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1 PART 1 – EUROPEAN COMMISSION 

1.1 Background 

Assignment Title: INOGATE Regional Seminar on Security of Supply and Electricity 
Interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries adopt 
adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools” 

Country and Dates: Brussels, Belgium, 10 December 2015 

Beneficiary Organisation: Ministries of Energy or equivalent, National Regulatory Agencies 
(NRAs), Transmission System Operators (Electricity) or institutions 
responsible for  transmission system planning and electricity 
interconnection infrastructure in 6 INOGATE/ Eastern Partnership 
PCs (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine) 

Beneficiary Organisation -  
key contact persons – name 
and e-mail address 

22 representatives from beneficiary organisations attended the 
seminar (See Annex 2.3.2) 

Deliverables Produced • Seminar proceedings and presentations in English and Russian 
(December 2015) 

• Final report on activity RWP.03 (January 2016) 
 

Expert Team Members • Mr. Nikos Tsakalidis, Key Expert for Electricity and Gas 
• Mr. Nikos Tourlis, Electricity Markets/Convergence Expert 
• Ms. Rusudan Nonikashvili, Communications Expert 

 

1.2 Essence of the Activity  

Organised as a back-to-back to the 14th Meeting of the Eastern Partnership Platform 3 (Energy 
Security)1, the one-day workshop of ITS was dedicated to two very important aspects of the 
future of the energy systems in the Eastern  Partnership region: the first one aimed at Security of 
Supply which was for the first time being put in the focus of INOGATE activities and the second 
one aimed at Electricity Interconnectivity which beyond being directly relevant to the Security of 
Supply issue it coincided with the thematic priority of the next day’s Eastern Partnership 
Platform 3 meeting. Both events took place in Brussels on the 10 and 11 December 2015.   

The main objective of the INOGATE workshop on « Security of Supply and Electricity 
Interconnectivity» was to help INOGATE Partner Countries adopt adequate regulatory 
frameworks, methodologies and tools for enhancing their security of supply aspects in their 
energy strategies and also for identifying/planning, financing and developing electricity 
interconnection infrastructure. Overall the workshop was planned with the view to enable 
knowledge sharing and understanding on specific elements underpinning the security of supply 
objectives of each country’s energy policy. 

                                                           
1 The report of the EaP Platform 3 meeting can be downloaded from DG ENER website using the following link  

https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/20151211%20Meeting%20report%2014th%20EaP%20Platform%203%20final.pdf
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1.3 Key Findings 

1.3.1 State of affairs with regards to Security of Supply 

Security of Supply is commonly appreciated as a key concern in all countries whilst refinements 
between energy abundant and energy dependent countries are also present and reflected in the 
national energy strategies. Awareness of  the relevant European Directives and Regulations 
governing Security of Supply is still quite low even in the countries which are signatory parties of 
the Energy Community Treaty. Regional cooperation for security of supply takes place at  
regional level and mostly on the level of ministries responsible for energy. Regulatory and TSO 
cooperation gradually emerges through the cooperation of these organisations in the frame of 
the Energy Community.  

Long term electricity balances seem to develop positively for all countries with the exception  of 
Moldova and Belarus. The respective positive development in the case of natural gas can only 
be observed in the case of Azerbaijan 

All countries address security of supply in their energy strategies and legislation but the Energy 
Community Treaty parties have increased requirements in the frame of the EU Acquis 

All countries with the exception 2 of Azerbaijan (due to its hydrocarbon net exporter character) 
take actions towards diversifying their energy mix. Infrastructure development as expected 
follows a similar pattern (note: there is reportedly no noticeable activity in Belarus with regards 
to natural gas infrastructure). 

The planning and decision making process is raised to the political level and it is quite divergent 
compared to the one established in the EU (i.e. ex-ante defined process/criteria & broad 
stakeholder consultation). The situation regarding planning and appraisal of infrastructure in 
natural gas sector is certainly less defined.   

Regional cooperation takes place for Ukraine and Moldova in the frame of activities of the 
Energy Community Security of Supply Working Groups for Electricity and Natural Gas, 
respectively. For the remainder of the PCs the process is mostly bilateral and not reportedly 
coordinated in the frame of activities of an organised forum or working group. 

International cooperation is highly valued by all countries but still the donor/IFIs are more active 
in those countries were the investment climate is generally more attractive. There is certainly 
room for improvement at the level of donor/IFI coordination and in particular with the purpose 
to coordinate the enabling environment actions (i.e. legislation, regulation, etc.) so as to 
precede investments in “hardware”. 

  

1.3.2 State of affairs with regards to electricity interconnectivity 

Electricity interconnectivity is viewed by all counties as a promising area for regional 
cooperation. All countries with the exception  of Ukraine consider plans for enhancing electricity 
interconnectivity through investments in new interconnectors so as to improve security of 
supply and markets competition through integration. Ukraine, favoured by an overcapacity in 
terms of generation and networks is currently putting much of their efforts in adding flexibility 
and controllability in their system with a view to comply with synchronisation requirements with 

                                                           
2 Renewable Energy Sources development contributes to diversification of energy resources but so far the 

development of the RES potential in Azerbaijan remains largely untapped. 
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the ENTSO-E Continental Europe synchronous zone. Projects’ identification is not yet 
standardised in most of the countries but there is a positive development in this respect 
particularly in  the Energy Community countries via the development of TYNDPs. Regulatory 
risks appreciated in the EU with regards to the development of energy infrastructure under a 
liberalised environment are largely unknown in the region.     

 All countries involve interconnections in transmission planning. Some of them with a formalized 
TYNDP and some of them as part of the planning of the energy system 

Project identification and appraisal is quite diversely understood compared to the EU practices 
(TYNDP). Most of the countries rely on the feasibility study – usually undertaken by IFIs 

Regulatory treatment is typical (inclusion in the RAB) and financing relies mostly on a mix of 
grants, state budget and concessional loans. Use of congestion rent is not so far an option since 
markets are not developed. 

Barriers are adequately recognised. Some of them are common (access to financing), some of 
them quite unique (UA-MD market coupling). 

There is no sufficient evidence that proper public consultation takes place (although there are 
exemptions where public acceptance is sought). Cost sharing is based on bilateral agreements 
and it is by tradition territorial-based. 

 
1.4 Ownership and Benefits of the Activity 

A mix of presentations delivered by country representatives and experts allowed participant to 
share experiences and acquire knowledge on the best practices in terms of the connection 
between the objective of ensuring security of supply and the actions required in order for large-
scale, cross border investments such as interconnections to actually be realised.  

PCs also took the opportunity to fuel the discussion on the further assistance required in the 
areas of security of supply and interconnections whereas the ITS Country Coordinators and a  
number of the workshop participants also had the opportunity  to attend the back to back 14th 
Meeting of the Eastern Partnership Platform 3. 

1.5 Recommendations 

Improving compliance in the EnC countries 

The EnC Acquis provides for security of supply and in October 2015 the Regulation 347/2013/EU 
has been added to it so as to provide a similar way to the EU streamlined process for the 
development of the necessary energy infrastructure through the Projects of Energy Community 
Interest (PECIs). It has been evident however during the workshop discussions that an increased 
effort is required in order to reach the necessary awareness on the usefulness of the PECI 
process particularly to the newer Energy Community Treaty signatory parties.  

Increased use of smarter financing for energy infrastructure  

Most countries rely almost exclusively either on concessional credit or on national budget in 
order to take up investments while cost sharing does not necessarily reflect costs and benefits 
arising from an interconnection project but are rather shared on a territorial basis. In addition to 
the fact that the current practises involve a non-standardised and complex negotiation for each 
and every project, decision making is largely influenced on politics and IFI willingness to engage 
rather than the mere techno-economic performance of the proposed project. Adopting the EU 
practice in this regard is believed to result in a  shift of practices towards a more transparent and 
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predictable regime for the development of cross-border investments.  

The need for intensifying the dialogue between the EU and its eastern neighbours 

Energy Union’s Energy Security, Solidarity and Trust direction is directly relevant to the security 
of supply issues and the fostering of cooperation with EU neighbours. In EUs immediate 
neighbourhood, the Commission aims to strengthen the Energy Community, ensuring effective 
implementation of the EU's energy, environment and competition acquis, energy market 
reforms and incentivise investments in the energy sector. The goal is closer integration of the EU 
and Energy Community energy markets. The process however somehow needs to cater  for the 
cooperation with non-EnC signatory parties in an organised and coordinated manner – perhaps 
the Eastern Partnership Platform 3 activities are the best forum at which these countries may 
discuss their needs and cooperation plans. 

 
1.6 Challenges Faced 

The lack of knowledge on EU relevant legal framework and the largely non-harmonised market 
structure have been revealed early as in the process of thematic coordination. Out of the six 
countries Georgia succeeded – with some assistance - to come up with a joint presentation (by 
the NRA and TSO) on electricity interconnectivity.  While Ukraine appeared as the country with 
the strongest understanding on the role of the NRA and Georgia the one with the respective 
understanding on the role of the TSO, there is still quite some long way to go in order for the 
region to reach adequate levels particularly in respect of Regulations 713 and 714 of 2009 in the 
3rd Energy Package. Projects’ origination by IFIs although filling up the necessary gaps in 
planning and development of interconnections based on solid techno-economic foundations 
they are believed of inherently include IFI’s own preferences with regards to the promoted 
plans. These in turn may not necessarily coincide with the plans that the TSOs may have come 
up with if they were in place to express the priorities in their own judgement. EU support by 
acting on both the enabling environment through the improvement of legislation/regulatory 
framework and leverage grant funds (i.e. NIF) sure has to play a role in bringing balance to the 
decision making process.         

1.7 Impact Matrix 

This event was the first regional INOGATE event touching directly upon the subjects of security 
of supply. In this sense the ToR recognised the importance of properly reporting the results and 
conclusions of the event in order for the upcoming energy sector cooperation between the EU 
and the EaP countries to have a solid baseline which can  be monitored in terms of the progress 
made in each PC in the mid-term; 

It was also arranged that prior to the seminar, the project team will in consultation with the 
beneficiaries prepare a short (3-5 pages) overview of the current outlook. By means of these 
briefs, the ITS team would have taken stock of the situation with regards to energy policies 
ensuring security of supply and development of interconnection infrastructure in each PC at the 
start of the seminar. During the course of the thematic coordination however it was revealed 
that the necessary information was neither easily retrievable nor up-to-date and accurate in 
comparison to what the workshop participants had to contribute to the discussion. It was 
decided therefore that the envisaged baseline on security of supply and electricity 
interconnectivity would be developed on the basis of the contributions of the participants and 
comprise an integral part of this report. The thematic coordination in turn was concentrated 
around the objective of extracting the appropriate and to-the-point information on the basis of 
a common reporting framework (set forth by standardised presentation templates and guidance 
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for addressing a predefined set of relevant questions). 

An outline of the baseline in respect of security of supply and electricity interconnectivity 
developed with the aid of the thematic coordination process was also readily available right 
after the ITS workshop enabling thus the key conclusions to be reported at the EaP Meeting. The 
key findings stemmed out of this exercise are briefly presented in section 1.3 above. 
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2 PART 2 - BENEFICIARIES 
2.1 Executive Summary 

Organised as  back-to-back to the 14th Meeting of the Eastern Partnership Platform 3 (Energy 
Security)3, the one-day workshop of ITS was dedicated to two very important aspects of the 
future of the energy systems in the Eastern  Partnership region: the first one aimed at Security of 
Supply which was for the first time being put in the focus of INOGATE activities and the second 
one aimed at Electricity Interconnectivity which beyond being directly relevant to the Security of 
Supply issue it coincided with the thematic priority of the next day’s Eastern Partnership 
Platform 3 meeting. Both events took place in Brussels on the 10 and 11 December 2015.   

The main objective of the INOGATE workshop on « Security of Supply and Electricity 
Interconnectivity» was to help INOGATE Partner Countries adopt adequate regulatory 
frameworks, methodologies and tools for enhancing their security of supply aspects in their 
energy strategies and also for identifying/planning, financing and developing electricity 
interconnection infrastructure. Overall the workshop was planned with the view to enable 
knowledge sharing and understanding on specific elements underpinning the security of supply 
objectives of each country’s energy policy. 

The agenda of the workshop was organised in a manner that it comprised three distinct sessions 
discussing security of supply situation in the participating countries, the EU practices with 
regards to policy, legislation, regulation and financing for the development of new energy 
infrastructure as well as the specific cases with regards to electricity interconnectivity in each 
country. 

During the three sessions, the following topics were discussed:  

• The recent updates with regards to the security of supply in each of the participating PCs; 

• International Cooperation in the area of enhancing security of supply and improving electric-
ity interconnectivity; 

• The EU practices with regards to policy, regulation and financing in relation to electricity in-
terconnection infrastructure 

• The Energy Union External Dimension and the Project of Energy Community Interest as a 
tool for cooperation; 

• The EU support view to the Neighbourhood Investment Facility (NIF) and the its use for en-
hancing infrastructure and interconnectivity investments; 

• The participating ITS Partner Countries experience and current practices with regards to 
planning, regulation and development of interconnectivity plans and related electricity infra-
structure. 

Each session was followed by a roundtable where one PC representative was asked to reflect on 
a specific aspect. The remainder of the roundtable discussions involved spontaneous questions, 
remarks and clarifications between the participants including the international organisations 

                                                           
3 The report of the EaP Platform 3 meeting can be downloaded from DG ENER website using the following link  

https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/20151211%20Meeting%20report%2014th%20EaP%20Platform%203%20final.pdf
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participating in the workshop.  The participants took an active part and expressed their views on 
the topics and issues discussed during the workshop. 

Reporting on the INOGATE workshop on « Security of Supply and Electricity Interconnectivity» 
was arranged in a way to provide a summary on the status of each country with regards to 
security of supply and electricity interconnectivity. Given the fragmented information and the 
lack of an organised reporting on these subjects this exercise of reporting on the status has only 
become realistic following an organised effort on reporting on specific issues by the Partner 
Countries. Reporting and development of the status quo constituted the side but equally 
important purpose of the tight thematic coordination exercised in this particular workshop. 

Security of Supply is commonly appreciated as a key concern in all countries whilst refinements 
between energy abundant and energy dependent countries are also present and reflected in the 
national energy strategies. Awareness on the relevant European Directives and Regulations 
governing Security of Supply is still quite low even in the countries which are signatory parties of 
the Energy Community Treaty. Regional cooperation for security of supply takes place at a 
regional level and mostly on the level of ministries responsible for energy. Regulatory and TSO 
cooperation gradually emerges through the cooperation of these organisations in the frame of 
the Energy Community.  

Electricity interconnectivity is viewed by all counties as a promising area for regional 
cooperation. All countries with the exception  of Ukraine consider plans for enhancing electricity 
interconnectivity through investments in new interconnectors so as to improve security of supply 
and markets competition through integration. Ukraine, favoured by an overcapacity in terms of 
generation and networks is currently putting much of their efforts in adding flexibility and 
controllability in their system with a view to comply with synchronisation requirements with the 
ENTSO-E Continental Europe synchronous zone. Project identification is not yet standardised in 
most of the countries but there is positive development in this respect particularly of the Energy 
Community countries via the development of TYNDPs. Regulatory risks appreciated in the EU 
with regards to the development of energy infrastructure under a liberalised environment are 
largely unknown in the region.     
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2.2 Main Report 

2.2.1 Background and objectives 

This activity aimed to implement activity RWP.03 of the Regional Work Plan which was originally 
foreseen as a “Seminar (in the form of an interactive dialogue): An exchange of current  PCs 
practices and share of EU experience on Electricity and Gas Sectors  through regulation and 
tariffs, licenses and permitting procedures, markets and monitoring”. In the same document the 
respective impact expectations referred to “Better regulation of the Electricity and Gas sectors in 
the INOGATE PCs” and “In the medium to long term: Joint regional and bilateral investments in 
energy infrastructure, such as interconnections”. During the development and appraisal of a 
Concept Note it was decided that the activity should keep and enhance its interactive nature as 
well as to contribute to the 14th Meeting of the Eastern Partnership Platform 3 on Energy 
Security.   

