess operational security, they 

should be covered by article 65. If they are not necessary, they 

shouldn’t be carried out, as the results won’t contain added value. Costs 

will exceed the benefits by far. 

Change proposed: "1. In order to apply requirements of Article 72(1)(a) 

or (b) or Articles 98(3), 100(3) and (4) of SO GL, each TSO shall have the 

right to decide to apply local scenarios for its control area in addition to 

the scenarios required according to Article 65 of SO GL, in order to 

improve robustness of the analyses against uncertainties. 

2. Where the need for local scenarios is identified, the TSO shall 

determine for which operational planning activities those local 

scenarios are to be considered and shall inform the TSOs of its capacity 

calculation region or of its outage coordination region and the relevant 

RSCs about the content of those local scenarios and their usage 

purpose. 

3. Where a TSO defines local scenarios for security analysis in 

accordance with Article 72(1)(a) or (b) or Articles 98(3), 100(3) and (4) 

of SO GL, and these scenarios differ from the scenarios defined by all 

TSOs according to Article 65 of SO GL, other TSOs shall not be obliged to 

build their individual grid models for the local scenarios. 

4. Where a TSO defines local scenarios for security analysis in 

accordance with Article 72(1)(a) or (b) of SO GL, this TSO shall define, in 

coordination with other TSOs of the concerned capacity calculation 

region, which grid models shall be used to study these local scenarios. 

These grid models shall be derived from the common grid models 

established pursuant to Article 67 of SO GL, using appropriate 

substitutes or derived models where appropriate. 

5. Where a TSO defines local scenarios for security analysis in 

accordance with Articles 98(3), 100(3) and (4) of SO GL, this TSO shall 

define, in coordination with other TSOs of the outage coordination 

region, which grid models shall be used to study these local scenarios. 

These grid models shall be derived from the common grid models 

established pursuant to Article 67 of SO GL, using appropriate 

substitutes or derived models where appropriate."  

Does Article 22 "D-1 

Security Analysis" 

require a change or 

clarification?  

eurelectric does not understand why the setting of reliability margins is 

discussed only in the explanatory note, which has no legal value, and 

not in the methodology itself. In particular, eurelectric disagrees that 

reliability margins are used only for capacity calculation (which is also 

based on the best available forecast) and not for coordinated security 

analysis. As long as all costly remedial actions available for security 

analysis are not considered on an equal footing in capacity calculation, 

introducing reliability margins in capacity calculation only introduces a 

discrimination between "limiting cross-border exchanges" (through 

capacity calculation or through security analysis) and "redispatching" 

(through security analysis). eurelectric is strongly opposed to this 

difference of treatment between national and cross-border exchanges. 

In our view, the same CGM and margins should apply to both capacity 

calculation and coordinated security analysis. We would agree then, 

that no additional margin on the top of the reliability margin 
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determined in line with Article 22 of Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 should 

be applied in CSA. 

Does Article 23 

"Intraday Security 

Analysis" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

eurelectric does not understand why the setting of reliability margins is 

discussed only in the explanatory note, which has no legal value, and 

not in the methodology itself. In particular, eurelectric disagrees that 

reliability margins are used only for capacity calculation (which is also 

based on the best available forecast) and not for coordinated security 

analysis. As long as all costly remedial actions available for security 

analysis are not considered on an equal footing in capacity calculation, 

introducing reliability margins in capacity calculation only introduces a 

discrimination between "limiting cross-border exchanges" (trough 

capacity calculation or through security analysis) and "redispatching" 

(through security analysis). eurelectric is strongly opposed to this 

difference of treatment between national and cross-border exchanges. 

In our view, the same CGM and margins should apply to both capacity 

calculation and coordinated security analysis. We would agree then, 

that no additional margin on the top of the reliability margin 

determined in line with Article 22 of Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 should 

be applied in CSA. 

Does Article 24 

"Handling of extreme 

event" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 25 

"General 

requirements" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 26 

"Overlapping zones" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 27 

"Monitoring of 

inclusion of agreed 

remedial actions in 

the individual grid 

models" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 
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Does Article 28 

"Back-up for the 

common grid model 

building task" require 

a change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 29 

"Assessment of cross-

RSC influence of 

remedial actions" 

require a change or 

clarification?  

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 30 

"Investigation of 

possible additional 

remedial actions" 

require a change or 

clarification?  

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 31 

"Exchange of results" 

require a change or 

clarification?  

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 32 

"Cross-regional day-

ahead coordinated 

operational security 

assessment" require 

a change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 33 

"Intraday 

coordinated regional 

operational security 

assessment" require 

a change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 34 

"Outage planning 

coordination tasks " 

require a change or 

clarification? 

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 
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Does Article 35 

"Regional adequacy 

assessment tasks" 

require a change or 

clarification?  

The article of chapter 5 under title 3 refers to inter-RSC coordination. 

inter-RSC coordination is not subject of the methodology pursuant to 

article 75 of SO GL, but of the methodology pursuant to article 76 of SO 

GL, as can be taken from article 77 of SO GL. It should therefore be 

moved to this methodology. 

Change proposed: This article should be moved to the proposal 

following from Article 76 of SO GL. 

Does Article 36 

"Forecast of 

intermittent 

generation" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

Article 36.1: Stakeholders miss a clear commitment of TSOs to use the 

best forecast available. 

We would welcome more clarity on how the N-1 principle will be 

applied: 

o   It is welcome that critical contingencies are listed ex-ante. They 

should be fully transparent for market participants. 

o   We wonder if (costly) curative actions are considered in the face of 

possible contingencies before deciding that a situation should be 

corrected with (preventive) remedial actions. In our view, when dealing 

with system operation before the operational window, and as long as 

the potential of curative actions (costly or not) is sufficient to restore 

secure operation if needed, N-1 contingencies should always be 

disregarded. 

