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EUROPEAN COMMISSION 
DIRECTORATE-GENERAL FOR ENERGY 
 
Directorate B - Internal Energy Market 
 

 

Summary minutes – ACER REMIT fees stakeholder workshop 

Wednesday, 15 July 2020 from 09:30 to 12:30 

WebEx session 

 

The workshop complements the public consultation (open from 8 June to 31 August 2020) on the 
fees that will be due to ACER under Article 32 of the ACER Regulation (EU) 2019/942 
(https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12406-Commission-
Decision-setting-the-fees-due-to-ACER-for-tasks-under-REMIT/public-consultation). Invited to 
the workshop were stakeholders financially affected by the planned fees: Primarily these are the 
around 120 reporting parties (also called Registered Reporting Mechanisms or RRMs) registered 
by ACER pursuant to Article 11 of Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 1348/2014 on 
data reporting under Regulation (EU) 1227/2011 on wholesale energy market integrity and 
transparency (REMIT). Those entities report data directly to ACER and will need to pay the fees. 
Invited were also key EU associations representing, inter alia, RRMs as well as market partici-
pants (MPs) who report data via RRMs, since they will at least indirectly have to cover the costs 
RRMs will have due to the fee scheme. Around 70 entities were represented in the workshop. 
 
The summary minutes follow the structure of the workshop’s agenda: 
 

1. Welcome and introduction by DG Energy & ACER 

DG Energy and ACER highlighted the importance of achieving the European Green Deal as 
well as economic recovery post COVID-19, for which proper market functioning is key. In 
this context, REMIT fees will contribute to maintaining market integrity and transparency. 

2. Setting the fees due to ACER for tasks under REMIT – presentation by DG Energy 
& ACER 

 Q&A 

DG Energy and ACER presented their proposal for a fee scheme (see presentation in annex I). 

During the subsequent Q&A DG Energy and ACER addressed the questions and contribu-
tions that had been submitted during the presentation by the meeting participants: 
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• Timing of the fee scheme 

 Fees will be levied from 2021 onwards. 

 The plan is to have a stable scheme for at least 3-4 years. 

• Timing of the invoices (ex-post or ex-ante?). What if an MP changes the RRM via it 
reports during the year? Would the fixed fee part remain stable if some RRMs resign as 
RRMs? 

 The Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2019/715, the financial regulation 
for EU agencies, stipulates that where fees are charged, the services are only to 
be provided once the fees are paid. 

 This means that the invoices would have to be sent out at the beginning of each 
year and the records-based fee would be based on the records from the previous 
year. 

 Special provisions will be needed for new RRMs. 

 The enrolment fee is calculated per RRM, it does not change with the registra-
tion or de-registration of other RRMs. 

• Transparency about the fees to be paid by individual RRMs and how they pass the 
costs on to MPs 

 The aim is to provide a fee scheme which provides precise guidance so that the 
RRMs should be able to calculate the fee estimates themselves. 

 The RRMs should be transparent about how they pass on the costs to the MPs. 

• Scope of the fee scheme 

 Also RRMs only reporting fundamental data will have to pay the enrolment fee. 
Such RRMs also generate costs for ACER and the activities and services per-
formed by ACER are similar for all RRMs. Therefore, no different fee levels 
(“buckets”) are planned for the enrolment fee. 

 Fundamental data reporting itself (beyond the enrolment fee) will not be 
charged. Reason is that REMIT is a reporting regime for records of transac-
tions, including orders to trade. Fees would be calculated based on the transac-
tions listed in tables 1-4 in the annex to the Commission Implementing Regula-
tion (EU) 1348/2014. 

 For example, RRMs which are TSOs that only submit Final Nominations (LT, 
DA and ID) or results of a primary explicit allocation would only pay the en-
rolment fee. 

• Why do you distinguish between different organised market places (OMPs)? From our 
point of view it is only one parameter in the reported data which is different. 

 ACER’s data analysis, including data quality analysis, also haven to be taken 
into account here. Big market traders will be present on many trading places, 
which is why the OMP element was introduced in order to add depth to the ver-
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satility. ACER’s work does not only depend on the amount of data, but also on 
how much effort it takes to process, aggregate, combine and analyse the data. 

• Could the cap in the calculation of the records based fee be on group level? 

 This is not considered. REMIT and the Commission Implementing Regulation 
(EU) 1348/2014 always reference individual MPs, not groups of MPs. 

• The proposed fee scheme is not proportionate! For small MPs the cost for REMIT re-
porting is significantly higher per transaction compared to MPs submitting most of the 
transactions. 

 Several principles have to be balanced – fees have to be proportionate to 
ACER’s costs, but also without creating an undue burden on individual market 
players. For small MPs only reporting through one RRM/OMP, the records-
based fee component would only amount to EUR 250. 

 There are different cost drivers: registration as an RRM and maintaining this 
registration as well as the ongoing reporting of data and its follow-up by 
ACER. RRMs reporting more records will pay a higher records-based fee, but 
the fixed enrolment fee is the same for all, because ACER performs similar ac-
tivities for all RRMs. This is how proportionality is ensured. 

 In any case, fees almost exclusively based on the number of records would 
mean an undue burden for some market players which should be avoided ac-
cording to the ACER Regulation. In addition, ACER could be perceived as los-
ing neutrality towards the market if only a few market players pay almost all of 
total REMIT fees – this would be the outcome of a purely records-based sys-
tem. 