Forward to the aforementioned decisions the one-day INOGATE workshop on « Security of 
Supply and Electricity Interconnectivity» was organised as a back-to-back event to the 14th 
Meeting of the Eastern Partnership Platform 3 on Energy Security. The contribution of the 
INOGATE workshop to the Eastern Partnership Platform 3 meeting comprised the presentation of 
the conclusions of the INOGATE workshop with a focus on electricity interconnectivity which was 
in turn defined as the thematic priority of the particular Platform 3 meeting.  The INOGATE 
workshop on « Security of Supply and Electricity Interconnectivity» was targeted 
at representatives Ministries of Energy or equivalent, National Regulatory Agencies (NRAs), 
Transmission System Operators (Electricity) or institutions responsible for  transmission system 
planning and electricity interconnection infrastructure. It took place in Brussels, Belgium on 10 
December 2015 and was attended by 22 participants from six INOGATE/ Eastern Partnership 
Partner Countries4.   

Its main objective was to help INOGATE Partner Countries adopt adequate regulatory 
frameworks, methodologies and tools for enhancing their security of supply aspects in their 
energy strategies and also for identifying/planning, financing and developing electricity 
interconnection infrastructure. Overall the workshop was planned with the view to enable 
knowledge sharing and understanding on specific elements underpinning the security of supply 
objectives of each country’s energy policy. The workshop also aimed at presenting the EU and 
Energy Community experience and practice with regards to the development and enforcement 
of an appropriate legal and regulatory framework in regards to energy interconnection 
infrastructure development while concurrently addressing social and environmental issues and 
ensuring broad public acceptance. In this regard it also touched upon the opportunities that 
would allow for smarter use of public finances with a view to mobilise private investment 
Moreover, the regional workshop sought to provide a closer look and understanding of the gaps 
and barriers hindering the development of energy infrastructure and the possible ways and 
actions needed to overcome these barriers. Apart from this, another objective of the workshop 
was to give Partner Countries the opportunity to present and discuss their own experiences and 
lessons learnt with regard to planning for security of supply and development of energy 
interconnection infrastructure and in parallel benefit from the comparison of their own practices 
with those applied in other PCs or in the EU. 

The agenda of the workshop has organised in order to serve the aforementioned objectives. The 
workshop began with welcome addresses by the representatives of DG NEAR and DG ENER from 

                                                           
4 Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine 



 

9 
 

the European Commission following an introductory presentation by INOGATE Electricity 
Markets/Convergence Expert - the workshop’s thematic coordinator – in which the points of 
interest per session as they have been discussed individually per PC during the thematic 
coordination process - have been summarised. The proceedings consisted of three sessions and 
culminated with the participants’ discussions per session in which INOGATE experts and the 
INOGATE Programme Manager where assigned to moderate the roundtable discussions. During 
the three sessions, the following topics were discussed:  

• The recent updates with regards to the security of supply in each of the participating PCs; 

• International Cooperation in the area of enhancing security of supply and improving electric-
ity interconnectivity; 

• The EU practices with regards to policy, regulation and financing in relation to electricity in-
terconnection infrastructure 

• The Energy Union External Dimension and the Project of Energy Community Interest as a 
tool for cooperation; 

• The EU support view the Neighbourhood Investment Facility (NIF) and the is use for enhanc-
ing infrastructure and interconnectivity investments; 

• The participating ITS Partner Countries experience and current practices with regards to 
planning, regulation and development of interconnectivity plans and related electricity infra-
structure. 

Each session was followed by a roundtable where one PC representative was asked to reflect on 
a specific aspect. The remainder of the roundtable discussions involved spontaneous questions, 
remarks and clarifications between the participants including the international organisations 
participating in the workshop.  The participants took an active part and expressed their views on 
the topics and issues discussed during the workshop. 

The key facts and conclusions from the seminar are presented in the section 2.2.3.2.3, the 
roundtable discussions are briefly summaries in section 2.2.4 and the main conclusions reported 
at the 14th Eastern Partnership Platform 3 (Energy Security) Meeting  in section 2.2.5. 

2.2.2 Thematic Coordination 

Much of the coherence, preparedness and active participation witnessed in the workshop are 
believed that they stemmed from the decision to provide a descriptive thematic coordination by 
largely defining, in the detail, both the subjects to be discussed and the national respondents.    

Participation to the workshop was based on nominations by the ITS Country Coordinators based 
on predefined expert profiles or direct suggestions by the thematic coordinator. Specifically for 
Session 1: Security of Supply, the ITS Country Coordinators were presented with the choice 
either to represent their country or to nominate a suitable security of supply expert. In Session 3: 
Electricity interconnectivity respectively, the nominations aimed to provide a suitable 
representation of national experts comprising decision makers from Ministries responsible for 
energy, National Regulatory Authorities and Transmission System Operators in order to reflect 
upon the current practices of identification, planning, regulation, development and operation of 
electricity interconnection infrastructure. There was a clear instruction to the participants 
relevant to Session III that the presentation should be jointly developed and presented by the 
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NRA and TSO. This has finally achieved only by Georgia.  

Contrary to the case of Session 1: Security of Supply and Session 3: Electricity interconnectivity, 
Session 2, comprising the European and international experience transfer, did not have any 
authoritative kind of thematic coordination. Session 2 was largely defined during the 
development of the Terms of Reference (including the draft agenda) of the activity. The speakers 
of this session where informed on the key aspects they were anticipated to address and there 
was no reviewing process foreseen.  

In the case of the remainder two sessions the nominated experts and ITS Country Coordinators 
have received a presentation template along with instructions on the specific topics they needed 
to address. Session 1: Security of Supply instructions were common to all participating PCs 
whereas the instructions for Session 2: Electricity interconnectivity, although keeping a coherent 
list of issues, they were customized in order to reflect on each specific national case – for 
instance in Georgia the focus was on the development of the TYNDP as a tool for identification of 
investments on electricity interconnection and in Ukraine on the regulatory provisions required 
for carrying out significant rehabilitation and modernisation investments in view of the future 
synchronization of the Ukraine system to that of the Continental Europe (ENTSO-E).  

The cycle of thematic coordination included a first draft to be delivered to the thematic 
coordinator over a specified deadline. The presentation was then reviewed and the presenters 
received feedback. There were only a few cases where the first draft was not appropriate in 
terms of its volume, format and content. In most cases the thematic coordination was 
concentrated on specific refinements on certain very interesting points on the presentations in 
order to make sure that the correct messages are transferred through to the workshop 
participants (the feedback notes are included in Annex 2.3.3). At this point it is worthwhile to be 
mentioned that the workshop comprised a perhaps unique occasion within the framework of 
INOGATE programme in which security of supply and electricity interconnectivity have been in 
the absolute focus of the discussion. Furthermore, it was only after the finalization (through the 
reviewing/feedback process) that meaningful and up-to-date information could have been 
collected in order to provide a snapshot on each participating PC situation with regards to 
security of supply and electricity connectivity. This condensed information is provided per PC in 
the description of the respective sessions whereas the overview of the thematic coordination is 
summarised in the following table: 
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Overview of the thematic coordination process on RWP03 

 

Important Deadlines: 

Deadline for submission of presentations: 06 November 2015  

Deadline for submission of filled-in questionnaires: 04 December 2015 

Country Session 1: Security of Supply Session 3: Electricity Interconnectivity  

 Received Reviewed Final 
approval 

Deadli
ne 
met 

Received Reviewed Final 
approval 

Deadli
ne 
met 

Joint 
TSO-
NRA 

Pre-event 
questionnaire 

Republic of Armenia 19-11-15 19-11-15 27-11-15 N 20-11-15 20-11-15 24-11-15 N N 1 out 4 received 

Republic of Azerbaijan 20-11-15 20-11-15 26-11-15 N 27-11-15 27-11-15 27-11-15 N N - 

Republic of Belarus 5-12-15 5-12-15 7-12-15 N 20-11-15 20-11-15 01-12-15 N N - 

Georgia 10-11-15 11-11-15 12-11-15 N 10-11-15 27-11-15 27-11-15 N Y 1 out 4 received 

Republic of Moldova 3-12-15 3-12-15 4-12-15 N 30-11-15 1-12-15 2-12-15 N N - 

Ukraine 3-12-15 3-12-15 4-12-15 N 26-11-15 26-11-15 27-11-15 N N - 
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2.2.3 Key results and conclusions from seminar’s sessions 

In this section, we provide the key results and conclusions from the various presentations given 
during the workshop. The complete set of presentations delivered during the workshop can be 
downloaded in English and Russian from the INOGATE website (inogate.org) via the following link. 

In addition the presentation discussing the conclusions of the INOGATE workshop can be found 
along with the rest of the presentations of the 14th Meeting of the Eastern Partnership Platform 3 
on Energy Security in the DG ENER website (ec.europa.eu/energy/) via the following link.  

2.2.3.1 Session 1: The Energy Policy Perspective – Security of Supply 

1.1 Contribution of the Republic of Armenia (Mr. Tigran Melkonyan, Ministry of Energy and Natural 
Resources): 

Armenia presents an increasing energy consumption development with frontrunner sectors of 
the economy being the residential, industry and transport. The power system under the plans of 
the Ministry of Energy and Natural Resources going to be develop in the sense of ensuring 
energy independence and pursue a sustainable development through the introduction of new 
generating capacities comprising hydro and nuclear power as well as wind and photovoltaics. 
The strategy also includes enhancement of regional trading with Iran and Georgia. On the 
natural gas end, Armenia intends to pursue a diversification strategy by covering any additional 
gas demand by imports from Iran while maintaining the gas volumes imported by Russia to 
almost the existing volumes.   

 
The energy strategy pillars of the Republic of Armenia reportedly include: Development of 
Nuclear Energy; Development of Renewable Energy; Energy Efficiency and Energy Saving 
Programs; Regional integration and Diversification by Primary Energy Sources and Supply Routes  

In an effort to ensure an appropriate level of energy security of the Republic of Armenia the 
government of Armenia has developed a Concept of the Energy Security of the Republic of 
Armenia that was approved by a Presidential decree in October 2013. The government of 

http://www.inogate.org/activities/651?lang=en&order=date_issue_desc&section=documents
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/node/2710
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Armenia has adopted an action plan to be followed in 2014-2020 which provides for the 
stepwise implementation of the Concept’s provisions. In addition the “Republic of Armenia 
Energy Sector Long-term (up to 2036) Development Concept” was developed, which is aimed to 
highlight midterm and long-term implementation measures towards the preservation and 
continuous enhancement of energy security and reliability.  

In terms of challenges faced by Armenia in pursuing its energy strategy these include primarily 
the development of new capacities. Infrastructure rehabilitation projects are implemented 
mostly by means of sovereign/concessional financing, which impact on the final consumer 
tariffs.  There are generally no other barriers reported in regards to investment, loans and 
credits to the energy sector from international financing institutions. A key feature is that in 
their entirety the above are arranged in the presence of a sovereign guarantee. The Government 
of Armenia encourages the private sector participation in the development of energy 
infrastructure. Realization of projects particularly in the renewable energy sector is foreseen 
only through private investment.  

As previously mentioned the major axes on which the national energy strategy develops in 
regards to regional cooperation comprise the Implementation of the electricity corridor South-
West (Iran-Armenia-Georgia-Russia) which according to the plans involved transit of electricity 
and seasonal exchange between the involved parties. In the gas sector there is already in place a 
gas-electricity exchange program between Iran and Armenia which is expected to lead to the 
increase of Iranian gas volumes in the Armenian energy mix after 2018. 

Armenia is working in close collaboration with international financing institutions and the donor 
community. The donor community played an important role in promoting development of 
energy sector in Armenia through a number of projects, including resource assessments and 
mapping, which also provided both investment and technical assistance to improve the legal and 
regulatory framework KFW, ADB, WB, EBRD, EIB, USAID, SREP, E5P, EU/NIF 

1.2 Contribution of the Republic of Belarus (Mr. Andrej Sorich, Ministry of Energy): 

Belarus expects a relatively slow increase of electricity consumption (at the order of 1% annually 
from 2015 to 2035) and it is generally on track in connection to the 2011-2015 national 
programme for the development of the energy sector in terms of the commissioning of new 
generating capacities and decommissioning of older inefficient generation capacities. The so far 
implementation of the programme showed an excessive (compared to the planned values) fuel 
savings as well as a reduction of the specific average fuel consumption for the generation of a 
single kWh. On the horizon up to 2025 the Republic of Belarus plans to reduce the shares of 
natural gas and heating oil in the generation mix with a concurrent increase of locally produced 
fuel (both biomass residues), renewables and also new nuclear capacities which are planned to 
be online in two phases in 2018 and 2020.    

In terms of energy policy and the development of a legal framework for security of supply, 
Belarus is currently underway the development of the Concept of Energy Security of the 
Republic of Belarus; an Integrated Plan on Development of the Electricity Sector until 2025, as 
well as, the Concept of Sectoral Programme of Development of the Electricity Sector for 2016-
2020 

The major axes on which the Belarusian development of the energy system is planned to be 
developed in the next decade involves the construction and modernisation of electricity 
generating sources, electricity and heating networks, the improvement of tariff policy as well as 
the overall improvement of regulatory framework with a view to achieve an improved efficiency 
in technical and economic terms. For that reason the Concept for the Development of the power 
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system has adopted a set of measurable indicators in order to be able to track on the 
development and results of the implementation of the programme. These include: a reduction 
in specific fuel consumption for power generation prior to commissioning of the Belarus NPP in 
2018 to 240 goe/kWh; a reduction in natural gas use at facilities of the “Belenergo” (compared 
to 2015, without considering the NPP commissioning) by about 0.4 Mtoe; the share of 
cumulative amortisation in the original value of the fixed assets of the organisations of the 
“Belenergo” below 45%, (including: in the original values of the electricity networks and 
transformer substations – 50%; in the original value of the heating networks – 45%;); the ratio of 
the gross installed capacity of power plants to the maximum actual load in the energy system 
(reserve margin) – 150%; and the ratio of average daily interruptions of electricity supply to 
settlements over a year to the total number of settlements – 0.4%. 

 In terms of challenges faced by Belarus in pursuing its energy strategy these include primarily 
the difficulties in accessing finance for carrying out the planned investments as well as the slow 
pace of introducing regulatory reforms.  

Belarus carefully monitors the developments of the electricity markets in the region with 
particular regards to the market integration of the Baltics to the Nordpool as well as the 
synchronisation plans of the Baltics and later the systems of Ukraine and Moldova to Continental 
Europe synchronous zone.  

 
In the light of this developments and based on the national commitments undertaken as part of 
the Euro-Asian Economic Union membership the county currently contributes to the 
development of a draft Programme on forming the common electricity market of the Union on 
the basis of the adopted Concept of forming common electricity market of the Union. A similar 
activity is scheduled also on drafting a Concept of forming common gas market of the Union. 

 
1.3 Contribution of the Republic of Azerbaijan (Mr. Iftikhar Huseynov, Ministry of Energy): 

The evolution of demand/supply balances with regards to hydrocarbons in Azerbaijan over the 
horizon up to 2030 appear particularly favourable with oil production exceeding ca. six fold the 
national demand and natural gas exceeding ca. three fold the national demand. In electricity the 
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generation surplus is planned to be maintained at ca 16% in order for Azerbaijan to be able to 
cover its growing its growing internal demand while also pursuing an exporting an electricity 
exporting strategy in the region. The installed capacity of the electricity system is currently 7.2 
GW with peak demand 4.0 GW. There are high voltage lines to the region: Russia, Georgia, 
Turkey and Iran. 

At present proven energy resources of the country are estimated at 2 Billion tonnes of oil and 
2.6 Trillion cubic meters of natural gas, transported to Europe and global markets via 7 pipelines. 
Three oil pipelines (to Russia, Georgia and Turkey), 4 gas pipelines (to Turkey, Georgia, Russia 
and Iran). The development of the oil and gas resources is regulated by the Product Sharing 
Agreements (PSA) which are approved by the Parliament and have the force of a law. The PSEs in 
force include Azeri, Chirag and deep water Gyuneshli, Shah-Deniz , Absheron, Araz,  Alov, Sherg, 
Bakhar, Gum Deniz, etc. Additionally, Azerbaijan has rich resources of renewable energy sources: 
hydro energy, solar energy, wind energy and biomass. The Government of Azerbaijan recognises 
that a big potential of energy saving and improvement of energy efficiency are important for the 
sustainable development of the country. 

The existing legal framework for the energy sector in the Republic of Azerbaijan has been 
developed and remains in force from the 1990s. It regulates adequately the sector but does not 
provide for competition in any of the sectors business activities. In terms of energy policy and 
the development of a legal framework for security of supply, Azerbaijan works towards the 
development of energy statistics in line with the IEA Standards with the target to be able to 
develop fact-based energy policy plans based on reliable data. In terms of the development of 
strategy and medium-term development programmes the country authorities are underway the 
preparation of energy development strategy of Azerbaijan for 25-30 years, the development of a 
15-20 year programme on efficient use of energy resources, end users’ energy efficiency  and 
utilisation of renewable energy sources as well as a 5-year national implementation programme. 
The Republic of Azerbaijan considers the revision of the legal framework as a result of a reform 
of the electricity and natural gas markets with the establishment of an independent regulatory 
authority. 

