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The 2025-2026 revision of the TEN-E regulation 
comes at a time where the European grid is fac-
ing several systemic challenges which question 
the governance framework, including large-scale 
electrification of end uses, integration of variable 
renewables and geopolitical shocks.

Shifting responsibility of drafting the scenario 
for EU network development from transmission 
system operators to the European Commission 
was proposed to address concerns over the cur-
rent process’s ability to account for the true ben-
efits of cross-border connectivity and to support 
European energy and climate ambitions.

For such a shift to contribute to a more efficient 
governance framework, several aspects not cov-
ered by the Commission’s proposal and Council 
amendments should be clarified: the scenario’s 
role in investment decisions for infrastructure 
projects, how it depicts national-level informa-
tion, constraints and policy orientations, how it 
underpins cross-border cost allocation for infra-
structure project, and transparency of data inputs 
and modelling results.

European energy scenarios 
for infrastructure 
planning: challenges and 
recommendations for the 2026 
EU Grids Package

Ines Bouacida (IDDRI)

In December 2025, the European Commission proposed a ‘Grids Package’ aiming to strengthen 
European electricity grids by accelerating electrification and cross-border interconnection. It contained 
a revision of the Trans-European Networks for Energy (TEN-E) Regulation and a proposal to accelerate 
permitting, and should be adopted by the end of 2026 after trilogues.

The most politically contentious of the European Commission’s proposed changes was the transfer 
of responsibility for drafting the Ten-Year Network Development Plan  (TYNDP) away from the 
European Networks of Transmission Network Operators for electricity and gas, respectively entso-e 
and ENTSOG, and into the hands of the Commission itself. 

The TYNDP is a pan-European scenario for infrastructure development which aggregates national 
development plans (NDPs) and serves as the basis for the European Commission and Member States’ 
investment in cross-border electricity and gas infrastructure projects. 

This Issue Brief outlines the challenges that climate neutrality poses for European grid planning, exam-
ines how the governance framework proposed in the revised TEN-E Regulation addresses them, and 
identifies avenues for improving its implementation.



1.	 SCENE-SETTING: TODAY’S 
CHALLENGES FOR EU 
INFRASTRUCTURE

Climate neutrality brings new technical and governance chal-
lenges to the EU’s electricity and gas infrastructure:

	— Achieving wide-scale electrification of end uses at a fast pace 
from 22% in 2024 to 45-55% by 2040, 50-65% by 2050 of 
final energy consumption to reach climate neutrality and 
reduce dependence on fossil-fuel imports (ESABCC, 2023a; 
European Commission, 2024a; IEA, 2023);

	— Integrating of very high shares of renewables in electricity 
production, from near 50% of power generation today to 
nearly 90% by 2050 (ACER & CEER, 2019; ESABCC, 2023a; 
European Commission, 2024a);

	— Near-phasing out fossil gas to decarbonize end uses, partly–
but not fully–compensated by the uptake of biomethane 
and electrolytic hydrogen (ACER & CEER, 2019; Bouacida & 
Berghmans, 2021a; European Commission, 2024a);

	— Reaping the benefits of closer geographical (across 
EU  Member States) and system (across energy vectors, 
power, gas, hydrogen) integration (Agora Energiewende 
et al., 2025; Corporate Value Associates & Confronta-
tions Europe, 2023): more flexible supply, less investment 
needs in generation capacity, reduced land use, which could 
amount to total system costs savings of €560 bn over the 
2030-2050 period (Agora Energiewende et al., 2025);

	— Guarding against increasing risks of supply disruptions due to 
tense relationships with suppliers or extreme weather events. 
For example, Baltic Sea power connections have undergone 
9 sabotage attacks in recent years (Ember, 2025c).

The novelty or growing scale of several of these dynamics 
has led many to advocate for reforms to the EU infrastructure 
planning process, leading to the 2022 TEN-E revision and the 
2025 Grids Package. Section 2 presents the main tasks overseen 
by the TEN-E regulation; Section 3 sums up the main criticisms 
directed at these processes, while Section 4 explores how the 
proposed 2025 TEN-E revision could address them.

