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Meeting Minutes

The Product Design Group was supported by a slide deck, which can be found on the webpage of
the PDG". These meeting minutes capture the interactions between the participants.

Feedback on the consultation of the ToE design note

The first part of the PDG was dedicated to providing the market parties with an overview of the
feedback Synergrid received during the consultation of the ToE design note, and outlining how
this received feedback impacts the plans of the system operators.

A first point of discussion concerned itself with the upcoming case paper about the corrected
model on DSO points, and more specifically how MV and LV would be treated, as various market
parties (including suppliers, FSP’s, Febeliec and Arcade) indicated that MV and LV clients are
clearly different kinds of clients with different needs, and given the clear flexibility volumes
waiting to be unlocked on MV, priority should be given to unlocking the MV segment, meaning that
the solutions for MV should not have to wait until all the details for LV have been hashed out. The
system operators agree, and specify that a phased approach will most likely be used, where both
the timing and (certain aspects of) the solution might differ between LV and MV, and that all
options are still open at this point, with the case paper aimed precisely to more deeply
understand these issues.

Bnewable also raised the point that supply split, a key solution pilar to their mind, is nowhere to
be seen in the proposed roll-out plan. The system operators agree on the need for supply split,
but note that this topic is out of scope for this product design group on explicit flexibility, as the
system operators see supply split primarily as a tool to further enable implicit flexibility. The
system operators however also grant that supply split might have some applications for explicit
flexibility, and therefore also wish to clarify that currently there are already options for supply
split: contract split, where a market party splits the volume of the DSO headmeter across multiple
submeters without intervention of the DSO, is already possible, as well as a supply split using a
second DSO-meter. What is currently not possible, is any kind of supply split using third-party
meters, as the legal framework for the use of such third party meters is currently non-existent. As
such, the system operators indicate that a change in the legal framework is needed before further
steps can be taken when it comes to supply split with third party submeters.

Another remark from Bnewable is that they are somewhat disappointed with how seemingly little
the system operators are taking the feedback on the design note, being the unanimous
disapproval for the CSM into account. In response, the system operators point out that, as shown
by the slides, the received feedback from the market parties was more varied, with the main
points being the urgency to have a ToE model on all voltage levels, a preference to have the CM
available on all voltage levels (with priority given to HV/MV) and to allow the different models to
co-exist. The system operators further clarify that the currently presented approach aims to
address the issues highlighted in the reactions: CSM can be implemented more quickly that the
CM, so rolling out CSM across all voltage levels is a no regret option addressing the first point of
feedback. After the feedback received from the market, higher priority is also given to the
possible implementation of the CM on DSO connected points, with a case paper investigating
this foreseen for the end of 2025. In relation to the last main point of market feedback, once the
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CSM is implemented and available on all voltage levels, this will serve as an alternative to the
existing Opt-out and Pass-through regimes. In addition the CM will be made available on HYV,
providing even more options on that voltage level.

Documentrelease 3

The second part of the PDG was dedicated to discussing the high-level changes contained in
document release 3 as well as showing the consultation timeline to the market parties.

Febeliec expressed their hope that the current proposal would not be too little, too late and
furthermore heavily stressed that Febeliec is of the opinion that the regulators have a crucialrole
to play in this topic, in that they need to treat this with a fitting sense of urgency and should do
whatever is needed to ensure that the resulting solution is a uniform one, across all regions.
Synergrid indicates that a first round of meetings, consisting of both bilateral meetings between
system operator and relevant regulators as well as a meeting between Synergrid and Forbeg have
already taken place. However, the consultation process needs to be followed, as the regulators
will only take their decision once they have had a chance to review the feedback given by the
various market parties.

Bnewable wonders where the question of baselining will be tackled, as they find that the current
methods are somewhat inadequate. The system operators respond that for LV points, this
question will be an important part of the case paper on CM, as there is a clear need to move from
synthetics profiles to decent baselines. The baselining methodology should be aligned across
flexibility products and should also yield correct results without being too complex. For MV and
HV, Elia also indicates that the baselining methodologies used there will be revised.

Towards the end of the meeting, most market actors once again stress the need for both supply
split and the roll-out of the CM on MV, as there is a large potential present on MV, so solutions are
needed to unlock this flexibility. In closing, the system operators thank all present for the
interactions and their insights.