Among the main challenges in regards to the implementation of the national energy policy the 
Ministry of Energy recognises the need of a national champion (i.e. in the form of a sectoral 
institute (centre) to develop a policy, strategy and energy legislation) that would undertake the 
coordinators role for the implementation of reforms and advise on the development of market-
related legislation; This may imply that an institution similar to a National Regulatory Authority 
is currently absent in Azerbaijan while the market actors in the electricity, natural gas and heat 
subsectors need to restructured in order to allow for a gradual introduction of competition in 
certain segments of the markers with a concurrent revision of tariffs and elimination of cross-
subsidies. To the above strategic challenges the recent comprising the devaluation of the local 
currency as well as the low global hydrocarbon prices need to be added. Difficulties in access to 
finance through international financing institutions as well as the lack of incentives for RES and 
EE and the generally low energy prices are also believed to complete the list of challenges that 
Azerbaijan needs to tackle in the next decade.   

Regional energy coordination between Azerbaijan and neighbouring countries (Russia, 
Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Iran, Georgia and Turkey) is done bilaterally on all the levels: (i) Heads 
of States; (ii) Governments; (iii) Relevant state bodies governing the energy sector; and (iv) 
directly between energy companies. Azerbaijan has since November 2006 signed a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the EU and a Joint Declaration on the South Gas Corridor. 
In elaboration of this Declaration major regional projects on delivery of natural gas from gas field 
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Shah Deniz to Europe: ((i) ТАNАР -TransAnatolian gas pipeline; (ii) ТАР – TransAdriatic gas 
pipeline. The first gas supplies to Europe of 10 bcm are expected in 2020. 

The Republic of Azerbaijan works with EU, IEA, EBRD, USAID, UNDP, ADB, WB, KfW in several 
areas of development and rehabilitation of its energy system. At national level identification of 
strategic investments is done through the mechanisms of the State Programmes on sectors 
development and State Investments Programme under the Budget package approved annually 
by the Parliament. The State Programme on Region Development, approved every 5 years, also 
consists of target indicators of development of power, heat and gas supply in each separate 
administrative district of the country. The State Investment Programme undergoes the standard 
procedure of consultations of the budget package defined by the Budget Law.  

1.4 Contribution of Georgia (Ms. Ms. Nana Pirtkhelani, Ministry of Energy):  

During the past 5 years Georgia has been able to keep Russian natural gas imports at a relatively 
stable level while using its imports from Azerbaijan in order to satisfy its continuously growing 
domestic demand.    In the electricity sector Georgia has over the past decade managed to 
control - and to a certain level balance - its electricity imports while maintaining its character as 
a net importer. At a forecasted level of 5% and based on the implementation of its ambitious 
hydropower utilisation plans Georgia experts to gradually turn to a net electricity exporter by 
2016 and increase its annual export volumes to comparable levels to its internal consumption by 
2030.   

Energy policy of Georgia has security of supply as a key priority and foresees a gradual decrease 
existed energy dependence through the maximum utilization own energy resources; 
diversification of energy sources and supply routes; Construction of new energy infrastructure 
and rehabilitate existed one; attraction of foreign direct investment in hydro sector, in order to 
phase out thermal generation and imports as well as strengthening of regional cooperation with 
the view to increasing the electricity exports to neighbouring countries and develop new transit 
routes. The subsequent legal framework implementing the ambitious and security of supply-
oriented energy agenda includes the following: 

• Law on Electricity and Natural Gas (1997); 

• New Energy Policy Paper and 10 Year Electricity Grid development plan approved in 2015; 

• The Order of Ministry of Energy on “The Electricity (Capacity) Market Rules”(2006); 

• “Basic Directions of the State Policy in Energy Sector of Georgia” approved by the 
Government of Georgia in 2006; 

• The State Programme for Renewable Energy 2008; 

• Georgian Government Decree on “Determining the Guaranteed Capacity and Guaranteed 
Capacity Resources at the Electric Energy System of Georgia” (2010, # 193); 

• Resolution #214 on “Approval of the rule of Expression of Interest for technical and economic 
feasibility study, construction, ownership and operation of the power plants in 
Georgia”(2013);  

• The latest amendments to the Law on Electricity and Natural Gas  are the market rules for 
GEMM 2015, providing a legal framework for the electricity sector’s new structure and a new 
Electricity Trading Mechanism (ETM); 

• Socio-Economic Development  Strategy to 2020 (June 2014); 
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The Ministry of Energy recognises a number of challenges in regards to pursuing the security of 
supply side of the energy strategy. More specifically the dedicated energy strategy paper for 
Georgia 2016-2025 is still under discussion while due to the expected growth of energy 
consumption and high prices on import, optimal utilization of local energy resources is on top of 
the agenda. The increase of energy security level through the diversification of supply sources 
and routes remains as a main challenge. The improvement of the sustainability and safety of the 
energy transmission infrastructure is considered very important in order to ensure 
uninterrupted supply. The rehabilitation of the existing network and its expansion through 
additional energy infrastructure becomes particularly demanding. The reason is the concurrent 
evolution of domestic demand as well as the need for development of new energy 
interconnection infrastructure with neighboring countries and increase transit potential. On the 
legal and regulatory side the gradual approximation, and later harmonization, of Georgia’s 
legislative and regulatory framework with the EU’s Energy acquis appears as a demanding task 
which needs to be implemented in conjunction to the  establishment new competitive energy 
market and implementation new energy trading mechanism.  

The Government of Georgia has identified a number of priority projects which would also 
discuss with potential international investors. These include Nenskra 280 MW HPP project for 
which an MOU on implementation was signed in August 2015. The total investment of the 
project is 1 bln. USD.  Another major generation project concerns the Khudoni HPP project for 
which an obligation to supply its total generation of 1.5 TWh, in Georgia. The investment cost of 
the project is 1.2 bln. USD. On the part of the part of the traditional large HPPs of Georgia 
rehabilitation works on the Vardnili and Enguri HPPs are actively proceeding whereas the latter’s 
arched dam was granted Cultural Heritage Status in August 2015. Concluding the major 
hydropower development plans Debeda HPP and Dariali HPP with a cumulative capacity of 110 
MW are expected to commence commercial operation By the end of the 2015. Georgia also 
looks forward to its first Wind Power Plant “Kartli”. The plant is expected to be developed in 
phases and according to the schedule its installed capacity will start at 20 MW in 2016 and 
develop up to 200 MW. 

   

 
Georgia works actively with international donors and IFIs both in the area of technical assistance 
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and on the practical investment level for new infrastructure development and rehabilitation of 
existing energy infrastructure. EU and USAID by twinning and the INOGATE programmes as well 
as the HIPP and G4G projects, respectively comprise the major activities providing technical 
assistance to Georgia, whereas USAID, EC/NIF, EIB, EBRD 

1.5 Contribution of the Republic of Moldova (Ms. Galina Parsian, Ministry of Economy): 

The electricity consumption rate of increase was considerable during the first decade of the 21st 
century but since 2012 it seems that it has more or less stabilised. On the contrary long term 
forecast on the overall electricity demand shows that the consumption is to triple in the period 
2014 to 2030. In the Natural Gas sector the respective trend reveals a consumption decline in 
the last decade whereas the forecast for 2030 shows a marginal increase. 

• On the policy level, Security of Supply is high on the agenda and this is also reflected in the 
Energy Strategy of the Republic of Moldova till 2030 which was approved by the Government 
via the Decision nr. 102 of 05.02.2013. The main objectives  to ensure security of supply from 
the Energy Strategy till 2030 are:  

• To ensure the natural gas supply safety, by diversifying the supply routes and sources, of 
carrier types (conventional, non-conventional gas, LNG) and by storage facilities, together 
with strengthening Moldova's role of natural gas transmission corridor.  

• To strengthen Moldova’s role of power transmission corridor, by building new 
interconnectors, getting connected to the ENTSO-E system, and by strengthening the internal 
electricity transmission network.  

• To create a strong power and thermal energy generation platform, through retrofitting, 
efficient district heating and advanced marketing. 

Most of the existing legislation in force basically dates back to 1998 to 1999 (Laws on Energy, 
Electricity and Natural Gas) with several amendments, whereas the Law for Thermal Energy and 
promotion of Cogeneration is dated 2014. Policy and regulatory issues the Republic of Moldova 
needs to deal with on an urgent manner are closely related with security of supply. More 
specifically the country presents almost total dependence on imported primary energy resources 
and a lack of electricity generation capacities on the right bank of Nistru river to cover local 
consumption while the electricity transmission network are in need of rehabilitation and 
expansion. These factors along with the insufficient capacity of interconnection electricity lines 
with Southeast Europe make transposition of the 3rd Energy Package on electricity and natural 
gas markets particularly challenging.  

Electricity sector priority investments include the asynchronous connection with Romania which 
is currently under planning phase with feasibility studies underway in order to show the 
appropriate technical solution for all or certain of the 3 candidate interconnections i.e. the Back-
to-back (BtB) station Vulcanesti and OHL 330 kV Vulcanesti-Chisinau, the Back-to-back (BtB) 
station and OHL 330/400kV Romania- Ungheni- Straseni as well as the Back-to-back (BtB) station 
and OHL 400kV Balti-Suceava. The synchronization of the collectively the Moldovan and 
Ukrainian systems also comprises a longer vision priority with the feasibility study for the 
synchronisation currently underway. In the Natural Gas sector the construction works on the 
new interconnector with Romania, Iasi (RO) – Ungheni (MD) have been finished in August 2014. 
The next and final phase of the project is the extension of the pipeline of 130 km (Ø500mm) on 
the RoM territory by construction of (1) gas pipeline Ungheni-Chisinau, (2) the ring around 
Chisinau and of (3) a distribution / measurement station on the ring. Expected completion of the 
final phase is anticipated to be May 2018 and the investment is supported by EBRD, EIB, 
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European Commission through NIF (ENPI). 

 
Current Technical assistance and financial assistance activities involve the Moldelectrica Power 
Transmission Network Rehabilitation project with Neighbouring Investment facility 
(NIF)/EBRD/EIB funding. The construction of Ungheni-Chisinau gas pipeline – for which the EBRD 
is currently developing a feasibility study - and a similar process by EBRD for the electricity 
interconnections, aim towards the asynchronous connection of Moldova and Romania. 

Among the immediate plans of the Republic of Moldova the development of the secondary 
legislation for the 3rd Energy Package [Regulation (EC) No 714/2009 and Regulation (EC) No 
715/2009] are included in addition to the development of the draft law on emergency oil stocks 
and founding of a Central oil stockholding entity. Support will also be required in the areas of 
defining emergencies and security of supply issues, support t to the Central Electricity Supplier 
(CES) during the establishment and its initial phase of operation as well as on the 
implementation of the state policy in the field of electricity transmission and strengthening of 
institutional capacities.  

1.6 Contribution of Ukraine (Ms. Olga Buslavets, Ministry of Energy and Coal Industry): 

The Ukrainian electricity system maintains interconnection with Eastern Partnership countries 
(i.e. Belarus and Moldova) and Russia with which it currently remains synchronised and a 
number of Central Eastern European Countries (Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, Romania) which 
operate synchronously to the Continental Europe ENTSO-E system. For the latter countries 
exchanges of electricity are only possible through radial (island mode) interconnection. Apart is 
strategic position the size of the Ukrainian power system is also significant in the region. The 
statistics and forecasts provided refer to an overall installed capacity at the order of 55 GW which 
is expected to increase up to ca. 70 GW by 2024. The electricity mix is currently dominated by 
nuclear and conventional power stations (mostly coal-fired) whereas the expectation is that 
renewable energy sources will be up to reach to an overall 7% of the total electricity generation 
by 2024. 

Due to the incidents in the eastern part of the country the system is currently operated under a 
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different regime with increased security and network operation constraints. This has primarily 
affected the usual export orientation of the system including a restrain of exports to Moldova. 
The estimates of the Ministry of Energy and Coal Industry suggest that the situation is going to 
gradually turn to an increasing mode of exports including the Crimea region and starting from 
2016.   

There are a number of challenges and potential risks the Ministry recognizes and takes into 
account in developing the sector strategy. A large part of the generating units including the 
nuclear ones but also the network infrastructure gradually reaches their limits of operational life. 
The flexibility in operation of these generation units is rather limited a fact that in turn leaves not 
sufficient maneuverability on the hands of the operator in order to cope with the reduction of 
base load demand and also the gradual introduction of intermittent RES generation. Apart from 
the operational hurdles and lack of fast-reserves in the system capacity adequacy issues also 
appear to arise from the non-completion of the design of the Zaporizhzhia, Khmelnytsky and 
Rivne NPPs as well as the deficit of anthracite coal for power generation at TPPs due to the 
situation in the Donbas region. 

Ukraine responds to the aforementioned situation with a set of actions comprising construction 
of new capacities for renewables, thermal and CHP generation as well as extension of service life 
of operational units at NPPs and completion of the 3rd and 4th units at the Khmelnytsky NPP. 
Network rehabilitation and expansion with a parallel decommissioning of the obsolete parts is 
also part of the plan. The investment programme for strategic projects at national level in the 
energy sectors amounts to some 2.8 billion USD and involves in total 9 projects administered by 
NEC Ukrenergo and PJSC “Ukrhydroenergo” in the electricity sector as well as “NNEC Energoatom 
and PJSC “Ukrtransgaz”, in the nuclear and oil & gas sectors respectively. 

 
In terms of the legal and regulatory framework Ukraine has been working for several years in 
introducing reforms of its energy sector – a process that seems it has been quite intensified in 
the recent years after the signature of the EU Association agreement. There are already 
established plans on the implementation of EU legal acts accompanied by the relevant formation 
of the working groups aiming at ensuring compliance to the Energy Community Treaty. So far the 
Law of Ukraine “On natural gas market has been developed and adopted in the country, whereas 
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the preparation of the relevant secondary legislation is underway. In parallel, the draft legislation 
“On electricity market” and “On national energy regulator” are currently at their final stages of 
preparation. As part of the gradual harmonization with EU practices in the development and 
operation of the electricity sector the industry codes, market rules and other regulatory 
documents are at their process of development and adoption whereas on the technical level 
Ukraine has jointly with Moldova participated in the development of a feasibility study for the 
synchronous connection of the two systems to the Continental Europe ENTSO-E system. 

 

2.2.3.2 Session 2: International cooperation, regulation and financing 

The overall purpose of this session was to give the opportunity to international organisations 
with interest in the region to voice out their plans, opportunities and understanding as well as to 
discuss the issues of cooperation, regulation of energy infrastructure and financing from the 
European and international perspective 

 

2.1 Security of Supply and regional energy cooperation: activities related to infrastructure develop-
ment in the Eastern Partnership region (Mr Kanat Botbayev, Energy Charter Treaty Secretariat) 

The Energy Charter was undergoing a modernisation process in the period 2009-2014 which 
among others resulted to the International Energy Charter signed by 75 countries around the 
globe. The recent Georgian Flagship Initiative discussed at a high decision making level the 
opportunities and challenges with regards to cross border energy trading in South Caucasus. It 
furthermore affirmed the strategic directions of East–West Electricity Corridor (EWEC) involving 
the Azerbaijan Georgia Turkey Power Bridge Project and Black Sea Transmission Project and the 
North-South Electricity Corridor (NOSEC) involving the interconnections between Georgia–Russia 
and Armenia–Iran.  

The role of the Energy Charter in facilitating cross border trading includes: the promotion 
political dialogue for the development of sustainable energy resources; establishment of legal 
framework and building trust to facilitate regional energy trade; exchange of information, best 
practices and lessons learnt;. The Energy Charter as a multilateral instrument for international 
cooperation with its legal components and broad geographic scope could provide the necessary 
institutional platform for cross border trading and cooperation to be enhanced.  

The Transit Protocol promoted by the Energy Charter aims to ensure secure, efficient, 
uninterrupted and unimpeded transit; promote transparent and non-discriminatory use and 
access to Energy Transport Facilities; facilitate the construction, modification and operation of 
transit infrastructure; minimise the harmful environmental impacts of transit and promote the 
prompt and effective settlement of disputes. 

Discussions are still on-going in the framework of the Energy Charter but possible outcomes that 
may result include either the start of negotiations of a Multilateral Framework Agreement on 
Transit of energy resources on a new basis or the respective process for the establishment of a 
regional transit protocol in case of interest expressed by specific countries. 