2.	EU INFRASTRUCTURE 
PLANNING PROCESS 

The TEN-E regulation provides a framework for EU coordina-
tion of cross-border infrastructure planning through three main 
processes:

	— Selection criteria for Projects of Common and Mutual 
Interest (respectively PCI or PMI)1—cross-border energy 
infrastructure projects eligible to accelerated permitting 
and EU funding through the Connecting Europe Facility-En-
ergy  (CEF-E). Projects are chosen at the regional level and 
then aggregated into a “Union list” for the whole EU;

	— Methodology for Cost-Benefit Analysis  (CBA) applied to 
infrastructure projects to justify their being part of the PCI/
PMI list and to allocate investment costs of cross-border 
infrastructure across Member States;

	— Elaboration process of the Ten-Year Network Development 
Plan (TYNDP) every two years, which provide a set of long-
term scenarios for the EU energy system and infrastructure 
development, including PCI and PMI (Figures 1, 2, 3).

1	 PCI: Projects of Common Interest through the border between two or more 
Member States. PMI: projects of Mutual Interest, between one European 
Member State and one neighboring country.
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FIGURE 1. Assessment of PCI/PMI projects
Current process for TEN-E Regulation 2023 (art. 3, 16)

PCI: Projects of Common Interest through the border of two or more Member States. 
PMI: projects of Mutual Interest, between one European Member State and one 
neighbouring country. NRA: National Regulatory Authority.
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3.	DIAGNOSIS: SHORTCOMINGS 
OF THE CURRENT GOVERNANCE 
FRAMEWORK DEFINED BY THE 
TEN-E REGULATION 

The first 2013 TEN-E regulation was adopted in a policy context 
with different infrastructure development priorities. Main 
goals were renewable integration–the EU share of renewables 
in electricity consumption grew from 17% in 2013 to 48% in 
2024 (Eurostat)–and strengthening gas security of supply by 
encouraging cross-border connections to better weather poten-
tial supply disruptions (European Union, 2013). Therefore, EU 
coordination focused on increasing cross-border connectivity 
to improve resilience of national power and gas systems, and 
to reap the benefits of complementarity between variable 
renewables. 

In many aspects, the TEN-E has been successful: since 2014, 
over 120 PCI or PMI projects were funded by over €8 bn from  
Connecting Europe Facility for Energy (CEF-E) (CINEA, 2026). 
In the past 5  years, the EU interconnected grid has avoided 
or mitigated 3  major blackouts (Ember, 2025c). The first and 
second Russian invasions of Ukraine in 2014 and 2022 further 
highlighted vulnerabilities in the EU’s gas system and prompted 
renewed investment in cross-border pipelines and LNG termi-
nals (Bret, 2023; European Commission, 2022). Since 2022, 
the EU has dealt with Russian gas supply disruptions thanks to 
its integrated gas network, allowing a shift of Russian share in 

total gas imports from 40% in 2021 to 12% in 2025 (European 
Council, 2025).

However, the EU’s cross-border infrastructure planning 
process has faced criticism, of which some persist beyond the 
2022 revision of the TEN-E regulation.

The main point of contention is that cross-border electricity 
capacity is deemed insufficient by several EU institutions (ACER, 
European Commission) and industry representatives. This could 
lead to system inefficiencies, which in turn raises fears of higher 
costs and missed climate targets. According to ACER, of the 
66 GW cross-border capacity within the EU identified as needed 
by 2030 in TYNDP 2022, 32 GW are not covered by actual proj-
ects. The gap persists by 2040: 37 GW are missing of the total 
90 GW needed (ACER, 2024a) (Figure 4).

These gaps are considered to impose extra costs on energy 
consumers through increased congestion–which cost €4.2  bn 
in 2024 (ACER, 2024c)–and missed opportunities to fully 
exploit renewable energy because of curtailment (European 
Commission, 2025c). The impacts of insufficient cross-border 
connectivity are felt differently across the EU (ACER, 2025). As 
decarbonization and electrification advance, these challenges 
would only intensify (Ember, 2025a; European Commission et 
al., 2024). According to Agora Energiewende et al. (2025), insuf-
ficient grid integration could lead to an additional €560 bn in 
system costs between 2030-2050 for the EU.

Among Member States, the perceived costs and benefits of 
strengthening EU power systems have also shifted. In its Grids 
Package, the Commission partly associates delays in project 
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FIGURE 2. Methodology for cost-benefit analysis
Current process for TEN-E Regulation 2023 (art. 11)
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implementation with disagreements over the cross-border 
distribution of costs and benefits–other factors being long 
permitting procedures and supply chain constraints (European 
Commission, 2025b). 