• REMIT treats the direct reporting by MPs (as RRMs) and the use of third party RRMs 
as equal options. The fixed fee of EUR 15,000 will discourage the RRMs=MPs=TSOs 
to report their data directly to ACER and as such the proposed fee scheme will destroy 
the current reporting setup. We see the enrolment fee as a barrier for new-coming 
RRMs. 

 Costs are incurred through the registration and the continuous oversight of the 
registration of an RRM to ensure operational reliability for all reporting parties. 
With that in mind, EUR 15,000 is considered appropriate. 

• Why haven't you considered a fee during CEREMP registration plus a yearly renewal 
fee? Buckets for different MP types could also be applied so the proportionality would 
be ensured. 

 The registration of MPs through CEREMP is within the purview of the national 
regulatory authorities (NRAs), not ACER. Please also note that some NRAs are 
already charging fees for the registration as an MP at national level. 
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• Why also orders are taken into account for calculating the records-based fee compo-
nent, also since orders are not reported in a comparable manner for every prod-
uct/market? 

 Since the reporting of orders is stipulated in REMIT and the Commission Im-
plementing Regulation (EU) 1348/2014, it is part of ACER’s costs. Cost-
proportionality is to be observed. 

• Considering that the invoice has to be accepted by the RRM, we suppose that a detailed 
situation per MP will be attached in order to be double-checked by the RRM (and to 
provide proof to the OMPs and MPs on demand). 

 This is currently under assessment. 

3. Presentations by EFET and by Europex 

EFET (European Federation of Energy Traders) and Europex (Association of European Pow-
er Exchanges) presented their views on the planned fee scheme (see their presentations in an-
nexes II and III). 

4. Contributions from other stakeholder associations representing reporting parties or 
market participants 

ENTSOG (European Network of Transmission System Operators for Gas), ENTSO-E (Euro-
pean Network of Transmission System Operators for Electricity), Eurelectric (Union of the 
Electricity Industry) and IOGP (International Association of Oil and Gas Producers) shortly 
presented their views on the planned fee scheme. 

• ENTSOG’s opinion on the REMIT fee scheme is influenced by the fact that they represent 
TSOs (which are predominantly also RRMs) reporting Table 4 and fundamental data. EN-
TSOG’s position is outlined on a slide (see annex IV). 

• ENTSO-E’s position is very similar to the one of ENTSOG. The TSOs are already very 
involved in collecting data from electricity markets and providing it to ACER; the special 
roles of the TSOs should be taken into account. ENTSO-E also highlighted the potential 
financial risks to which the RRMs could be exposed if the MPs do not pay their REMIT 
fees. 

• Eurelectric stressed that it is essential to have a transparent and predictable system, and 
that fundamental data should be included in the REMIT fee scheme. Transparency is also 
needed with regard to ACER’s budget and funding. 

• IOGP stressed that it is important to keep the REMIT fee scheme as simple and predictable 
as possible, and that the principle of proportionality must be observed. ACER and the 
Commission should carefully consider the implementation of any fee structure that could 
increase the reporting concentration at RRM and OMP levels. 

 



5 
 

The Chair invited the previous presenters to respond to the contributions:  

• EFET reiterated their, in principle, supportive view of the planned fee scheme as presented 
by DG Energy and ACER and their expectation that such a fee scheme would not impact 
the market negatively. 

• Europex stated that they would like to see stakeholder involvement also during the next 
steps towards the adoption of a Commission Decision 

• ENTSO-G acknowledged that there is a burden for ACER when a new RRM has to regis-
ter and also that activities have to be carried out to assure compliance, but stressed that 
RRMs that have no changes in their activities, number of MPs, or profiles of the reported 
data should not have to pay the same cost year after year compared to the RRMs that do 
change their reporting. 

5 Feedback from the audience 

There were no requests from the audience to provide further feedback. 

In response to the position of Europex that while RRMs can collect the fees from MPs on be-
half of ACER, they themselves should not be charged, ACER noted that there are examples of 
other transaction reporting regimes, such as EMIR and MiFID, where only the parties that are 
directly registered with the authority collecting the data are charged, and that then these costs 
are distributed. 

6   Conclusions and next steps – DG Energy 

DG Energy thanked everyone for participating and summarised conclusions from the work-
shop: 

• All stakeholders have an interest in a working REMIT implementation and there is broad 
understanding that it will be difficult to find a fee scheme which satisfies everyone. 

• RRMs collecting fees from MPs on behalf of ACER, but without being liable for success-
fully levying revenues, is difficult to envisage. Ex-post invoicing would be against the ap-
plicable financial regulations which stipulate: first fees, then services. 

• What needs to be further considered is especially if there is a need to align fees paid ex-
ante with the actually reported data during the year and, if yes, how this could be done 
transparently and in a simple way. 

• How to address the diversity of the reporting parties and type of records also needs to be 
further considered. The same applies to ensuring transparency as regards the definition of 
the eligible costs to be covered by fees and to the question if specific arrangements are 
needed for the first year.  
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Annex I: Presentation DG Energy and ACER 
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Annex II: Presentation Europex 
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Annex III: Presentation EFET 
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Annex IV: Slides ENTSOG 
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