 

2.2  Electricity infrastructure in the EU: An introduction to Policy, Regulatory and Financing aspects 
(Mr Nick Tourlis, INOGATE Technical Secretariat) 
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The presentation was a primer on necessary background knowledge aimed to provide an 
overview of the policy and framework for the development of energy infrastructure in the EU 
and expanded to some key regulatory considerations as well as the EU financial instruments 
aiming to promote the development of electricity infrastructure.  

In the first section of the presentation discussed the policy of the EU in regards to the 
development of interconnections and their efficient in order to increase both security of supply 
but also the competitive integrated electricity market and the integration of renewables. The 
legal context and interconnection targets were outlined.  

The second section focused on PCI’s and the role of regulators both at a regional (ACER) and at 
national level. The business models of electricity interconnections with reference to TPA and 
merchant interconnections and the risks regulators need to take into account have also briefly 
touched.  

The third and concluding section concentrated on the coordinated identification (by discussing 
the role of Transmission Operators and Regulators at a national and regional level) an promotion 
of electricity infrastructure. An overview of the financial instruments aiming to promote the 
development of electricity infrastructure namely Connecting Europe Facility, etc. have also been 
cursorily addressed.    

Overall the aim of the presentation was to provide an outline of key aspects and fundamental 
knowledge of the multi-faceted subject of development of energy (electricity) infrastructure in 
the EU in order for the participants to revisit and reconsider at their own pace. 

   

2.3  The Energy Union external dimension and recent developments in relation with the TEN- regu-
lation (Regulation 347/2013)") in the Energy Community (Mr Bartlomiej Gurba,  European 
Commission/DG ENER) 

The Energy Union is Europe’s response to a challenging climate, economic and technological 
circumstances as they have evolve and affect the security of energy supply, the energy 
affordability as well as the sustainable development. It provides for a consolidation of previous 
energy policy axes and initiatives and enhances them by putting them under a single umbrella in 
order to maximise their effectiveness. 

Among the key directions of the Energy Union, Energy Security, Solidarity and Trust is directly 
relevant to the security of supply issues and the fostering of cooperation with EU neighbours. In 
EUs immediate neighbourhood, the Commission will propose to strengthen the Energy 
Community, ensuring effective implementation of the EU's energy, environment and 
competition acquis, energy market reforms and incentivising investments in the energy sector. 
The goal is closer integration of the EU and Energy Community energy markets. 

On the area of energy infrastructure development a similar process to the Trans-European 
Networks for Energy (TEN-E) has already been established by the adoption of the 347/2013 
Regulation in the Ministerial Conference of the Energy Community Treaty members. The goals of 
this process involve the improvement of investment climate in the region; the provision of a 
coherent regulatory framework with PCIs and the prioritisation of a limited number of strategic 
infrastructure projects; to enhance security of supply and market integration; Important features 
of the Projects of Energy Community Interest (PECI) is they undergo an screening procedure in 
which the project should fall in at least one of the energy infrastructure categories as described 
in Annex I of the adopted regulation and that cross-border projects between Member States and 
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Contracting Parties shall be first granted PCI label. The selected candidate projects will benefit 
from a coordinated permitting process and will also have technical and financial assistance in the 
form of grants for studies and works within the framework of Neighbourhood Investment 
Facility (NIF) and/or the Western Balkans Investment Framework.  

 

2.4 Projects of Energy Community Interest – A tool for cooperation (Ms. Violeta Kogalniceanu, En-
ergy Community Secretariat) 

The main objectives of the Energy Community as well as the relevance of the creation a proper 
and stable enabling environment for the development of energy infrastructure were presented. 
The Energy Community’s mission is to extend the EU internal energy market to South East 
Europe and beyond, provide a stable investment environment based on the rule of law and 
contribute to the overall security of supply in Europe. Energy infrastructure had implicitly been 
an objective for the Energy Community since the adoption of the 2020 Strategy in 2012 through 
the wider priority of creating a Pan-European Energy Market. On the other hand it was pointed 
out that significant barriers related to the size and structure of the energy markets, the legal and 
regulatory framework as well as the overall economic and financial environment still exist in the 
countries of the Energy Community making infrastructure development a challenging task. 

Responding to this challenge the EnCS compiled a list of PECIs in 2013 following a call for 
applications in which 100 project plans were submitted by project promoters from Contracting 
Parties and EU Member States. This process led to the identification of those projects of regional 
importance that would benefit from additional interventions such as: technical assistance; 
financing mechanisms and policy and regulatory instruments. The assessment and ranking of the 
Project of Energy Community Interest (PECIs) has been performed using CBA methodology and 
additional criteria. With the priorities identified and assessed5 and with the recent (October 
2015) adoption of the Regulation 347/2013/EU the next steps include a scoping for available 
finance. A mix of government/own resources Commercial banks/private investors, IFIs (require 
sovereign guarantees; fiscal space, very narrow), donor funded blending facilities and TA - e.g.: 
Western Balkans Investment Framework and NIF appear to hold the solution to the further 
promotion of these plans. In view of these developments the Energy Community has a step wise 
plan of actions starting from early 2016 and continuing up to approximately October 2018 for 
the national implementation Regulation 347/2013/EU and the parallel update and development 
of the PECIs list. 

 

2.5 Enhancing infrastructure and interconnectivity investments. EU support via the Neighbourhood 
Investment Facility (Ms. Bela Nestorova, European Commission/DG NEAR) 

A promising method of financing infrastructure is “blending” where different in principle 
financing tools are harmonically bound together with a view to provide leverage for the new 
investments. In particular leverage refers to strategically using grants in order to unlock 
additional public and private (IFIs) financing to meet development challenges. Neighbourhood 
investment Facility is a financial tool of this kind established and administered the European 
Commission. Since 2008 NIF has achieved a 23 leverage factor by supporting 131 projects in the 

                                                           
5 Note: The Energy Community proceed with a new call for applications on PECIs in January 2016 
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Neighbourhood region. NIF is implemented alongside national and international financial 
institutions including the EBRD, EIB, CEB, AfD, KfW, etc. Specifically in the energy sector NIF has 
contributed €126.4 million over the period 2008-2015 and It generated 5318,8 million EUR 
investment  in Energy in EaP countries. An example with relevance to the topic of the workshop 
is the Black Sea Energy Transmission System which involved the construction of a new 500/400 
KV substation, of 315km of transmission line and adaptation of 2 substations. NIF support 
mainly provided technical assistance (consultant, environmental compensations). The € 8 M 
contributed as NIF grant have leveraged  € 100 M loans from KfW and € 80 M loans from the 
EBRD and EIB,   

 NIF strategic objectives for East Neighbourhood up to 2020 include the Establishment of  better 
sustainable energy and transport interconnections; Addressing threats to the environment, 
including climate change and Promoting sustainable and inclusive growth through support to 
small and medium sized enterprises, to agriculture and rural development, to the social sector, 
including human capital development, and to municipal infrastructure development. The scope 
of project which may benefit from NIF include Infrastructure projects (like Transmission 
projects); Municipal Projects (i.e. SUDEP and E5P) as well as Private sector development projects 
(i.e. Sustainable Energy Facilities). Linking to the previous discussion on PECIs, the process 
established in the framework of the Energy Community comprised an appropriate tool for 
identification, prioritization but also regulatory streamlining of the energy investments.  

 

2.2.3.3 Session 3: Interconnectivity: Lessons learnt from the Partner Countries 

 

3.1 The new Interconnection between Armenia and Georgia and the resulting trading opportunities 
(Ms Karine Khachbulaghyan, EPSO/ Republic of Armenia)  

The presentation gave an illustrative description of the current interconnections network 
topology as well as its foreseeable development after the construction of the new Armenian – 
Georgia back-to-back asynchronous interconnection. 

 
The project identification process has been explained and it was mentioned that it involved 
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discussions with the originator Financing Institution which has supported the feasibility study 
for the interconnector and the TSOs of the Georgia and Armenia namely GSE and EPSO, 
respectively.  

The financing is arranged on the basis of a concessional loan provided by kfW and EIB 
complemented by a grant provided by NIF the transmission owners own contributions. The 
main issues with regards to the development of the investment have reportedly been the 
negotiations with the Financial Institutions in order to the investments to go ahead. Cost sharing 
with regards to investment has been arranged on a territorial basis with Georgia and Armenia 
sharing the investment cost proportions that fell within their territories. Other potential 
benefitors such as Iran and Russia have not been asked to contribute since there is no similar to 
the Regulation 347/2013/EU framework in place. Overall the investment is going to take place in 
two stages with the Armenian side being responsible for the €327.8 million and the Georgian 
side for the €6.3 million of the investment which cumulatively is expected to reach the €334.1 
million. 

  

3.2 The power system development in Belarus. What does the new nuclear plant bring to electricity 
trading in the region? A shift from net importer to net exporter? (Mr Andrej Sorich Ministry of 
Energy/ Republic of Belarus)  

The recent (2013-2015) electricity balance trends show a slight increase in electricity 
consumption, a sharp decrease in imports which is followed by a zero exports . The Belorussian 
system remains synchronized with the UPS/IPS system in which Lithuania, Ukraine and Russia 
are its neighbourhood interconnected countries, while it preserves the connection with Poland 
which may only be operated in an island mode. 

Transfer capacities between Belarus and its neighbours are diversified in terms of import and 
export directions. More specifically with Lithuania there are a 1400 MW for export and 2200 
MW for imports; with Russia  1000 MW for export and 1200-1400 MW for imports; with Ukraine 
900 MW bidirectional and 140 only for exports to Poland.  
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Belarus has an ambitious plan of increasing the transfer capacity of Belarus – Poland section by 
about 7 times. This will establish the technical possibility for electricity export/import to/from 
Belarus/Poland of 5 B kWh annually. The project includes the rehabilitation and expansion of 
the Belarus – Poland interface at the minimum possible costs and within a short period while 
considering the possibility of using the 220 kV Ross – Bielostok power line. The two sides have 
come with some preliminary estimates on the investment required by both ends and these 
include some 165 million USD for Belarus and some 40 million USD. Raising funds for this 
project envisages the commitment of internal funds of the Stakeholders, credits by the 
commercial banks and possibly resources of International organisations.  

The main hurdles with regards to taking up interconnection investments according to the 
respondent from Belarus include the political environment and the lack of guaranteed volumes 
of electricity purchase/sale. In terms of identification and decision making the interested parties 
at the initial stage need to conduct a joint analysis of technical decisions in terms of compliance 
with national and EU frameworks and then develop the justification of investments for 
representing its outcomes to the authorities.  

Apart from the specific Belarus-Poland interface a series of projects for the enhancement of 
interconnectivity particularly with Lithuania but also with Russia and Ukraine. There are 
considerations however on what would be the future of these investments if the 
synchronization places of the Baltics and the Ukraine-Moldova systems with Continental Europe 
ENTSO-E actually proceed.      

 

3.3 Update on the status of the Azerbaijan, Georgia, Turkey electricity trading project (Mr Amil 
Murseliyev, Ministry of Energy/ Republic of Azerbaijan)  

 The energy system of Azerbaijan works in parallel with the Unified Power System of Russia and 
periodically with the power system of Georgia. There is also an electricity exchange in an island 
mode with Iran and Turkey (Nakhchivan power system). In order to ensure stability and security 
of the power system of Azerbaijan electricity interconnections with the neighboring countries 
have been strengthened, namely: Russia, Georgia, Iran and Turkey.  

Following the commissioning of the newly constructed interconnector between Russia, 
Azerbaijan and Iran in the direction Russia – Azerbaijan it will be possible to transmit 500 MW, 
and in the direction Iran – Azerbaijan 500-800 MW. For that purpose a 330 kV power line 
“Ardebil” between Azerbaijan and Iran is ready for operation and the construction of 330 kV 
Yashma-Derbent interconnector between Azerbaijan and Russia is currently at its planning 
stage.  

Electricity export from Azerbaijan to Turkey through Georgia is planned via the so-called 
Azerbaijan-Georgia-Turkey (AGT) power bridge. Azerbaijan completely reconstructed a 500 kV 
power line “Samukh-Gardabani” and a new substation “Samukh 500/330 kV” was constructed. 
The high voltage network connecting Georgia and Turkey was commissioned in late 2013 and 
the project enables transit 700 MW of power to Turkey. 
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Financing of the interconnection projects between Azerbaijan, Georgia and Turkey is arranged 
on the basis of territorial cost sharing. The Azerbaijani part of the projects is usually done at the 
expense of government funds. The project between Azerbaijan and Iran – 330 kV  interstate 
power line (ISPL) “Ardebil” was financed through credit funds provided by the Iranian bank to 
Azerbaijan while the interconnection 330 kV ISPL «Yashma-Derbent” between Azerbaijan and 
Russia was included in the Action Plan on Implementation of the Programme on Economic 
Cooperation between Azerbaijan and Russia until 2020  

Among the main hurdles with regards to the financing of these interconnection projects the low 
Azerbaijani electricity tariffs appear to have an effect on the low IRR and long payback periods. 
These generally make the projects unattractive for private investments and therefore 
international donors as World Bank, EBRD, ADB and others provide only sovereign credits, which 
in turn come with a the ceiling provided by the government; As the system of tariffs for 
electricity are generally considered not transparent and cost reflective there is a lack of 
competitive environment in the electricity sector (i.e. Lack of the Grid Code, regulating among 
other things third party access to the networks for electricity export) alternative methods of 
financing such as for example Public-private partnership are not developed. 

 

 
3.4 The Georgian TYNDP and the role of the Georgian power system in East West & North South 

corridors (Mr Sulkhan Sumburidze, GSE and Mr Nugzar Beridze, GNERC /Georgia)  

The Georgian TSO following a consultation with the Ministry of Energy and GNERC has 
developed a Ten Year Network Development Plan TYNDP 2015-2025. The TYNDP is the key 
document describing “what the power system will look like in 2025”. The TYNDP analyses new 
transmission projects collectively serving national & regional integration purposes that fall into 
three general categories: a)those that are merely cross-border projects; b)internal projects  and 
c) those which are considered local. The TYNDP contains a technical assessment of all projects 
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and proceeds with the Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) only for the projects included in the cross-
border and internal categories.  

 
Project finance for the TYNDP projects is sought to be performed by multisource borrowing and 
by properly blending of different financing instruments (grand/loans). There is no Cross Border 
Cost Allocation in the notion of Article 12 of Regulation (EU) 347/2013 and the investments are 
regulated. Hence, investment recovery through the electricity tariffs and there are no plans for 
merchant interconnectors in the notion of Article 17 of Regulation (EC) 714/2009 

The Georgian legal framework with regards to interconnections use comprises the Georgian Law 
on Electricity and Natural Gas as well as the Electricity (Capacity) Market Rules. In addition to 
this framework the Cross Border Electricity Trade Agreement (20/01/12); the Interconnection 
Operation Agreement (TEIAS-GSE/Energotrans) (18/09/13) as well as the Special Auction Rules 
govern cross border trading particularly in relation to the Georgian-Turkish interconnection.  

In general the electricity export/import activity is fully deregulated in Georgia and can be 
performed by any party based on direct contracts. The exporter and importer are obliged to act 
in accordance with the Electricity (Capacity) Balances which in turn are approved by the 
Ministry of Energy under the proposal submitted by the Dispatch Licensee. During emergency 
situations imports and exports can be done without being included in the Electricity (Capacity) 
Balances. 

The party interested in transiting electricity shall conclude an agreement with a dispatch 
licensee on the provision of technical support for transiting electricity. There are no regulation 
fees charged for power transit and the respective tariffs which are set by GNERC for 
transmission and dispatch services shall not be applied in case of power transit. Specific 
electricity transit fee covers all costs related to transiting electricity including electricity losses 
and for that purpose the dispatch and transmission licensees shall enter into the separate 
agreement, which shall stipulate the amount of compensation for the use of transmission 
licensee’s networks. In case the transmission licensee refuses to enter into agreement on transit 
of the power, it is obliged to bear the usage of its network and provide the transmission 
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services. The issues related to the power transit are also regulated by the rules of power 
(capacity) market and by the agreement on technical provisioning of power transit. Finally, the 
participants of transit process are obliged to submit information to the market operator (ESCO). 