This topic features prominently in Member State discus-
sions on EU electricity interconnections, pointing to gaps in 
cross-border cost-sharing mechanisms. These gaps arise as such 
mechanisms are perceived to fail to account for how domestic 
bottlenecks can contribute to congestion on borders, as show 
the growing reliance on non-standard principles^2 for cross-
border cost allocation agreements (a third of all cases in 2020). 
ACER expects such situations to become more frequent as vari-
able renewable capacity and EU-wide grid integration increase 
and domestic systems grow more interdependent (ACER, 2020; 
Agora Energiewende et al., 2025). In its most recent Network 
Development Plan (NDP), French Transmission System Operator 
(TSO) RTE conditions conditions the cost-effectiveness of new 
cross-border power connections for French consumers (beyond 
those in construction) on EU-level financial support for the asso-
ciated domestic grid upgrades (RTE, 2025). More recently and in 
the context of Grids Package negotiations, Sweden has halted 
the upgrade of their interconnection to Denmark, citing unfair 
cost allocation across the border (Regeringskansliet, 2026). 
Perception of unfair cross-border agreements across Member 
States risk hindering national-level support for  important 
domestic grid upgrades as well as interconnections. 

Against this backdrop, several policy gaps are identified in 
the processes overseen by TEN-E by policymakers, regulators 
and civil society representatives. 

Failure to identify priority projects in 
the PCI-PMI list

The perceived lack of cross-border connectivity correlates with 
relatively low Connecting Europe Facility for Energy (CEF-E) 
funding, as compared to EU interconnection targets which is 
therefore expected to act as a catalyst for additional investment 

from other sources and support projects most critical to EU 
energy security, sustainability, and market integration (Ember, 
2025a; European Commission, 2026; European Union, 2021)

Regional TEN-E groups select infrastructure projects which 
make up the Union PCI/PMI list following a list of criteria 
including their cross-border impact, their contribution to priority 
corridors and their perceived net benefits (art.  4, 2022 TEN-E 
regulation). Both in regional lists and the Union list (Art. 4(5)), 
no distinction is drawn between projects depending on their 
contribution to Energy Union goals–among which decarboniza-
tion and affordability (European Union, 2022). 

This might lead to inefficient allocation of limited resources, 
especially as supply chain constraints on grid buildout are 
expected to grow (Daemers, 2026; European Commission, 
2025b; JRC, 2025; RTE, 2025).

Fragmented vision of the systemic 
changes and trade-offs raised by climate 
neutrality in TYNDP

The absence of dedicated EU-level forums where institutions 
and Member States can discuss the trade-offs involved in cross-
border grid development and explore areas for deeper coopera-
tion further hampers coordination on grid planning. 

Yet such discussions are difficult to hold in practice, as recent 
TYNDPs have struggled to render the full range of possible future 
transformations and political trade-offs in infrastructure plan-
ning to implement decarbonization. This runs the risk of failing 
to identify the policy trade-offs and broader strategic questions 
that would need to underpin them. This tends to confine infra-
structure development to a technical topic, failing to contribute 
to the necessary policy discussions at the EU level on potential 
orientations for EU energy infrastructure.

For example, some key energy system uncertainties have 
been little accounted for in existing TYNDP scenarios: degree and 
speed of hydrogen development, risks associated with slow elec-
trification of end uses, impact of slow renovation rate in buildings. 

Source: ACER (2020) based on ENTSO-E's TYNDP 2022 data.
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FIGURE 4. Identified cross-border capacity needs vs capacity investment included in TYNDP 2022

Note: ENTSO-E's needs identification is performed for the individual years 2030 and 2040. ENTSO-E's scope of needs identification and proposed projects includes EU internal borders as 
well as borders with and among Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, North Macedonia, Norway, Serbia, and Switzerland. Further borders with non-EU countries include Egypt, 
Israel, Tunisia, Türkiye and the United Kingdom.
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The 2022 TEN-E revision introduced the possibility for 
the newly established ESABCC to issue advisory opinions on 
draft TYNDP scenarios (European Union, 2022), with the aim 
of ensuring alignment with the latest scientific knowledge on 
energy system decarbonization and providing independent 
expert scrutiny of ENTSOs’ draft hypotheses. Outcomes have 
been mixed, however: ESABCC opinions remain non-binding, 
and several of its recommendations on the TYNDP 2024 were 
not complied with.1 Furthermore, possibly due to capacity 
constraints, inputs to energy infrastructure planning do not 
feature in the ESABCC’s 2025-2026 work programme (ESABCC, 
2026). External stakeholder contribution was also strengthened 
by forming the Stakeholder Reference Group (SRG), though its 
first iteration proved challenging (SRG, 2024).

