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Group of Activity 3.6 Cost Benefit Analysis

« CBA Introduction
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Cost-Benefit Analysis (GOA 3.6)

Cost Benefit Analysis in the Baltic Integrid Context

Assumption:

— Investments into Cross-Border Interconnectors

— Investments into Offshore Wind Capacities > Planned in the Baltic Sea region

Method:

— Development of two pre-feasibility analysis in two Baltic Sea regions (GoA 4)
— Comparison of six different set-ups for each pre-feasibility studies

Question:

— What scenario and combination of interconnectors is most promising?
— Do benefits outweigh the costs?

Status of work:

— Intermediate results related to net present benefit calculation
— Some assumptions and output details still under development

Aim:
— Discussion of intermediate results
— Consideration of comments for further work



Cases Studied

Two Pre-Feasibility Analyses

Pre-Feasibility Analysis 1:

Sweden — Poland — Lithuania

Pre-Feasibility Analysis 2:

Germany — Sweden — Denmark
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BIG Scenario concept

Scenario tree applied in both pre-feasibility studies
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- Evaluating the difference between levels of integration within Low/High Wind scenarios
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PrteGrid CBA Approach

- Identification of relevant indicators (based on ENTSO-E guidelines 2.0 for CBA)
- Avoidance of double counting, definition of most relevan’t indicators for specific case
- Transparent results

- Data collection process, Model set-up
- Definition of cost assumptions
- Running of Electricity Market Tool and applying Linear Cost Model

- Calculation of Net Present Value (NPV), common discount rate (4% acc. to ENTSO-E)
- Benefits — Costs

- Variation of main assumptions (input parameters, cost ranges)
- Result: Ranges of possible costs and benefits / NPV

- Total Net Benefit is not the only relevant parameter
- Cross Border Cost Allocation
- Country-specific benefits
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CS1 (SE/PO/LT) with High Offshore Wind Power
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CS1 (SE/PO/LT) with Low Offshore Wind Power
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teGrid CS2 (DE/SE/DK) with High Offshore Wind Power
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teGrid CS2 (DE/SE/DK) with Low Offshore Wind Power
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