Given the experience with the operation of the asynchronous connection between Georgia and 
Turkey GSE was able to reflect on the common risks6 associated with energy infrastructure. 
Reportedly, the specific interconnection did not face cost and time overruns and in has been 
developed in accordance to comparable unit cost for such a type of investment. It however 
faces a stranded cost and consequently a liquidity risk as the volumes observed for the time 
being are not comparable to those volumes on which the feasibility study was developed. The 
situation is gradually going to be improved as more generators or transitors seek their way to 
the Turkish market through the Georgian power system.   

As also previously mentioned there is no provision for cross border cost allocation in relation to 
interconnection projects in which Georgia participates at the moment. Stakeholders’ 
involvement in project identification and assessment takes place as it is provided for in the 
national legislation i.e. Article 3 of the Law on Electricity and Gas and Article 29 of the Grid Code  

3.5 Challenges in electricity trading with Ukraine and the planned new electricity interconnection 
with Romania (Mr Lilian Barcaru, ANRE/Republic of Moldova)  

Moldova is highly interconnected primarily with Ukraine and secondarily with Romania. More 
specifically there are seven 330 kV lines and eleven 110 kV lines in operation with Ukraine 
operating in synchronous mode and three 110 kV lines and one 400 kV line (Vulcanesti - Isaccea) 
with Romania which can only be used in an island mode. 

 
Currently, operation of the power system of Moldova is characterized by a domestic electricity 
generation covers up to 25% of the required volume while existing interconnections with 
Romania allow to provide electricity only to some settlements in the island mode. So far the key 

                                                           
6 See: Recommendation on incentives for projects of common interest and on a common methodology for risk evaluation, 
ACER, 27 June 2014 covering Projects of Common Interest (non-exclusively electricity interconnections) 

http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
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supplies were coming from the electricity market of Ukraine and from Moldovan TPP located on 
the left bank of the River Dniester. Given the current situation in Ukraine, import from this 
country has totally stopped. The only supplier covering 75% of power required by the country 
remains the Moldovan TPP.  

In 2013 the Government asked the World Bank to participate in conducting Feasibility Study of 
the electricity sector of Moldova in order to develop required measures and policy to increase 
security of electricity supplies. In June 2015 a report “Study of the scenarios of electricity market 
development” was presented and 3 prospective scenarios to provide required electricity until 
2033 were considered, including: a Self-sufficiency Scenario (development of domestic electricity 
generation); a Scenario of synchronous connection to the ENTSO-E system (through Romania) 
and finally a Scenario of asynchronous connection to the ENTSO-E system through converter DC 
stations. In parallel EBRD has performed a feasibility study concentrating mainly on the 
interconnection with Romania via the 400 kV line (Vulcanesti - Isaccea). In continuation of these 
assessments the Government of Moldova has settled with the asynchronous connection option 
with the ENTSO-E system for the horizon up to 2020. The indicative investment required to 
implement one of the possible scenarios of asynchronous connection of the Moldova and 
Romania’s power networks, amounts to some $420-440 mln. 

There are two prospective options for investment financing required to construct the 
interconnection network and back-to-back (B2B) stations: a) Organisation of a tender to attract 
investors. A preliminary analysis was done with a rate of return of 9%. Investment repayment 
will start after commissioning the new units through a power transmission tariff; b) The 
Government may provide the required funds through loans and hold a tender for construction 
of transmission network’s elements. Loan repayment could be financed through inclusion into 
the end user tariff   

The main hurdles identified so far by ANRE in connection to the development of the 
asynchronous interconnection with Romania involve: the need to strengthen  the existing 
transmission networks in the country to enable the use of the planned networks at full capacity; 
the completion of introduction  of SCADA system (+ USD 9.2 mln. within next 4- 5 years); as well 
as the preparation of the required legal and regulatory framework, incl. bringing the national 
energy legislation into conformity with the 3rd Energy Package requirements; 

In terms of cost sharing and stakeholders involvement in the interconnection assessment and 
decision making process, ANRE understands that these will eventually be streamlined in the 
framework of Regulation 347/2013/EU in the Energy Community. More specifically, two out of 
the three options of asynchronous connections of the electricity system of Moldova to the 
ENTSO-E foresee the construction of OHL Suchava (RO) – Belts (MD). The design of the Suchava-
Belts line in turn was approved by the Energy Community as a PECI (Project of Energy 
Community Interest), thus Moldova may count on participation of Romania in financing this 
investment project subject to the results of a cross border cost benefit analysis. 

 

3.6 Electricity cross border cooperation the challenges and opportunities for Ukraine (Mr Valeriy 
Tsaplin, NEURC /Ukraine)  

Ukraine has in place the Law "On Power Industry" since 1997 and the Law "On the Principles of 
Operation of the Electricity Market of Ukraine" since 2013. With a view to transpose the 3rd 
Energy Package, a draft law "On the electricity market" has been prepared with the support of 
the Energy Community Secretariat. In addition Ukraine has in place recent secondary legislation 
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with regards to access to the capacity of cross-border networks7 as well as to investments in the 
development of main 8 and interstate networks. The main criterion for inclusion of the 
investment project in the investment programme upon revision of tariffs is its technical 
feasibility. The price regulation9 & 10  exercised by NEURC is a “cost plus” methodology in which 
however criteria of profit adequacy are not identified and the usual concepts of the Rate of 
Return and Regulatory Asset Base do not apply.   

Ukraine is highly interconnected at various voltage levels with Russia, Belarus, Moldova, which it 
works synchronously and also with Poland, Slovakia, Hungary and Romania with which 
Ukrainian is working on a radial mode via the Burshtyn “island”. The interconnection transfer 
capacity between Ukraine and the systems of Hungary, Romania, Slovakia through the "Island of 
the Burshtyn TPP" is 650 MW. The respective capacities with Poland are 235 MW, Russia 3000 
MW, Belarus 900 MW and Moldova 700 MW.  

 
A strategic direction of developing the power industry is integration of Ukraine into the EU’s 
single energy market, by means of Ukraine's membership in the Energy Community. The main 
obstacle however with regards to the cross-border cooperation with the EU is lack of 
synchronisation of the United Energy System of Ukraine (UES) with the ENTSO-E synchronous 

                                                           
7 NERC Resolution of 12.02.2015 №176 "On approval of e-bidding for the distribution of capacity of interstate electrical 
networks" 
8 NERC Resolution of 30.06.2015 №1972 "On approval of the Procedure for the formation of the investment programs of 
licensees for transmission of electricity through main and interstate power grids and for the production of heat and / or 
electricity in nuclear power plants, hydroelectric power plants and pumped storage power plants" 
9 NERC Resolution of 26.12.2003 №1456 "On approval of the procedure for the establishment (revision) of the tariff for the 
licensee on electricity transmission through main and interstate power networks" 
10 NERC Resolution of 04.05.2006 №563 "On approval of the Methodology for calculating tariffs for the transmission of 
electricity through main and interstate power grids, as well as the services of centralised dispatching control of the 
interconnected power system" 
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zone. Since 1990, the production and export of electricity in Ukraine has reduced significantly, 
so there is an excess of generating and transmission capacities, including the interstate ones. 
Therefore priority is not the construction of new networks, such as interconnectors, but rather a 
rehabilitation of current infrastructure, meeting the technical requirements for synchronisation 
with ENTSO - E synchronous zone of Continental Europe. 

In this sense interconnectivity-related investments for the specific case of Ukraine comprise 
sequential steps of increasing the controllability of the system rather than new infrastructure. 
Indicatively the measures for synchronisation with ENTSO-E Continental Europe for 2016-2018 
include: the introduction of the connection hub to the ENTSO-E Electronic Highway data 
network; reconstruction of the control systems at power units for primary and secondary control 
of frequency and power during repairs and reconstruction of thermal power plants’ units; setup 
of a high-speed telecommunications network for the process control of the UES of Ukraine; 
introduction of the system for monitoring the participation in the primary and secondary control 
of frequency and capacity of power plants’ units at the central dispatch centre of the SE NEC 
Ukrenergo; introduction of software for calculating the capacity of interstate sections of the UES 
of Ukraine in accordance with the methodology for calculating the capacity as well as the 
connection of station control systems (SCS) of power plants to the central controller of the 
automatic load-frequency control system (ALFC system) of SE NEC Ukrenergo.  

In parallel to the activities for synchronisation with the ENTSO-E system market integration with 
Moldova and collectively with the Central and South Eastern Europe involves the market 
coupling activities and approximation to the EU Target Model. The goal is to introduce a single 
organised market for the day-ahead trading of electricity between Ukraine and Moldova. 
Implementation should be carried out by transmission system operators of Ukraine (SE NEC 
Ukrenergo) and Moldova (SE Moldelectrica), and other entities responsible for the operation of 
the market (SE Energorynok), with the support of regulators, Energy Community Secretariat and 
the Secretariat of the ENTSO-E. The project should be managed pursuant to the concerted 
cooperation of all stakeholders, as well as international coordination. 

 

2.2.4 Roundtable discussions 

Two short roundtables have been organised as a concluding part of Session 1: Security of Supply and 
Session 3: Electricity interconnectivity. The country representatives where asked for their position in 
relation to a common question/statement and the representative of the Ministry responsible for 
energy was invited to reflect upon the Session 1 issues while the representative of the NRA or TSO 
was invited to reflect on the issue regarding Session 3. A summary of these roundtables is briefly 
presented below:  

 

2.2.4.1 Security of Supply – Session 1: Roundtable 

Just before the start of the roundtable discussion Belarus’ representative asked to have a round of 
questions on specific countries contributions.  

Belarus Question 1: referred to the views for Nuclear Power Plants operational life expansion and in 
particular with regards to financing and investment repayment. The question also included the 
technical solution for Nuclear Power Plants operational life expansion 

Armenia and Ukraine which had relevant positions in their presentation explained that financing of 
this plans is planned on the basis of own funds (state budget) as well as IFI support and possibly 
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private funds. The investment repayment should be anticipated by the electricity tariffs. As far as the 
technical solution is concerned the countries responded that this will depend on special technical 
and feasibility studies. 

Belarus Question 2: referred to Moldova and Georgia reports on an increasing energy consumption 
and specifically if this situation comprises a good case for taking up investments. 

Moldova responded that economic growth is driving energy consumption increase and that the 
major consumer is the residential sector. As the economy of the country gradually heads to recovery 
the electricity consumption is growing as well providing the grounds for taking up investments in the 
energy sector.  

Georgia had a similar position highlighting also the fact that investments in the energy sector in 
Georgia’s specific case are also driven by its transit role. At this point the case of electricity and 
natural gas were distinguished where major investments are largely dependent on critical 
intergovernmental agreements and the case of the agreement on TANAP in which acceleration is 
need was mentioned as an illustrative case.    

 

Ukraine pointed out that the stress test exercise was very useful and helped out Ukraine in getting 
grasp of the value of immediate but also strategic measures of ensuring diversification. The High 
Level Group in the frame of the Energy Community discussions have also had according to the 
representative of Ukraine a great influence on the shaping up of gas interconnectivity directions. It 
also mentioned the role of the Energy Community Regulatory Board (ECRB) where the electricity and 
gas groups have an advisory role with the latter also having led to a pilot project with Ukrtransgas. 

Azerbaijan reminded that in the September’s informal INOGATE Country Coordinators meeting in 
Kiev the idea of reforms on both the electricity and natural gas was voiced out by the Azeri 
representatives. Remaining on the same position compared to that reforms orientation, Azerbaijan 
pointed that the security of supply and particularly the role of the country as a guarantor for security 
of supply towards the countries in the Caucasus region and the EU markets will remain central in the 
reform process. 

Georgia reflected that security of supply was one of the key aspects discussed during the 
negotiations of the Association Agreement and it is believed that this objective will be also served 
through the cooperation with other countries in the frame of the Energy Community Treaty. On the 

Roundtable Question: 

Security of Supply for Electricity and Natural Gas is regulated in the EU by Directives 2005/89/EC, 
2004/67/EC and Regulation 994/2010. Moldova Ukraine and Georgia had the chance to work with the 
EU and Energy Community countries during the gas supply stress tests for winter 2014/2015.  

Moldova and Ukraine are also participating in the Electricity and Natural Gas Working Groups of the 
Energy Community.  

Do the countries agree on the usefulness of a permanent discussion with the objective of ensuring 
security of supply in the region?  

• Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia are in particular anticipated to explain how this may have 
helped their national process 

• The remainder of the Partner Countries may reflect on their willingness to participate in such 
an initiative or if they consider that this dialogue would be better off be hosted in other fo-
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electricity sector specifically security of supply is understood to be largely affected by the indigenous 
reserve capabilities which in turn translate into sufficient power generation capacities.  

Armenia underpinned that security of supply issues are quite crucial for the country and in that 
sense they are dealt with in close coordination both at policy (Ministerial) and regulatory level.  

Belarus shared Armenia’s position with regards to the importance of security of supply and pointed 
out that the Ministry of Energy in addition to its planning function for the development of the 
national system follows closely the development s at a regional level whilst the coordination with 
other countries is mostly bilateral and spontaneous. 

Moldova indicated that the transposition of the 3rd Energy Package contains several legal safeguards 
for proper planning of the energy system in other to take into account the long term security of 
energy supply. Together with Ukraine and Georgia they appreciate that technical criteria included in 
the network codes provide sufficient detail on how they should plan and operate under secure and 
reliable modes, whereas for the individual case of Moldova the synchronisation plan and in particular 
its timing seems to be a crucial factor for decision making with respect to security of supply. 

 

2.2.4.2 Electricity interconnectivity – Session 3: Roundtable 

 

Overall the roundtable of Session 3 on Electricity Interconnectivity was less structured and in a way 
less participatory compared to the one of Session 1 on Security of Supply. There are various reasons 
that one may be able to interpret and justify that. Among the prominent ones reflect on the fact that 
representatives of the Partner Countries have just in this workshop11 and got exposed to the range of 
policy objectives, legislation, regulatory measures and financing instruments set forth in the EU and 
Energy Community area for the promotion of energy infrastructure. Another possible reason is that 

                                                           
11 It is important to be mentioned however that representatives of the NRAs have also got information on the 
Regulation 347/2013/EU through the 2nd Eastern Partnership Workshop organised in Tbilisi, 18-19 June 2013 

Roundtable Question: 

Georgia has recently prepared a solid TYNDP. Moldova and Ukraine by adopting the 3rd Energy Package 
are anticipated to move towards this direction. 

How do the countries appreciate the opportunity to adopt the EU toolkit for development of new 
infrastructure as it is adopted by in the Energy Community area i.e. development and assessment of 
PECIs and other transmission projects in the context of the TYNDP and financing with the assistance of 
NIF? 

Furthermore the countries are asked to comment on how practically such a process might work: 

• Moldova, Ukraine and Georgia if they would synch their national processes in order to com-
municate their project plans to ENTSO-E (should such an approach is agreed) 

• Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus if they would be willing to conclude an agreement with the 
Energy Community in order to follow this particular initiative.  
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TYNDPs are just gradually finding their way of emerging either spontaneously (i.e. Georgia) or 
following the transposition of the 3rd Energy Package in Ukraine and Moldova. Communication of 
projects to the ENTSO-E as well as participation to the regional planning activities is still not that 
apparent for the countries in the Eastern Partnership region.  

With regards to the streamlined procedure offered by the Projects of Energy Community Interest 
Moldova pointed out that the regulatory framework at national level needs to be developed and 
Ukraine reiterated on the need for taking forward the market coupling and synchronisation with 
ENTSO-E together with Moldova as a priority whereas investment on new infrastructure do not 
appear as an immediate priority. Georgia and Azerbaijan pointed out that projects towards the 
horizon of 2020 need to be discussed also with Russia and that development outside this framework 
would not be realistic.  

2.2.5 Workshop conclusions and reporting to the 14th Eastern Partnership Platform 3 Meeting 

2.2.5.1 State of affairs with regards to Security of Supply 

Security of Supply is commonly appreciated as a key concern in all countries whilst refinements 
between energy abundant and energy dependent countries are also present and reflected in the 
national energy strategies. Awareness on the relevant European Directives and Regulations 
governing Security of Supply is still quite low even in the countries which are signatory parties of the 
Energy Community Treaty. Regional cooperation for security of supply takes place at a regional level 
and mostly on the level of ministries responsible for energy. Regulatory and TSO cooperation 
gradually emerges through the cooperation of these organisations in the frame of the Energy 
Community.  

Evolution of demand and supply balances appear to be in surplus for Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia 
(from 2016 and onwards) and Ukraine. On the contrary, deficits appear to prevail in the cases of 
Belarus and Moldova. In the natural gas sector the only surplus country is Azerbaijan.  