4.	OPPORTUNITIES AND 
CHALLENGES OF THE EUROPEAN 
COMMISSION’S PROPOSAL FOR A 
‘CENTRAL REFERENCE SCENARIO’

According to the Commission’s proposal and the Council’s 
general approach, the EC would build a “central reference scenario” 
and “sensitivities” (article 11), to be used in EU infrastructure plan-
ning processes–infrastructure needs identification report (art. 12) 
and cost-benefit analyses of specific infrastructure projects 
(art. 14) (Council of the EU, 2026; European Commission, 2025d). 

Therefore, long-term hypotheses for the energy system would 
no longer fall exclusively within the remit of ENTSOs or ACER. 
Since the proposal does not explicitly refer to TYNDP, it seems 
that the EC would be conducting infrastructure modelling, using 
hypotheses for the energy system built by DG ENER in collabora-
tion with JRC3 (Figures 5, 6, 7).

Several key aspects of the governance process are to be 
defined beyond the EC’s proposal, even accounting for the changes 
proposed by the Council in June 2026 (Council of the EU, 2026). 

At least 5 elements should be clarified to ensure the process 
to build the ‘central scenario’ is efficient and reflects national 
perspectives while supporting EU coordination and policy deci-
sions: (1) role in investment decisions for infrastructure projects; 
(2) how it accounts for national contexts; (3) type and number of 
long-term pathways; (4) account of national constraints and char-
acteristics; (5) transparency of data inputs and modelling results.

Scenario’s role in investment decisions 
for infrastructure projects

In the current system, TYNDP pathways contribute to cost and 
benefit analyses of cross-border infrastructure projects in two 
key aspects: 1) justifying selection of cross-border infrastructure 
projects to be granted PCI/PMI status; 2) serving as reference, 
together with other scenarios, for costs and benefits assessment 

3	 According to the Commission’s proposal, this would require 6 FTE at DG ENER 
and 12 FTE at JRC (European Commission, 2025d).

Past TYNDPs relied on two 2050 central scenarios (‘Distrib-
uted Energy’ and ‘Global Ambition’), which were not built as vari-
ations of EU reference scenarios and were usually divergent from 
comparable EU scenarios (ENTSO-E & ENTSOG, 2025; ESABCC, 
2024). Despite distinct storylines, the two scenarios were quite 
similar to each other, which according to regulators could under-
mine a thorough assessment of infrastructure projects costs and 
benefits (ACER, 2023, 2024b; ESABCC, 2024). 

Following ACER guidelines for the 2024 and 2026 TYNDPs, 
ENTSOs’ draft 2026 TYNDP features one central scenario with 
‘high’ and ‘low’ stress-testing variants for years 2035 and 2040 
(ENTSOG & entso-e, 2026). However, these “stress tests” do not 
constitute alternative, full-fledged pathways: they mostly use 
arbitrary values (10% deviations from the central scenario for a 
selection of parameters) rather than consistent sets of alternative 
hypotheses (ENTSOG & entso-e, 2026).

Partial account of most recent EU-level 
climate and energy targets, and policy 
orientations, which could lead to under-
estimation of EU integration benefits
Although significant improvements were achieved in TYNDP 2024, 
several key aspects were not implemented, suggesting that further 
improvements might be needed (ACER, 2024b). In particular:

a) Energy efficiency first principle. Energy demand hypotheses 
in both TYNDP scenarios are relatively high,2 which questions their 
compliance with the energy efficiency first principle;

b) Overreliance on breakthrough, uncertain technologies 
(hydrogen, CCS): 2050 hydrogen demand in 2024 DE and GA 
scenarios was respectively 14 and 53% higher than EC’s S3 scenario 
used for the 2040 climate target’s impact assessment, despite 
ESABCC’s opinion noting risks associated with overly ambitious 
hypotheses for that sector (ESABCC, 2024);

c) TYNDP 2024 (finalized in January 2025) did not include 
most recent NECPs, despite their having been published in summer 
2024 (ENTSO-E & ENTSOG, 2025). 

Concern over transparency and 
independence of TYNDP scenarios and 
cost-benefit analyses

Regulators and civil society have linked gaps in cross-border grid 
buildout to the TEN-E giving the predominant role to ENTSOs 
for infrastructure planning. 

Difficulty to access modelling hypotheses and results–
despite recent improvements–have contributed to the scarcity 
of alternative modelling challenging ENTSOs work (SRG, 2024). 
Additionally, there has been a strong concern over a potential 
lack of neutrality of network operators regarding new infra-
structure projects (ACER & CEER, 2019; Bouacida & Berghmans, 
2021b; Celesia et al., 2026). 

