
FOSG reply to the CBA 2.0 consultation 
 
What is, from your perspective, the purpose of an European CBA methodology ? 
 
Infrastructure investments are crucial for ensuring a well-functioning and cost-efficient European 
electricity system, and in realizing those important investments, an assessment of the projects’ 
wider benefits is essential. From our point of view, the CBA methodology has two main purposes: 
 

1.   To provide a good scientific, objective and harmonised basis for the analysis of candidate 
projects of the TYNDP.  

2.   To serve as a harmonised energy system-wide cost benefit analysis at EU level. 

The final purpose of the CBA should therefore be to establish a common standpoint across 
Member States involved in concrete new interconnector projects. 

It is also key to highlight that the CBA is an essential element of the selection process for the 
European Projects of Common Interest (PCI), as its results determine those projects that have a 
positive impact at EU level. The ENTSOE CBA should therefore be transparent and objective to 
provide a fair selection of projects across Europe.  

Having in mind the variaty of users and usage of the CBA, would you choose a multi-
criteria or one figure approach? 

The CBA should provide a combination of both. It could include a multi criteria approach that 
goes into suffienct level of detail. But it should also be a tool that provides a good basis for 
comparsion between projects, and from that point of view a figure approach would be much easier 
to understand.   
 
The CBA is not only the basis for the TYNDP developped by ENTSOE, it is also the scientific 
basis used to determine the European PCIs. It is therefore key that European citizens are able to 
understand the costs and the benefits of European projects. There is however currently a lack of 
transparency in the PCI selection process. And in particular in how the results of the CBA are 
used to select the PCI projects. A comment or indicator identifying whether a project is of “pan-
European interest” or not (according to the technical criteria of the TEN-E Regulation), would 
also be welcomed after the CBA assessment of the projects. This would facilitate the PCI selection 
process, which is purely based on the results of the CBA performed by ENTSOE. 
 
Finally, FOSG considers that the project indicators that result from the CBA should be monetised 
in as much as possible. We acknowledge that quantification of wider project benefits can be 
complicated and that for some indicators, only a qualitative ranking is possible. That being said, 
the methodology should to a higher degree focus on the quantification methodology and to the 
widest extent possible present a way to monetize the benefits. 
 
 
Is the CBA 2.0 methodology easy to understand and apply? 
 
The metholodgy is in general easy to understand. It would however be useful that ENTSOE adds 
an introduction where the main improvements and the differences with respects to the CBA 1.0. 
are well explained.  
 



One aspect that it is unclear from our perspective is to know when ENTSOE will be using the 
TOOT or the PINT approach to evaluate projects. Both approaches are well explained in the 
document but there is no indication on when and for which projects one or the other approach 
will be used. It would be useful to add a clear explanation on how the different projects will be 
assessed.  

 
Is the method of calculating the indicators easy to understand? If not how can we improve? 
 
The method for caluculating the indicators would be easier to understand if a concrete example 
that explains how to calculate each of the indicators step by step would be included in the 
document in an annex.  

 
Also, in order to make sure that project promoters can perform their own CBA, ENTSOE should 
facilitate the information on where the data needed to perform the market and network studies 
can be found. It is not clear where this information can be found now. This information could be 
included as a link in the CBA 2.0. document. In addition, ENTSOE should explain in details how 
the data are exactly used to perform the market and network studies. ENTSOE should provide all 
the steps of the calculation process in order for project promoters to be able to perform their own 
CBA. 
 
Do you think the set of proposed indicators gives sufficient information about the project 
costs and benefits? Please justify your answer. 
 
As indicated above, the TYNDP and the CBA is the basis for the selection of PCIs. There is 
however currenty very limited information on how the CBA is used to select PCI projects. In 
order to increase the transparency of the PCI selection process and to bring it closer to the EU 
citizens, ENTSOE could add a new indicator identifying whether a project is of “pan-European 
interest” or not (according to the technical criteria of the TEN-E Regulation), would also be 
welcomed after the CBA assessment of the projects. This would facilitate the PCI selection 
process, which is purely based on the results of the CBA performed by ENTSOE. 
 
ENTSO-E has made significant changes in the CBA 2.0 methodology compared to the 
previous version. These changes relate to the elements listed below. We kindly ask you to 
express your views on each of them. What do you find positive or negative related to these 
changes? What and how can we improve?   
 

-‐   Clustering rule 
 

FOSG considers that reducing the complexity of the clustering rule is an improvement. Every 
project has specific characteristics and needs, so leaving open the percentage of GTC contribution 
instead of the “20%” rule is an improvement. Clustering projects only if they are maximum one 
stage of maturity apart instead of clustering projects only if their commissioning dates are no more 
than 5 years apart is also an improvement since it leaves more flexibility. 

Security of supply 

We welcome the introduction of an improved system stability indicator that allows to evaluate the 
contribution of the projects to meet demand under extreme or extrourdinatry conditions.  
 



Certain projects (e.g. projects that use HVDC technologies) can provide a larger set of ancillary 
services such as reactive power control, voltage control, frequency control and black start. It is 
important that these additional services that can help to maintain system stability are adequately 
reflected in the CBA. These benefits were so far not fully taken into account in the CBA 
calculations. FOSG considers that it is key that the security of supply indicator evolves to fully 
reflect the contribution of projects to solve power system needs in terms of flexibility, and 
welcomes the creation of a methodology to assess this type of benefits. FOSG encourages 
ENTSOE to continue working on improving this indicator. 
 
 

-‐   Cost indicator 
 
The new approach to the calculation of costs taking into account standard figures and the maturity 
of the different projects seems to be reasonable, as it allows for a better comparison of costs 
among the different projects.  
 
FOSG also welcomes the use of a common pan-European discounting approach to be used for 
the PCI and TYNDP project assessments. In a global European perspective of market integration, 
it is determinant for comparison and simplicity reasons to use a unique Discount Rate for each 
Regional Group. The harmonization of this parameter is vital for equity and transparency reasons.  
 

-‐   Losses indicator 
 
As explained before FOSG considers that indicators should be monetised in as much as possible. 
We therefore welcome the monetisation of the lossess indicator.  
 

-‐   Storage assesment 
 
 