Legislation dealing with Security of Supply seems to be in force in all countries but the countries that 
are signatory parties of the Energy Community Treaty or work towards this direction understand that 
they will soon have to increase the requirements placed on Security of Supply in their national 
legislative framework pursuant to the provisions of the EnC Acquis.   

Diversification strategies comprise the major challenge in national plans for security of supply with 
Azerbaijan an exemption to this due to its self-sufficiency and export orientation. Infrastructure for 
electricity is also considered a common mean of ensuring security of supply whereas the situation 
with gas infrastructure provides for less flexibility in terms of sources of supply.  

Projects identification is not always comparable to the streamlined process established in the EU 
with Georgia perhaps the only country comprising similarities in this respect. Decision making for 
new projects is highly political and IFI-led whilst a structured consultation process is not always in 
place.  

Regional coordination is formalised for the EnC signatory parties through the participation to the 
Energy Community Working Groups on Security of Supply. For the remainder of the countries the 
process takes place mostly on a bilateral basis through the occasional participation in international 
forums 

International cooperation is highly appreciated and present in all countries while it is comparatively 
less active in infrastructure development in Azerbaijan and Belarus. Coordination of donor and IFIs is 
present but there is always room for improvement in this respect. 
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2.2.5.2 State of affairs with regards to electricity interconnectivity 

Electricity interconnectivity is viewed by all counties as a promising area for regional cooperation. All 
countries with the exemption of Ukraine consider plans for enhancing electricity interconnectivity 
through investments in new interconnectors so as to improve security of supply and markets 
competition through integration. Ukraine favoured by an overcapacity in terms of generation and 
networks is currently putting much of their efforts in adding flexibility and controllability in their 
system with a view to comply with synchronisation requirements with the ENTSO-E Continental 
Europe synchronous zone. Projects identification is not yet standardised in most of the countries but 
there is positive development in this respect particularly of the Energy Community countries via the 
development of TYNDPs. Regulatory risks appreciated in the EU with regards to the development of 
energy infrastructure under a liberalised environment are largely unknown in the region.     

Planning at transmission level is formalised in Georgia and underway in Moldova and Ukraine as a 
result of the transposition of the 3rd Energy Package to the national legal frameworks. On the 
contrary Armenia, Azerbaijan and Belarus employ traditional integrated power systems planning 
which resembles the overall organisation of the electricity industry in these countries. 

Project identification and appraisal is standardised in Georgia which is the only country that at the 
moment has a TYNDP agreed at national level and has already went through the process of 
performing Cost Benefit Analysis of the interconnection projects and an overall consultation on the 
TYNDP. An ad-hoc and IFI-supported process seems to be in place for the remainder of the countries.  

Financing of new infrastructure projects takes place mostly on a state budget basis whereas grant 
and credits from international organisations are in most cases necessary. Merchant interconnections 
are not for the time being considered or foreseen in the national legislation and there is generally 
very limited experience with the risks and incentives that the regulators should take into account 
during the planning phase of a new interconnector. The use of congestion rent remains also an 
untapped source of financing since the markets still lack integration and liquidity.   
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2.3 Annexes 

2.3.1 List of acronyms 

AM Armenia 
IFI International Financing Institution 
AZ Azerbaijan 
BY Belarus 
CCs INOGATE Country Coordinators 
UPS/IPS Unified Power System/Integrated Power System 
CWP Country Work Plan 
DSM Demand Side Management 
DSOs Distributions System Operators 
EaP Eastern Partnership 
ECT Energy Community Treaty 
ECS Energy Community Secretariat 
EnC Energy Community 
TYNDP Ten Year Network Development Plan 
ENP European Neighbourhood Policy 
ENPI European Neighbourhood Policy Instrument  
ENTSO/E European Network for Transmission System Operators for Electricity 
ENTSO/G European Network for Transmission System Operators for Gas 
PECI Project of Energy Community Interest 
EU European Union 
NRA National Regulatory Authority 
NIF Neighbourhood Investment Facility 
GE Georgia 
ITS INOGATE Technical Secretariat 
GW Giga Watt 
NPP Nuclear Power Plant 
TPP Thermal Power Plant 
MD Moldova 
PCI Project of Common Interest 
GEMM Georgian Electricity Market Model 
HPP Hydro Power Plant 
PCs INOGATE Partner Countries 
RWP Regional Work Plan 
RES Renewable Energy Sources 
MW Mega Watt 
TA Technical Assistance 
USD United States Dollars 
MOU Memorandum of Understanding 
TPA Third Party Access 
TSOs Transmission System Operators 
UA Ukraine 
LNG Liquefied Natural Gas 
OHL Over-head Line 
CHP Combined Heat and Power 
TEIAS TSO of Turkey 
ACER Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators 
CBA Cost Benefit Analysis 
SCADA Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition 
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2.3.2 List of participants 

 
  

A/A Mr./Mrs. Last name First name Position Ministry/Company Country
European Commission

1 Ms. Miolato Natalja EC programme manager DG NEAR
2 Ms. Nestorova Bella Head of Unit DG NEAR
3 Ms. Schiller-Probst Marion International Relations Officer DG ENER
4 Mr. Gurba Bartlomeij International Relations Officer DG ENER
5 Mr. Cendrowicz Nicholas Thematic Corrdinator, Western Balkans, Connectivity, Environ. DG NEAR
6 Ms. Nowak Edyta International Relations Officer DG ENER
7 Ms. Deruwe
 Helene Blue Book Trainee DG ENER

EU/ International Organizations
1 Mr. Bodbaev Kanat Expert, Transit Energy Charter Secretariat
2 Ms. Chobanova Byliana Expert, Energy Efficiency Energy Charter Secretariat
3 Ms. Kogalniceanu Violeta Head of Infrastrucuture unit Energy Community Secretariat

1 Mr. Tsakalidis Nikolaos ITS Deputy Team Leader, Key Expert INOGATE Technical Secretariat Greece

2 Mr. Tourlis Nikolaos Senior Electricity Market Convergence Expert INOGATE Technical Secretariat Greece

3 Ms. Nonikashvili Rusudan Communication, Promotion and Event Expert INOGATE Technical Secretariat Georgia

4 Mr. Larsen Peter Project Director INOGATE Technical Secretariat Denmark
5 Ms. Nikolakaki Sophia Project Management INOGATE Technical Secretariat Greece

1 Mr. Huseynov Iftikhar ITS Country Coordinator Ministry of Energy Republic of Azerbaijan

2 Mr. Nasibov Vagif Inogate Country Expert INOGATE Technical Secretariat Republic of Azerbaijan

3 Mr. Mursaliev Amil Head of the electric power industry  department Ministry of Energy Republic of Azerbaijan

1 Mr. Melkonyan Tigran ITS Country Coordinator
Ministry of Energy and Natural 
Resources Republic of Armenia

2 Ms. Shahinyan Seda Head of development and monitoring department Public Services Regulatory Commission 
of the Republic of Armenia Republic of Armenia

3 Ms. Khachbulaghyan Karine Senior Principal Engineer Electric Power system operator Republic of Armenia

4 Ms. Karakhanyan Gohar Head of division of the Foreign relations department  Ministry of Energy and Natural 
Resources Republic of Armenia

1 Mr. Sorich Andrej ITS Country Coordinator Ministry of Energy Republic of Belarus

2 Ms. Ulashchik Tatiana Head of strategic development and investment department Ministry of Energy Republic of Belarus

3 Mr. Lukyanin Dmitri Head of  economical department Ministry of Energy Republic of Belarus

1 Ms. Pirtskhelani Nana ITS Country Coordinator Ministry of Energy Georgia

2 Mr. Sumburidze  Sulkhan Rehabilitation Manager/ Chairman of Management Board Georgian State Electrosystem Georgia

3 Mr. Ezugbaia Zurab Member of Management Board Georgian State Electrosystem Georgia

4 Mr. Beridze Nugzar Head of Energy Department Georgian National Energy and Water 
Regulation commission Georgia

1 Ms. Parsian Galina ITS Country Coordinator Minstry of Economy Republic of Moldova

2 Mr Triboi Valeriu Deputy Minister of Economy Minstry of Economy Republic of Moldova

3 Ms. Botezatu Mariana Director, Department of energy security and efficiency Minstry of Economy Republic of Moldova

4 Mr. Barcaru Lilian Head of Division, National Agency for Energy Regulation National Agency for Energy Regulation Republic of Moldova

1 Ms. Buslavets Olga Director of the  power complex department 
Ministry of Energy and Coal Industry of 
Ukraine Ukraine

2 Mr. Lushchyk Oleksandr Deputy head of the service of the perspective development of 
united electricity  network NEC Ukrenergo Ukraine

3 Mr. Tsaplin Valeriy  Deputy Director, Strategic Development and Planning Department National Energy Regulation Commission Ukraine

4 Ms. Ruzhenkova Victoria Head of the European integration department Ministry of Energy and Coal Industry of 
Ukraine Ukraine

List of Participants

Energy Co-operation between the EU, the Littoral States of the Black and Caspian Seas and their Neighbouring Countries 

INOGATE Regional Workshop in Brussels “Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to adopt adequate 
regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”

10 December, Brussels,Belgium

Ukraine

Republic of Armenia

INOGATE Technical Secretariat

Republic of Azerbaijan

Republic of  Belarus

Georgia

Republic of  Moldova
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2.3.3 Feedback provided to all workshop speakers during the thematic coordination exercise 

 

INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session I Presentations: 

Security of Supply  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session I presentation submitted by the Republic of Armenia on the 19 November 2015 meets 
the requirements set forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) is just a bit larger than advised and we count on the 

speaker’s kind discipline to the specified 15 mins slot. 
• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-

ities of Session I which aims to provide a Country Outlook with regards to Security of Supply. 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Supply/Demand balances (please refer to electricity/gas/oil or other as appropriate) in the 
Partner country? How do you see your country’s needs in 2030 and beyond and how do you expect 
your country will address them? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 3,4,5,6 

Q2: How does the national Energy Policy address this question? Is there any specific legislation/ 
energy planning in place, under development or planned? 

A2: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 7 and 8 

Q3: What are the main challenges you are working on to fulfil these policy objectives 
(legal/regulatory, financial, social, environmental, other)? 

A3: The presentation partially addresses the question in slide # 9. We would recommend that the 
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response to the question addresses also the issues of negotiation with Financing Institutions and 
Private Sector Participation (to the extent that the Government of Armenia considers this as a useful 
option of implementing energy sector investments) – Please see 2 additional questions (in red) 

Q4: Is there a process in place on national level to identify strategic investments/projects? Is 
consultation taking place at an early stage? 

A4: The presentation partially addresses the question in slide # 10. We would recommend that the 
audience is reminded of the “process of identification” which is as we understand the “Long Term 
(up to 2036) Energy Sector Development Concept of the Republic of Armenia. Any comment on the 
decision making criteria/methodology that led to the identification of these project would be 
welcome. A map where the future projects are included would be useful (if it is available!) 

Q5: What is the interaction/coordination at regional level in regards to SoS? Common Planning? 
Common Infrastructure Projects? 

A5: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 11. We would recommend that a 
bit of characteristic detail of each of the tree mentioned initiatives is included. For example the 
South-West electricity corridor includes the NIF supported AM-GE interconnection. This may be an 
introductory (i.e. not elaborate) reference (in slide #11) to the AM-GE interconnections which will 
lead the audience to the presentation of the Republic of Armenia in Session 3 where the electricity 
interconnections are going to be discussed in the detail. For the case of Gas-electricity exchange with 
Iran swap agreement (1 cubic meter of natural gas for 3 kWh of electricity) that the governments of 
Armenia and Iran have concluded with a term up to 2024 

Q6: What kind of support does your country receive from the EU and other donors in the area of 
security of energy supply enhancement? How is it being used? 

A6: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 12. It is in the speaker’s discretion 
to clarify and give a complete donor assistance view by matching the mentioned donors/IFIs to the 
areas of the energy sector each one is active e.g. EU/NIF in infrastructure, WB/IMF on financial 
assistance, etc. 

 

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by the Republic of Armenia on the 19 November 2015 
for the purposes of the county’s contribution to Session I: Security of Supply in INOGATE’s “Regional 
Workshop on Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to adopt 
adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Mr. Tigran 
Melkonyan and kindly ask for the consideration of our suggestions marked by our A3, A4, A5 and A6 
points above.    
 
I look forward to your confirmation on addressing the aforementioned remarks and receipt of the 
final version of the presentation.  
 
Best regards 
 
 
 
Nick Tourlis 
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session I Presentations: 

Security of Supply  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session I presentation submitted by the Republic of Azerbaijan on the 20 November 2015 meets 
the requirements set forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) is just a bit larger than advised and we count on the 

speaker’s kind discipline to the specified 15 mins slot. 
• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-

ities of Session I which aims to provide a Country Outlook with regards to Security of Supply. 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Supply/Demand balances (please refer to electricity/gas/oil or other as appropriate) in the 
Partner country? How do you see your country’s needs in 2030 and beyond and how do you expect 
your country will address them? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 3 and 4 

Q2: How does the national Energy Policy address this question? Is there any specific legislation/ 
energy planning in place, under development or planned? 

A2: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 5 and 6 

Q3: What are the main challenges you are working on to fulfil these policy objectives 
(legal/regulatory, financial, social, environmental, other)? 

A3: The presentation partially addresses the question in slide # 7. We would recommend that the 
response to the question addresses also the issues of social and environmental responsibility as well 
as the financial issues. For example this may include a comment on the so far experience in 
negotiation with Financing Institutions and Private Sector Participation (to the extent that the 
Government of Azerbaijan considers this as a useful option of implementing energy sector 
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investments) 

Q4: Is there a process in place on national level to identify strategic investments/projects? Is 
consultation taking place at an early stage? 

A4: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 8.  

Q5: What is the interaction/coordination at regional level in regards to SoS? Common Planning? 
Common Infrastructure Projects? 

A5: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 9. We would recommend that a 
reference to the Memorandum of Understanding with the EU is referenced in the frame of this slide. 
It is not directly an issue of regional coordination but gives the message of bilateral coordination with 
the European Union. 

Q6: What kind of support does your country receive from the EU and other donors in the area of 
security of energy supply enhancement? How is it being used? 

A6: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 10. We would recommend that a 
discussion would be made based on this slide on the future expectations for the cooperation with EU 
(Technical Assistance - on which subjects?, infrastructure development, etc.) 

 

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by the Republic of Azerbaijan on the 20 November 
2015 for the purposes of the county’s contribution to Session I: Security of Supply in INOGATE’s 
“Regional Workshop on Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries 
to adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Mr. 
Iftikhar Huseynov and kindly ask for the consideration of our suggestions marked by our A3, A5 and 
A6 points above.    
 
I look forward to your confirmation on addressing the aforementioned remarks and receipt of the 
final version of the presentation.  
 
Best regards 
 
 
 
Nick Tourlis 
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session I Presentations: 

Security of Supply  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session I presentation submitted by the Republic of Belarus on 4 December 2015 meets the 
requirements set forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) of the presentation is more than the one discussed in 

the Guidance and we count on the speaker’s kind discipline to the specified 15 mins slot. 
• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-

ities of Session I which aims to provide a Country Outlook with regards to Security of Supply. 
• The presentation is mainly focused to electricity sector issues and does not sufficiently ad-

dress natural gas and or other energy sources/carriers 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Supply/Demand balances (please refer to electricity/gas/oil or other as appropriate) in the 
Partner country? How do you see your country’s needs in 2030 and beyond and how do you expect 
your country will address them? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 

Q2: How does the national Energy Policy address this question? Is there any specific legislation/ 
energy planning in place, under development or planned? 

A2: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #7, 8, and 9 

Q3: What are the main challenges you are working on to fulfil these policy objectives 
(legal/regulatory, financial, social, environmental, other)? 

A3: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #10 

Q4: Is there a process in place on national level to identify strategic investments/projects? Is 
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consultation taking place at an early stage? 

A4: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #7  

Q5: What is the interaction/coordination at regional level in regards to SoS? Common Planning? 
Common Infrastructure Projects? 

A5: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #11. We would be very interested to 
discuss around the measures and actions the Government of Belarus intends to engage in order to 
attain investment attraction.  

Q6: What kind of support does your country receive from the EU and other donors in the area of 
security of energy supply enhancement? How is it being used? 

A6: The presentation insufficiently addresses the question in slides #13 and 14. We recommend that 
a discussion is made on the international forums and institutions that the Republic of Belarus 
participates and contributes to. Some examples of cooperation in the area of Security of Supply is 
the EuroAsian Economic Union already mentioned in the presentation, the Eastern Partnership 
Platform 3 Energy Security activities, the Energy Charter Treaty, any relevant activities with the WB, 
EBRD or other multilateral Financing Institutions.  