Proposals for change:  

- To include a subsection to the section on forecasts on forecasting the 

potential for curative actions so that RSCs can assess whether a 

contingency is effectively critical or not. 

- "The forecasts established in application of paragraphs 2 to 6 below 

shall be used as the basis of the security analysis to be performed 

according to Article 22 and Article 23. Taking into account that a margin 

in line with Article 22 of Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 will be established 

for capacity calculation processes, and that this margin as well as 

security analysis results will be affected by the accuracy of forecasts, 

each TSO shall consider the following criteria in establishing forecasts of 

intermittent generation: 

a. The forecasts established shall cover at least the control area of the 

TSO; 

b. The forecasts established shall be of a granularity necessary for the 

TSO to create IGMs compliant with the requirements of CGM 

methodology developed according to Article 70 of SO GL. 

TSO shall use the best forecast available." 

Does Article 37 

"Forecast of load" 

require a change or 

clarification?  

We would welcome more clarity on how the N-1 principle will be 

applied: 

o   It is welcome that critical contingencies are listed ex-ante. They 

should be fully transparent for market participants. 

o   We wonder if (costly) curative actions are considered in the face of 

possible contingencies before deciding that a situation should be 

corrected with (preventive) remedial actions. In our view, when dealing 

with system operation before the operational window, and as long as 

the potential of curative actions (costly or not) is sufficient to restore 

secure operation if needed, N-1 contingencies should always be 

disregarded. 

Change proposed: To include a subsection to the section on forecasts 
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on forecasting the potential for curative actions so that RSCs can assess 

whether a contingency is effectively critical or not. 

Does Article 38 

"Frequency of grid 

model updates" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

Article 38.1: Stakeholders would expect such a requirement to be 

included in the methodology following from 70 of SO GL. Please move it 

there. 

Change proposed: "By 1st January 2023, and then at least every five 

years, all TSOs shall assess the need to review the IGM intraday update 

frequency as defined in CGM methodology developed according to 

Article 70 of SO GL, taking into account the expected evolution of 

volatile parameters, such as market positions, intermittent generation, 

load." 

Does Article 39 

"Identification and 

governance of 

common functions 

and tools" require a 

change or 

clarification? 

  

Does Article 40 "Data 

quality assessment" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

  

Does Article 41 

"Monitoring of 

regional 

coordination" require 

a change or 

clarification?  

  

Does Article 42 

"Definition of 

common hours" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

  

Does Article 43 

"Timescale for 

implementation" 

require a change or 

clarification? 

Article 38.1: Forecasts for load and intermittent generation are state-of-

the-art and commonly used across DSOs and TSOs. Stakeholders do not 

understand why such long transitory periods are necessary for the 

implementation at TSOs’ systems. 

Change proposed: "Each TSO shall apply the requirements of Article 37 

within 126 months and of Article 36 within 246 months after approval 

of this methodology." 

Does Article 44 

"Language" require a 

change or 

clarification? 
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Does the Annex I 

require a change or 

clarification? 

We ask ENTSO-E/TSOs to limit the influence computation method to n-

1-scenarios. From our point of view, its current version considers a n-2-

scenario (at least n-1-1) by realising two contingencies (one at TSO A 

(element i) and one at TSO B (element r)). This is out of the scope of SO 

GL and obviously contradicting article 3 (1) of CSA ("It is able to 

characterize the influence of the absence of one network element..."). 

 

AI.2: Change proposed: "AI.2 Influence Computation Method 

In order to compute influence of elements located outside TSOs control 

area on a given control area following definitions have to be introduced 

(Figure 1): 

▪ Element t is an element located in TSOs control area and which is 

influenced by an element located outside TSOs control area; 

▪ Element r is an element located outside TSOs control area whose 

influence is assessed; 

▪ Elements i are elements located either in TSOs control area or outside 

TSOs control area which are disconnected to represent planned (or 

forced) outages." 

 

AI.2.1.1: Change proposed: "i: Element located either in TSOs control 

area or outside TSOs control area (different from elements r and t) 

considered disconnected from the network when assessing the 

formula; I: Set of elements, located either in TSOs control area or 

outside TSOs control area, modelled in the grid model whose possible 

outage should be taken into account in the assessment.;[...] 

P^t_(n-i): Active power through the element t with the element r and 

the element i disconnected from the network;[...] 

The formulas must be applied, for each element r which belongs to the 

set R, assessing its influence on every element t of the TSO’s control 

area for which the assessment is performed, and considering possible 

outages (element i) (Figure 1)." 

 

AI.2.1.2: Change proposed: "P^t_(n-i): Active power through the 

element t with the generating module or demand facility r and the 

element i disconnected from the network;" 

 

We would welcome further clarity on the criteria used to define the 

thresholds. 
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Do you have any 

general remarks on 

the proposal? 

In addition to article specific comments, we welcome the main 

principles on using remedial actions to restore secure operation, and 

we recommend the methodology: 

o   To mandate full transparency on the use of costly remedial actions 

(e.g. combinations of countertrading and redispatching actions) and 

their cause. 

o   To be more specific on the margins considered together with the 

best forecast CGM. We take note in the explanatory document that 

TSOs consider they do not need to include margins in DA and ID 

coordinated security assessment. We recall that such margins are 

calculated anyway for coordinated capacity calculation. Therefore it 

would be practical to include them.   

Furthermore, as long as capacity calculation does not consider fully 

(costly) redispatching as an alternative to cross-zonal capacity limitation 

(equivalent to countertrading for the market), considering reliability 

margins only for capacity calculation and not for coordinated security 

analysis leads to prioritising CZ capacity reduction against redispatching, 

whereas regulation requests 

equal treatment. 
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