2	 For example, 2050 final energy demand in 2024 TYNDP’s DE and GA scenarios 
are respectively 6% and 16% higher than in the European Commission’s S3 
scenario for its 2040 target impact assessment (ENTSO-E & ENTSOG, 2025).
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and cost-sharing decisions between national regulators and 
system operators (art. 3, 16 and Annex  III section 2 of current 
TEN-E regulation).

Beyond infrastructure cost assessments, TYNDP scenarios 
play a broader role in shaping EU-level policy debates on infra-
structure development, underscoring the value of comprehen-
sive, EU-wide reference energy scenarios for structuring such 
discussions (Agora Energiewende, 2023; Barani et al., 2026; 
Fraunhofer IEG et al., 2025; Kotek et al., 2023). 

This does not mean, however, that TYNDP scenarios should 
become the default analytical framework for all EU climate and 
energy policy discussions. Their prominence has sometimes 
been driven by the lack of more recent alternatives from other 
EU institutions, usually to underpin negotiations around climate 
and energy targets: while the Commission published refer-
ence scenarios in 2014, 2016, and 2020 to underpin (European 
Commission, 2021), no updated version has since been released. 
In addition, the Commission’s two 2018 climate-neutrality path-
ways (1.5TECH and 1.5LIFE), along with the impact assessment 
accompanying the 2040 climate target, have been widely drawn 
upon in both academic and policy contexts (Barani et al., 2026; 
European Commission, 2018, 2024b). 

Looking ahead, the planned revision of the governance regu-
lation in late 2026 is likely to change the framework under which 
Member States build their national energy and climate plans 
(NECPs), which are expected to demonstrate national contri-
butions to EU-level climate ambitions (European Commission, 
2025a).
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The paradigm changes for energy infrastructure planning 
brought by fossil fuel phase-out and electrification requires 
careful exploration of a range of possible futures at the EU level 
(cf. section  1). As expectations from TYNDPs shift, transferring 
the coordination and consultation around scenarios on the EC 
would contribute to a more open analysis of existing trade-offs 
on infrastructure and priorities for infrastructure development. 

Once the PCI/PMI list is approved, assessments of cross-
border costs and benefits by NRAs and TSOs can rely on the 
“central EC scenario”. As is the case in the current TEN-E regu-
lation, the scenario can be complemented with other scenarios, 
including more extreme pathways, and with more detailed 
regional assessments when necessary, following NRAs and TSOs 
needs to assess impacts at the national level.

EC leadership over the TYNDP scenario process could help 
address several of the gaps identified above.

	— As an executive body for the EU, the EC has the legitimacy to 
initiate and convene policy discussion for infrastructure plan-
ning at the EU level. In order to do that, building contrasted 
long-term, exploratory scenarios is paramount. The EC is also 
able to engage with MS, while ENTSOs rely on the input of 
national TSOs, whose position in energy policymaking varies 
widely across MS.

	— In this role, the EC could ensure the long-term scenarios 
comply with EU targets, while accounting for national differ-
ences and constraints, incl. in energy mixes. If necessary, it 
could highlight needs for closer regional cooperation when 
relevant, e.g., North Seas region or between Iberian countries, 
France and Germany. It would build on its understanding 
of national characteristics and policy orientations which 
are reviewed through the NECP and European Semester 
processes. 

	— Article 13, by giving the Commission the ability to issue calls 
for projects when an infrastructure need has been identified 
but insufficient proposals have come forward, operational-
izes that principle.

	— Ultimately, the EC taking leadership in scenario-building 
would be an opportunity to link energy system planning with 
other EU energy planning exercises, such as impact assess-
ments of climate targets and EU reference scenarios.

Regulators insist that scenarios should be varied enough 
to contribute efficiently to projects cost-benefits analyses and 
justify investment decisions (CEER, 2026; CRE, 2020), while 
clearly highlighting no-regret investment projects and needs. 
Overall, they should show the impact and conditions of success 
of EU’s climate and energy targets on energy infrastructure.