 

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by the Republic of Belarus on the 4 December 2015 for 
the purposes of the county’s contribution to Session I: Security of Supply in INOGATE’s “Regional 
Workshop on Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to adopt 
adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Mr. Andrey 
Zorich and kindly ask for the consideration of our suggestions marked by our A5 and A6 points 
above.    
 
I look forward to your confirmation on addressing the aforementioned remarks and receipt of the 
final version of the presentation.  
 
Best regards 
 
 
Nick Tourlis 
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session I Presentations: 

Security of Supply  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session I presentation submitted by Georgia on the 10 November 2015 meets the requirements 
set forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) is considerably large and we count on the speaker’s 

kind discipline to the specified 15 mins slot. 
• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-

ities of Session I which aims to provide a Country Outlook with regards to Security of Supply. 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Supply/Demand balances (please refer to electricity/gas/oil or other as appropriate) in the 
Partner country? How do you see your country’s needs in 2030 and beyond and how do you expect 
your country will address them? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 2,3,4,5 

Q2: How does the national Energy Policy address this question? Is there any specific legislation/ 
energy planning in place, under development or planned? 

A2: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #6 

Q3: What are the main challenges you are working on to fulfil these policy objectives 
(legal/regulatory, financial, social, environmental, other)? 

A3: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #7 

Q4: Is there a process in place on national level to identify strategic investments/projects? Is 
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consultation taking place at an early stage? 

A4: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15 

Q5: What is the interaction/coordination at regional level in regards to SoS? Common Planning? 
Common Infrastructure Projects? 

A5: The presentation partially addresses the question in slides # 11 and 15. We would recommend 
that a reference to the energization (start of commercial operation) of the GE-AZ 500kV line and the 
plans for the construction of the GE-AM electricity interconnection to be referenced. This may be an 
introductory (i.e. not elaborate) reference (in slide #11) to the two regional interconnections which 
will lead the audience to the presentation of Georgia in Session 3 where the electricity 
interconnections are going to be discussed in the detail. 

Q6: What kind of support does your country receive from the EU and other donors in the area of 
security of energy supply enhancement? How is it being used? 

A6: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 16 and 17. We would recommend 
that a reference to USAID’s work in G4G programme, and also the two twinning projects (one 
implemented and one on-going) with GNERC 

 

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by Georgia on the 10 November 2015 for the purposes 
of the county’s contribution to Session I: Security of Supply in INOGATE’s “Regional Workshop on 
Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to adopt adequate 
regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Ms. Nana Phirtskhelani 
and kindly ask for the consideration of our suggestions marked by our A5 and A6 points above.    
 
I look forward to your confirmation on addressing the aforementioned remarks and receipt of the 
final version of the presentation.  
 
Best regards 
 
 
 
Nick Tourlis 
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session I Presentations: 

Security of Supply  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session I presentation submitted by the Republic of Moldova on 3 December 2015 meets the 
requirements set forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) of the presentation is more than the one discussed in 

the Guidance and we count on the speaker’s kind discipline to the specified 15 mins slot. 
• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-

ities of Session I which aims to provide a Country Outlook with regards to Security of Supply. 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Supply/Demand balances (please refer to electricity/gas/oil or other as appropriate) in the 
Partner country? How do you see your country’s needs in 2030 and beyond and how do you expect 
your country will address them? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 3 and 4 

Q2: How does the national Energy Policy address this question? Is there any specific legislation/ 
energy planning in place, under development or planned? 

A2: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #5 and 6 

Q3: What are the main challenges you are working on to fulfil these policy objectives 
(legal/regulatory, financial, social, environmental, other)? 

A3: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #7 

Q4: Is there a process in place on national level to identify strategic investments/projects? Is 
consultation taking place at an early stage? 

A4: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 8, 9, 10, and 11  
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Q5: What is the interaction/coordination at regional level in regards to SoS? Common Planning? 
Common Infrastructure Projects? 

A5: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 12. We would be very interested 
to understand that does the status of Project of Energy Community Interest (PECI) means for Balti 
(MD) – Suceava (RO) (PECI-ET015). What are the benefits of this project being characterised as PECI?  

Q6: What kind of support does your country receive from the EU and other donors in the area of 
security of energy supply enhancement? How is it being used? 

A6: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 13. We would recommend that a 
reference to the EU support to Moldelectrica is being made. EU is funding a project through the 
Neighbourhing Investment facility (NIF) in cooperation with EBRD and EIB. This project is focusing on 
the rehabilitation of the existing network and has a TA component more focused in principle on the 
implementation of the project (supporting the PIU). 

 

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by the Republic of Moldova on the 3 December 2015 
for the purposes of the county’s contribution to Session I: Security of Supply in INOGATE’s “Regional 
Workshop on Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to adopt 
adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Ms. Galina 
Parsian and kindly ask for the consideration of our suggestions marked by our A5 and A6 points 
above.    
 
I look forward to your confirmation on addressing the aforementioned remarks and receipt of the 
final version of the presentation.  
 
Best regards 
 
 
Nick Tourlis 
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session I Presentations: 

Security of Supply  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session I presentation submitted by Ukraine on 3 December 2015 meets the requirements set 
forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) of the presentation is more than the one discussed in 

the Guidance and we count on the speaker’s kind discipline to the specified 15 mins slot. 
• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-

ities of Session I which aims to provide a Country Outlook with regards to Security of Supply. 
• The presentation is confined to electricity sector issues and does not address natural gas and 

or other energy sources/carriers 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Supply/Demand balances (please refer to electricity/gas/oil or other as appropriate) in the 
Partner country? How do you see your country’s needs in 2030 and beyond and how do you expect 
your country will address them? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 10 

Q2: How does the national Energy Policy address this question? Is there any specific legislation/ 
energy planning in place, under development or planned? 

A2: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #11 and 12 

Q3: What are the main challenges you are working on to fulfil these policy objectives 
(legal/regulatory, financial, social, environmental, other)? 

A3: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #7 

Q4: Is there a process in place on national level to identify strategic investments/projects? Is 
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consultation taking place at an early stage? 

A4: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide #11  

Q5: What is the interaction/coordination at regional level in regards to SoS? Common Planning? 
Common Infrastructure Projects? 

A5: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides #13 and 14. We would be very 
interested to discuss around the measures and actions the Government of Ukraine intends to engage 
in order to attain investment attraction. Are there any proposals for energy project that could classify 
as Projects of Energy Community Interest (PECI)?   

Q6: What kind of support does your country receive from the EU and other donors in the area of 
security of energy supply enhancement? How is it being used? 

A6: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides #13 and 14. We would be very 
interest to understand if there is an already developed roadmap (time-schedule) for the 
synchronization of Ukraine power system to that of ENTSO-E Continental Europe system. Has this 
been agreed between ENTSO-E and Ukraine? 

 

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by Ukaine on the 3 December 2015 for the purposes of 
the county’s contribution to Session I: Security of Supply in INOGATE’s “Regional Workshop on 
Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to adopt adequate 
regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Ms. Olga Buslavets and 
kindly ask for the consideration of our suggestions marked by our A5 and A6 points above.    
 
I look forward to your confirmation on addressing the aforementioned remarks and receipt of the 
final version of the presentation.  
 
Best regards 
 
 
Nick Tourlis 
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session III Presentations: 

Electricity Interconnectivity  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session 3 presentation submitted by the Republic of Armenia on the 20 November 2015 meets 
the requirements set forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) is well adjusted to the guidance provided addressing 

sufficiently the areas discussed in the Guidance Note. We would welcome a small increase in 
the overall number of slides in order for the below suggestions to be accommodated (pro-
vided that the overall duration of the presentation remains at 15 mins) 

• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-
ities of Session 3 which aims to provide an overview of the Electricity Interconnectivity in the 
Eastern Partnership countries. 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Existing and planned electricity interconnections (please include a relevant map)? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 3. We would recommend that a 
map showing the planned interconnection(s) is added perhaps in an additional slide. We would be 
also very interested to see the interconnection plans with Iran and also the planned reinforcements 
of the internal grid (backbone) of the Republic of Armenia. 

Q2: Project identification & appraisal: How priorities are defined? What is the mechanism for 
appraising the projects and how is the engagement and consultation of relevant stakeholders 
organized? 

A2: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 4. We would recommend that that 
a reference to the planning document (if any) for the development of the transmission network is 
made and the way the national stakeholders as engaged in the decision making (consultation). The 
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reference to feasibility study is adequate but does not refer to the overall transmission planning. 

Q3: Financing & regulatory treatment of new interconnections: what are the main options for 
financing interconnections (national budget, project finance, etc.)? What are considered to be the 
risks12 in an interconnection project (e.g. cost and/or time overruns, stranded assets, regulatory, 
liquidity risk)? 

A3: The presentation partially addresses the question in slide # 5. We have added the overall 
financing scheme including lenders, equity partners and grant sources. We have preserved the 
analysis on the KfW loan part as a basis for presenting the terms of the concessional loan. We 
consider the omission of the regulatory risks as anticipated since the project is currently in its 
planning stage (i.e. 2 years before implementation) 

Q4: Main issues / hurdles faced in relation to the investment (identification, planning, attraction of 
financing, implementation)? 

A4: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 6. Any comment on the decision 
making criteria/methodology that led to the identification of these project would be welcome.  

Q5: Stakeholders involvement (local, regional cooperation): How costs (including their allocation 
between countries) and benefits are shared among the interested parties, who has access to the 
interconnection. Is there any form of cooperation established at peer level; NRA to NRA and/or TSO 
to TSO in view of coordinating practices (permits, interconnection agreements, etc.)? 

A5: The presentation partially addresses the question in slide # 7. We would recommend that a 
comment on the usefulness of regional integration (Iran-Georgia-Russia) is made from the point of 
view of the Transmission System Operator. Does this new line provide for more security of supply and 
trading opportunities? What is its expected usage (import/export) over the course of a year? Is there 
any interconnection agreement discussed with GSE (Georgia) defining the terms of operational 
responsibility per each side of the interconnection.   

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by the Republic of Armenia on the 20 November 2015 
for the purposes of the county’s contribution to Session 3: Electricity Interconnectivity in INOGATE’s 
“Regional Workshop on Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries 
to adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Ms. 
Karine Khachbulaghyan and kindly ask for the consideration of our suggestions marked by our A1, 
A2, A3, A4, and A5 points above.    
 
I look forward to your confirmation on addressing the aforementioned remarks and receipt of the 
final version of the presentation.  
 
Best regards 
 
 
Nick Tourlis 

                                                           
12 See: Recommendation on incentives for projects of common interest and on a common methodology for risk evalua-
tion, ACER, 27 June 2014 covering Projects of Common Interest (non-exclusively electricity interconnections)  
 

http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session III Presentations: 

Electricity Interconnectivity  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session 3 presentation submitted by the Republic of Azerbaijan on 27 November 2015 meets 
the requirements set forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) is slightly larger than the suggested and we count on 

the speakers’ kind discipline to the specified 15 mins slot. 
• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-

ities of Session 3 which aims to provide an overview of the Electricity Interconnectivity in the 
Eastern Partnership countries. 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Existing and planned electricity interconnections (please include a relevant map)? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 3, 4 and 5. We would welcome an 
explicit comment by the speaker on how new interconnections are being decided. Is it Azerenerji, the 
Ministry of Energy or both of them after a national dialogue? 

Q2: Project identification & appraisal: How priorities are defined? What is the mechanism for 
appraising the projects and how is the engagement and consultation of relevant stakeholders 
organized? 

A2: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides #6. We would recommend that in 
the description of transfer capacity “up to 700 MW” instead of “700 MW” is referenced since the 
dynamics of the two systems might not allow for a continuous transfer.  

Q3: Financing & regulatory treatment of new interconnections: what are the main options for 
financing interconnections (national budget, project finance, etc.)? What are considered to be the 
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risks13 in an interconnection project (e.g. cost and/or time overruns, stranded assets, regulatory, 
liquidity risk)? 

A3: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 7. It is generally understood that 
financing of interconnections is carried out by means of public funds. 

Q4: Main issues / hurdles faced in relation to the investment (identification, planning, attraction of 
financing, implementation)? 

A4: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 8. The point of view relates to the 
market integration. The reference to the reform required in the electricity market is particularly 
valuable. 

Q5: Stakeholders involvement (local, regional cooperation): How costs (including their allocation 
between countries) and benefits are shared among the interested parties, who has access to the 
interconnection. Is there any form of cooperation established at peer level; NRA to NRA and/or TSO 
to TSO in view of coordinating practices (permits, interconnection agreements, etc.)? 

A5: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 9.  

 

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by the Republic of Azerbaijan on 27 November 2015 for 
the purposes of the county’s contribution to Session 3: Electricity Interconnectivity in INOGATE’s 
“Regional Workshop on Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries 
to adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Mr. 
Amil Mursaliev his valuable contribution.    
 
 
Best regards 
 
 
 
Nick Tourlis 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
13 See: Recommendation on incentives for projects of common interest and on a common methodology for risk evalua-
tion, ACER, 27 June 2014 covering Projects of Common Interest (non-exclusively electricity interconnections)  
 

http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session III Presentations: 

Electricity Interconnectivity  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session 3 presentation submitted by the Republic of Belarus on the 20 November 2015 meets 
the requirements set forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) is well adjusted to the guidance provided addressing 

sufficiently the areas discussed in the Guidance Note. We would welcome a small increase in 
the overall number of slides in order for the below suggestions to be accommodated (pro-
vided that the overall duration of the presentation remains at 15 mins) 

• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-
ities of Session 3 which aims to provide an overview of the Electricity Interconnectivity in the 
Eastern Partnership countries. 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Existing and planned electricity interconnections (please include a relevant map)? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6. We would be also 
very interested to also see the planned reinforcements of the internal grid (backbone) of the 
Republic of Belarus in as it may be required by the introduction of new nuclear capacity in 2018 and 
2020. 

Q2: Project identification & appraisal: How priorities are defined? What is the mechanism for 
appraising the projects and how is the engagement and consultation of relevant stakeholders 
organized? 

A2: The presentation partially addresses the question in slide # 7 and 8. The information given on 
slide # 7 and 8 implies that some preliminary planning has been performed in relation to the 
feasibility of the interconnection. We would recommend that that a reference to the planning 
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document (if any) for the development of the transmission network is made and the way the 
national stakeholders as engaged in the decision making (consultation).  

Q3: Financing & regulatory treatment of new interconnections: what are the main options for 
financing interconnections (national budget, project finance, etc.)? What are considered to be the 
risks14 in an interconnection project (e.g. cost and/or time overruns, stranded assets, regulatory, 
liquidity risk)? 

A3: The presentation partially addresses the question in slide # 9. We consider the omission of the 
regulatory risks as anticipated since the project is currently in its early planning stage. It would be 
good if a comment would be made on the financing opportunities that currently exist and may be 
used for the project (e.g. state budget) and if the recovery of the investment is anticipated to be 
performed via the electricity tariffs.  

Q4: Main issues / hurdles faced in relation to the investment (identification, planning, attraction of 
financing, implementation)? 

A4: The presentation partially addresses the question in slide # 9. Since this is a connection between 
an Eastern Partnership and an EU Member State consideration of the EU Neighborhood Investment 
Facility (NIF) would also be an interesting discussion.  

Q5: Stakeholders involvement (local, regional cooperation): How costs (including their allocation 
between countries) and benefits are shared among the interested parties, who has access to the 
interconnection. Is there any form of cooperation established at peer level; NRA to NRA and/or TSO 
to TSO in view of coordinating practices (permits, interconnection agreements, etc.)? 

A5: The presentation partially addresses the question in slide # 9. We would recommend that a 
comment on the usefulness of regional integration (Poland to BREEL) is made – have the priorities of 
BREEL changed with the gradual process of integration of Baltic countries to the ENTSO-E system?. 
Does this new line provide for more security of supply and trading opportunities? Is there any 
interconnection agreement discussed with PSE (Poland) defining the terms of operational 
responsibility per each side of the interconnection.   

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by the Republic of Belarus on the 20 November 2015 
for the purposes of the county’s contribution to Session 3: Electricity Interconnectivity in INOGATE’s 
“Regional Workshop on Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries 
to adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Ms. 
Andrej Sorich and kindly ask for the consideration of our suggestions marked by our A1, A2, A3, A4, 
and A5 points above.    
 
I look forward to your confirmation on addressing the aforementioned remarks and receipt of the 
final version of the presentation.  
 
