
 
 

Minutes of Meeting 
ENTSO-E Drafting Team on DCC 

 DSO Technical Expert Group 
 

Date:  24 February 2012 
Time: 10h00 – 11h30 
Place: conference call 
 
Participants   
Name Affiliation present excused 
    
DT DCC    
Gianluca Albanese Terna  X 
Stephanie Bieth RTE X  
Anders Danell SVK  X 
Roberto Gnudi Terna X  
Edwin Haesen ENTSO-E  X  
Bastian Homburg Amprion X  
Kees Jansen Tennet X  
Klančnik Jurij ELES  X 
Mikko Koskinen Fingrid X  
João Moreira REN  X 
Mark Norton EirGrid X  
Sergio Pasero Ruiz REE  X 
Dwayne Shann  National Grid X  
Guillemette Smadja Elia / LRG  X 
Helge Urdal National Grid  X 
    
DSO TEG    
Pierre Andersson EK E.ON Energihandel Nordic (Eurelectric DSO) X  
Pilar Barrera Bewag Netz (Eurelectric DSO)  X 
Alberto Cerretti Enel Distribuzione (Eurelectric DSO / EDSO-SG)  X 
Bruno Gouverneur Synergrid (Eurelectric DSO)  X 
Mike Kay ENWL (Geode) X  
Riccardo Lama Enel Distribuzione (Eurelectric DSO)  X 
Mika Loukkalahti Helen Sahköverkko Oy (Eurelectric DSO)  X 
Johan Lundqvist Svenskenergi (Geode) X  
Marc Malbrancke Inter-Regies (CEDEC)  X 
Pavla Mandatova Eurelectric DSO X  
Javier Meco Endesa (EDSO-SG)  X 
Jacques Merley ERDF (Eurelectric DSO)  X 
Viktoria Neimane Vattenfall R&D (Eurelectric DSO)  X 
Joachim Nilges RWE (Eurelectric DSO)  X 
Piotr Ordyna Tauron (EDSO-SG)  X 
Allan Norsk Jensen DEA (Eurelectric DSO) X  
Herman Poelman Alliander (CEDEC / EDSO-SG)  X 
Graeme Vincent Scottish Power (Eurelectric DSO) X  
Jarmo Saarinen Fortum Oyj (Eurelectric DSO)  X 
Walter Schaffer  Salzburgnetz (CEDEC)  X 
Bilal Simsek TEDAS (Eurelectric DSO)  X 
Siegfried Wanzek E.ON-Energie (Eurelectric DSO) X  
 
 
 



 
 

1. Agenda 
 
DSO TEG members were requested to send their key outstanding issues for discussion, based on a draft version 
of the code, sent on 8 February 2012.  
 
Four DSO TEG members sent a set of comments which are discussed in this meeting.  
 

2. Key outstanding issues 
 
The main summary of the discussion is the following. Issues by the DSO TEG are noted with the response of the 
DT DCC. 
 
Disagreement on the DCC scope remains in terms of the definition of ‘cross-border impact’ 

• Comment is noted. The DT maintains its definition. The DSO TEG is requested to comment where the 
requirements based on cross-border impact result in issues for DSOs ensuring distribution system 
security. 

 
Connections can have both generating and demand activities. It would be better to have a combined NC of RfG 
and DCC 

• The list, priorities and work program of network codes is discussed among stakeholders in the Florence 
Forum and consulted on by the EC. Meetings with the DSO TEG are not considered the forum to discuss 
these outcomes. 

 
Definition of Existing Connected Distribution Network: There is a concern that with upgrades of the Distribution 
Network, it would no longer be considered existing and would need to comply with the relevant DCC 
requirements. 

• All requirements, also on modernization, are referring to the Connection Point and equipment at that 
point. The clause on modernization will be considered for revision to avoid ambiguities. 

 
Is there an appropriate coverage of all Distribution Networks that are necessary to fulfill DCC requirements (e.g. 
for LFDD, models of dynamic behavior)? Now only Transmission Connected Distribution Networks are 
considered. 
 

 
 
 
The notion of ‘real-time’ needs to be clarified. 

• Agreed, the wording will be revised where needed. 
 
Clarification on compliance is needed where equipment at a connection point is partially modernized/replaced. 

• Agreed, the DT will consider clarification of the clause on modernization. 
 
General requirements in the present draft code on dynamic simulation models for a full distribution network are 
not feasible, nor appropriate 

• The code aims at setting requirements to provide simulation models of the behavior at the connection 
point. These models are not to provide detailed info of all distribution network components. Clarification 
will be considered. 

 
The DSO TEG requests to align the MD&PTC relevant requirements with NC RfG 

• Agreed. 

• The DT asks the DSO TEG to provide a single proposal on whether distribution 
to distribution interfaces should be included in the scope of the DCC by 02 
March. 



 
 
 
The process of drafting the DCC is upside down. It is not known what level of security against which 
contingencies the code is planning for. 

• Comment noted. However, the sequence/priority of codes to be developed is discussed in other forums 
(see earlier remark). 

 
There is still confusion on the use of Distribution Network Operator and Distribution System Operator. 

• Consistent use of the terms will be checked. 
 
The definition of significant user for Demand Facility should be based on numerical values. 

• The DT does not agree. Size is already considered by the connection point made. As such also 
variations per country are considered by the way transmission and distribution are defined and in which 
way the network has been developed.  

 
In the requirement on reactive power exchange, it should be clarified that the design requirement for 0MVAr 
exchange refers to steady state conditions, excluding transients. 

• The DT agrees and will consider rewording. 
 
For existing DSOs a roadmap with longer timeframes than 3 years should be considered to reach full compliance 
with the code. 

• Three years is the maximum time frame allowed for by ACER’s framework guidelines. It is noted that the 
code applies for new connections after the code enters into force. For existing connections, a process for 
retro-active application will need to be gone through as well. 

 
Note that requirements at a connection point can be difficult to set as distribution grids may be meshed with a 
changing opening point or flows through the LV level. 

• Comment is noted. Design requirements refer to the normal operating position. 
 
 
 

3. Next steps 
 
A follow-up meeting date is set for 10 April.  
 
 
End of conf call 
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