Best regards 
Nick Tourlis 

                                                           
14 See: Recommendation on incentives for projects of common interest and on a common methodology for risk evalua-
tion, ACER, 27 June 2014 covering Projects of Common Interest (non-exclusively electricity interconnections)  
 

http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session III Presentations: 

Electricity Interconnectivity  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session 3 presentation submitted by Georgia on 26 November 2015 meets the requirements set 
forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) is larger than the suggested and we count on the 

speakers’ kind discipline to the specified 15 mins slot. 
• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-

ities of Session 3 which aims to provide an overview of the Electricity Interconnectivity in the 
Eastern Partnership countries. 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Existing and planned electricity interconnections (please include a relevant map)? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 3 and 4. We would recommend 
the speaker based on the experience gained through the development of TYNDP discusses the main 
bottlenecks experienced in cross border trading based the existing network topology (slide #3). Then 
it would be easy to compare with the future situation in slide #4. 

Q2: Project identification & appraisal: How priorities are defined? What is the mechanism for 
appraising the projects and how is the engagement and consultation of relevant stakeholders 
organized? 

A2: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 5. We would recommend that that 
a reference to the TYNDP is made along with the drivers and criteria for project appraisal. 

Q3: Financing & regulatory treatment of new interconnections: what are the main options for 
financing interconnections (national budget, project finance, etc.)? What are considered to be the 
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risks15 in an interconnection project (e.g. cost and/or time overruns, stranded assets, regulatory, 
liquidity risk)? 

A3: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12. In slide #6 
it needs to be clearly mentioned that the financing scheme refers to the Georgia Turkey HVDC 
interconnection. 

Q4: Main issues / hurdles faced in relation to the investment (identification, planning, attraction of 
financing, implementation)? 

A4: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 13. It is recommended that it is 
clearly mentioned that regulatory risk assessment explicitly refers to the Georgia Turkey HVDC 
interconnection. 

Q5: Stakeholders involvement (local, regional cooperation): How costs (including their allocation 
between countries) and benefits are shared among the interested parties, who has access to the 
interconnection. Is there any form of cooperation established at peer level; NRA to NRA and/or TSO 
to TSO in view of coordinating practices (permits, interconnection agreements, etc.)? 

A5: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 14. We would recommend a 
description on the way the national stakeholders were engaged in the decision making (consultation) 
is given. It is also important to communicate one of the lessons learnt of the TYNDP; that it is difficult 
to set it up initially but the revisions on a rolling basis is a relatively straightforward exercise that the 
investors and market participants need to have by the TSO. 

 

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by Georgia on 26 November 2015 for the purposes of 
the county’s contribution to Session 3: Electricity Interconnectivity in INOGATE’s “Regional Workshop 
on Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to adopt adequate 
regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Mr. Sulkhan Sumburidze 
and Mr. Nugzar Beridze for their valuable contributions.    
 
 
Best regards 
 
 
 
Nick Tourlis 
 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
15 See: Recommendation on incentives for projects of common interest and on a common methodology for risk evalua-
tion, ACER, 27 June 2014 covering Projects of Common Interest (non-exclusively electricity interconnections)  
 

http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session III Presentations: 

Electricity Interconnectivity  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session 3 presentation submitted by the Republic of Moldova on the 1 December 2015 2015 
meets the requirements set forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) is well adjusted to the guidance provided addressing 

sufficiently the areas discussed in the Guidance Note. We would welcome a small increase in 
the overall number of slides in order for the below suggestions to be accommodated (pro-
vided that the overall duration of the presentation remains at 15 mins) 

• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-
ities of Session 3 which aims to provide an overview of the Electricity Interconnectivity in the 
Eastern Partnership countries. 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Existing and planned electricity interconnections (please include a relevant map)? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slides # 3, 4 and 5.  

Q2: Project identification & appraisal: How priorities are defined? What is the mechanism for 
appraising the projects and how is the engagement and consultation of relevant stakeholders 
organized? 

A2: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 6. We would recommend that that 
a reference to the planning document (if any – please recall that we are about to work with 
Moldelectrica and ANRE for the introduction of a TYNDP in accordance to the provisions of the new 
draft electricity law) for the development of the transmission network is made and the way the 
national stakeholders as engaged in the decision making (consultation). Also a reference to the 
feasibility study carried out by EBRD would be relevant provided that this study has already reached 
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ANRE. 

Q3: Financing & regulatory treatment of new interconnections: what are the main options for 
financing interconnections (national budget, project finance, etc.)? What are considered to be the 
risks16 in an interconnection project (e.g. cost and/or time overruns, stranded assets, regulatory, 
liquidity risk)? 

A3: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 7. We understand that since we 
are in the beginning of the discussion on appraisal and development of the interconnections the 
discussion on mitigating risk will soon arise. Please have a look on the ACER recommendation below 
for the purposes of the discussion. Also please note that Regulation (EC) 714/2009 (which will shortly 
be transposed to the legislation of the Republic of Moldova through the new draft electricity law) 
provides for an exemption by TPA with a concurrent use of the congestion rent (in full or in part) for 
the recovery of investment. Has such a regulatory option been considered in the case of Estlink17 
interconnection of Estonia and Finland  

Q4: Main issues / hurdles faced in relation to the investment (identification, planning, attraction of 
financing, implementation)? 

A4: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 8. Any comment on the decision 
making criteria/methodology that led to the identification of these project would be welcome.  

Q5: Stakeholders involvement (local, regional cooperation): How costs (including their allocation 
between countries) and benefits are shared among the interested parties, who has access to the 
interconnection. Is there any form of cooperation established at peer level; NRA to NRA and/or TSO 
to TSO in view of coordinating practices (permits, interconnection agreements, etc.)? 

A5: The presentation does not address the question. We would recommend that again a reference to 
the anticipated preparation of the TYNDP will be made since this will play the role of a consultation 
document which will concurrently address both the national transmission system and the 
interconnections. With regards to cost sharing we understand that this may not have been part of 
the discussions with Romania  or other countries yet but since the Energy Community has recently 
adopted the Regulation (EU) 347/2013 and since the Balti (MD) – Suceava (RO) project is designated 
as a project of common interest (PECI-ET015) this discussion will arise soon. Please see the case of 
LitPol link18 where ACER had to intervene. 

   

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by the Republic of Moldova on the 20 November 2015 
for the purposes of the county’s contribution to Session 3: Electricity Interconnectivity in INOGATE’s 
“Regional Workshop on Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries 
                                                           
16 See: Recommendation on incentives for projects of common interest and on a common methodology for risk evalua-
tion, ACER, 27 June 2014 covering Projects of Common Interest (non-exclusively electricity interconnections)  
 
17 
http://www.nib.int/news_publications/cases_and_feature_stories/1039/estlink_a_step_towards_baltic_energ
y_ring 
18 http://www.acer.europa.eu/Media/News/Pages/ACER-adopts-a-decision-on-the-allocation-of-costs-for-the-
Lithuanian-part-of-the-Electricity-Interconnection-between-Lithua.aspx 

http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
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to adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Mr. 
Lilian Barcaru and kindly ask for the consideration of our suggestions marked by our A2, and A5 
points above.    
 
I look forward to your confirmation on addressing the aforementioned remarks and receipt of the 
final version of the presentation.  
 
Best regards 
 
 
 
Nick Tourlis 
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INOGATE Regional Work Plan  

Regional Workshop on Security of supply and 
interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to 

adopt adequate regulatory frameworks, methodologies and 
tools 

(RWP.03) 
Priority: Top 

 
  Review for the preparation of Session III Presentations: 

Electricity Interconnectivity  
 

1. General Observations 
The Session 3 presentation submitted by Ukraine on 26 November 2015 meets the requirements set 
forth by the Guidance Note and Template. More specifically: 

• The template of the presentation is compatible to the one provided 
• The overall length (number of slides) is larger than the suggested and we count on the 

speakers’ kind discipline to the specified 15 mins slot. 
• The overall context of the presentation is considered generally aligned to the thematic prior-

ities of Session 3 which aims to provide an overview of the Electricity Interconnectivity in the 
Eastern Partnership countries. 

2. Thematic content review 
A quick assessment of the presentation in relation to the given indicative questions reveals that: 

Q1: Existing and planned electricity interconnections (please include a relevant map)? 

A1: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 5,6,7,8 and 9. We would welcome 
an explicit comment by the speaker on whether new interconnections are planned; for example slide 
#12 refers to financing of new interconnections but there is no reference to which countries this 
interconnections may connect to. In the case that the mentioned budget refers only to 
rehabilitation/technology advancement measures (i.e. metering, protection, communications, etc.) 
we would recommend that this is discussed during the presentation. 

Q2: Project identification & appraisal: How priorities are defined? What is the mechanism for 
appraising the projects and how is the engagement and consultation of relevant stakeholders 
organized? 

A2: The presentation partially addresses the question in slides #3, 10, 11, 12 and 13. We would 
recommend that that a reference to the TYNDP is made along with the drivers and criteria for project 
appraisal. Is there a TYNDP in place in Ukraine? How do the transmission projects (even if they only 
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relate only to rehabilitation) get prioritised and approved? Who can express opinion on this process?  

Q3: Financing & regulatory treatment of new interconnections: what are the main options for 
financing interconnections (national budget, project finance, etc.)? What are considered to be the 
risks19 in an interconnection project (e.g. cost and/or time overruns, stranded assets, regulatory, 
liquidity risk)? 

A3: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 3, 4, 10, 11, 12 and 13. It is 
generally understood that financing of interconnection if it is planned is based on balance sheet 
financing of the transmission licensee under a tight regulated (RAB) regime. There are no merchant 
interconnections discussed in the context of Article 17 of Regulation (EC) 714/2019. It is also 
understood that investment refer to rehabilitation of existing parts of the electricity infrastructure 
and investment on high-performance IT/software systems to support the integration of the UES to 
the ENTSO-E system (synchronization).  

Q4: Main issues / hurdles faced in relation to the investment (identification, planning, attraction of 
financing, implementation)? 

A4: The presentation sufficiently addresses the question in slide # 9. The point of view relates to the 
market integration. The reference to the coupling of Ukrainian and Moldovan markets as per the 
Energy Community plans is particularly valuable. 

Q5: Stakeholders involvement (local, regional cooperation): How costs (including their allocation 
between countries) and benefits are shared among the interested parties, who has access to the 
interconnection. Is there any form of cooperation established at peer level; NRA to NRA and/or TSO 
to TSO in view of coordinating practices (permits, interconnection agreements, etc.)? 

A5: The presentation partially addresses the question in slide # 14. We would recommend a 
description on the way the national stakeholders were engaged in the decision making (consultation) 
is given. It is also important to discuss one of the lessons learnt of the TYNDP; that it is difficult to set 
it up in the first phase but its revisions on a rolling basis is a relatively straightforward exercise that 
the investors and market participants need to have by the TSO. 

3. Assessment - Recommendations 
 
Having reviewed the contribution submitted by Ukraine on 26 November 2015 for the purposes of 
the county’s contribution to Session 3: Electricity Interconnectivity in INOGATE’s “Regional Workshop 
on Security of supply and interconnectivity: helping INOGATE Partner Countries to adopt adequate 
regulatory frameworks, methodologies and tools”, we hereby like to thank Mr. Valeriy Tsaplin and 
kindly ask for the consideration of our suggestions marked by our A2 and A5 points above.    
 
I look forward to your confirmation on addressing the aforementioned remarks and receipt of the 
final version of the presentation.  
 
 
Best regards 
Nick Tourlis 

                                                           
19 See: Recommendation on incentives for projects of common interest and on a common methodology for risk evalua-
tion, ACER, 27 June 2014 covering Projects of Common Interest (non-exclusively electricity interconnections)  
 

http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
http://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2003-2014.pdf
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2.3.4 Evaluation of participants’ satisfaction 

Participants to the seminar have been asked to evaluate the event using a short questionnaire. The 
filled in questionnaires have been returned to ITS. Overall, participants were very satisfied with the 
seminar. The table below gives the results of the evaluation for each item or session. The given table 
of comparison shows the difference of the level of understanding of few questions that participants 
have answered before and after the event. 

 

1. Overall Organisation      
 

 

 

2. INOGATE  Seminar Sessions 
 

 

 

3. Achievements of INOGATE Seminar’s Objectives 
 

 

 

 

Excellent

Good

Avarage

Poor

Excellent

Good

Average

Full

Good

Some

Weak
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6.5 (B) Gained general and specific knowledge and priority needs evaluation 

 

1. How would you rate your knowledge and understanding of European policy and legislation 
on the energy sector? 

Before event After the event 
Fully Some Weak Fully Some Weak 

33% 67% 0% 

 

67% 33% 0% 

 

  
 

2. How would you rate your familiarity, knowledge and understanding of the EC Communica-
tion COM(2015) 80 on the Energy Union Package? 

Before event After the event 
Fully Some Weak Fully Some Weak 

22% 44% 33% 

 

33% 67% 0% 

 

  
 

3. How would you rate your familiarity, knowledge and understanding of the EC Communica-
tion COM(2014) 330 on the European Energy Security Strategy. 
 

Before event After the event 
Fully Some Weak Fully Some Weak 

22% 44% 33% 
 

67% 33% 0% 
 

0% 50% 100%

1

Fully

Some

Weak
0% 50% 100%

1

Fully

Some

Weak

0% 50% 100%

1
Fully

Some

Weak
0% 50% 100%

1

Fully

Some

Weak
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4. Please indicate your knowledge and understanding on the measures for ensuring Security of Sup-
ply as they are described in particular in Directives 2005/89/EC for Electricity and Infrastructure de-
velopment as well as 2004/67/EC and Regulation (EU) 994/2010 for Natural Gas, respectively: 

 

Before event After the event 
Fully Some Weak Fully Some Weak 

11% 67% 22% 

 

67% 33% 0% 

 

  
 

5. Please indicate your knowledge and understanding how energy infrastructure development is 
promoted the EU member countries as they are primarily regulated by Regulations (EC) No 
713/2009, (EC) No 714/2009 and (EC) No 715/2009 as well as (EU) No 347/2013. 

Before event After the event 
Fully Some Weak Fully Some Weak 

11% 78% 11% 

 

33% 67% 0% 

 

  
 

6. Please indicate your knowledge and understanding of different approaches in infrastructure 
regulation with particular regards to risk mitigation and provision of regulatory incentives.  

0% 50% 100%

1
Fully

Some

Weak 0% 50% 100%

1
Fully

Some

Weak

0% 50% 100%

1

Fully

Some

Weak
0% 50% 100%

1

Fully

Some

Weak

0% 50% 100%

1

Fully

Some

Weak
0% 50% 100%

1

Fully

Some

Weak
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Before event After the event 
Fully Some Weak Fully Some Weak 

22% 67% 11% 

 

100% 0% 0% 

 

  
 

7 How would you rate of your familiarity with financing tools available by the EU in the Eastern 
Partnership countries for leveraging energy infrastructure (i.e. NIF).  

Before event After the event 
Strong Medium Weak Strong Medium Weak 

33% 33% 33% 

 

100% 0% 0% 

 

  
 

8. How would you rate your personal/your organisation’s potential to contribute to the devel-
opment/adoption of Security of Supply legislation?  

Before event After the event 
Strong Medium Weak Strong Medium Weak 

44% 44% 11% 

 

67% 33% 0% 
 

  

 

9. How would you rate your personal/your organisation’s potential to contribute to the develop-
ment/adoption primary and secondary legislation aiming to the promotion of investments on energy 
infrastructure? 

0% 50% 100%

1

Fully

Some

Weak
0% 50% 100%

1

Fully

Some

Weak

0% 50% 100%

1
Fully

Some

Weak 0% 50% 100%

1
Fully

Some

Weak

0% 50% 100%

1
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Some

Weak 0% 50% 100%

1
Fully

Some

Weak
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Before event After the event 
Strong Medium Weak Strong Medium Weak 

44% 56% 0% 

 

33% 67% 0% 

 

  
 

10. How would you rate your personal/your organisation’s potential to contribute to the devel-
opment/adoption the necessary tools aiming to the provision of incentives and reduction of risks 
with regards to the development of energy infrastructure? 

Before event After the event 
Strong Medium Weak Strong Medium Weak 

22% 78% 0% 

 

33% 67% 0% 

 

 

 

 
11. How would you rate your personal/your organisation’s potential to contribute to a struc-

tured dialogue for the identification or energy infrastructure projects and discuss their fi-
nancial structure? 
 

Before event After the event 
Strong Medium Weak Strong Medium Weak 

22% 78% 0% 

 

33% 67% 0% 
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