	— ‘Stress-test’ variants: following ACER’s TYNDP guidelines 
(ACER, 2023), scenarios should be stress-tested against 
uncertainty in future technological and geopolitical develop-
ments. Germany’s BNetzA, for instance, structured its latest 
network development plan around three distinct scenarios: a 
central scenario aligned with EU and national climate targets, 
an ambitious scenario reflecting accelerated decarbonization, 
and an adverse scenario incorporating supply disruptions and 
grid deployment delays (BNetzA, 2023). France’s TSO RTE 

adopted a comparable approach in its Futurs Energétiques 
study (RTE, 2021). Critically, the variety of scenarios must 
not weaken the clarity of the direction of travel; this stress-
testing must come with unambiguous identification of the 
infrastructure investments required to deliver on climate and 
energy commitments, as well as their level of priority. 

	— Consider consequences of failure to reach climate and energy 
targets. Such pathways help assess the robustness of infra-
structure projects and contribute to show the gap between 
existing policies and climate ambitions.

	— National Energy and Climate Plans (NECPs) contribution: 
To improve the synergy between national and EU goals and 
to implement higher ambition brought by the 2040 -90% 
climate target, NECP contributions to TYNDPs should ideally 
extend to 2050 rather than the current 2030 limit. This shift 
could be addressed in the Q4 2026 proposal for reforming 
the Governance of the Energy Union regulation (European 
Commission, 2025a). The EC’s assessment of draft NECP’s 
could include suggestions for cross-border collaboration on 
energy infrastructure and recommendations for stronger 
consistency.  

Accurate depiction of national-level 
information, constraints and policy 
orientations

As with any EU-level aggregation of complex national systems, 
this scenario could risk inconsistencies with Member States’ own 
constraints and policy choices on energy mix. In theory, it could 
lead to underestimating both internal grid capacity constraints 
and costs for domestic grids and the benefits of cross-border 
connections. It could also favor EU-level benefits over national 
costs, especially since several analyses have shown they can 
sometimes differ (Agora Energiewende et al., 2025; Corporate 
Value Associates & Confrontations Europe, 2023).

Such arguments have led several Member States to oppose 
the Commission’s proposal, including Sweden and France 
(Bulgaria et al., 2026; Government of Sweden, 2026; Sunder-
land, 2026).

Such a risk can be mitigated through several strategies. The 
‘N+’ pathway produced by ENTSOs in past TYNDPs builds on 
National Energy and Climate Plans (NECPs) to reflect national 
orientations on energy mixes, energy imports, and transit. 
Because the combined national measures set out in the NECPs 
are not sufficient to meet EU climate targets, the ENTSOs apply 
a ‘gap-filling exercise’: they scale down each country’s fossil 
energy demand until the targets are formally met (ENTSOG 
& entso-e, 2026). This is essentially a statistical adjustment to 
make the numbers add up, rather than an analysis of the real-
world transformations (policy measures, technologies, invest-
ments) needed to achieve those reductions. Similarly, a scenario 
drafted by the EC could compare an EU-level optimization with 
bottom-up NECP ambition to highlight gaps and success factors 
for specific interconnections.

The Council’s general approach on the TEN-E regulation has 
amended the Commission’s proposal so that Member States 
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have a say in the hypotheses used in the central scenario: it now 
explicitly needs to take into account “latest National Energy and 
Climate Plans or any other relevant national scenario document 
approved by the respective Member State or the National Regula-
tory Authority” (Council of the EU, 2026). The issue now echoes 
the policy debate on the content of NECPs, which are expected 
to change following the governance regulation revision planned 
for late 2026 (European Commission, 2024b, 2025a). 

Cross-border cost allocation for 
infrastructure projects

The concern over national constraints is closely linked to that 
of cost-sharing for cross-border projects (see above). To address 
this, the EC proposal makes it mandatory–rather than merely 
optional, as before–for cost-sharing agreements to include all 
Member States whose benefits exceed 10%, even if they do not 
host the project. The Council has reversed this change (Council 
of the EU, 2026).

Additionally, ENNOH and ENTSO-E would be required to 
develop a new methodology for cost-benefit analysis. Consid-
ering expectations on closer EU grid integration, this update is 
a welcome step. It would be further improved by also identi-
fying domestic constraints on electricity demand and supply for 
certain cross-border projects, in both the short and longer term.

An EU-level scenario drafted by the Commission could also 
ease negotiations on cost allocation between Member States, 
as it could build stronger support for EU-level ambitions on the 
grid.

Having an EU-level scenario drafted by the Commission 
could contribute to easier negotiations on cost allocation 
between Member States as it could build stronger support on 
EU-level ambitions for the grid.

It may also be beneficial for Connecting Europe Facility for 
Energy (CEF-E) funding to target projects delivering EU-level 
benefits that are difficult to finance through national mech-
anisms alone. Finally, TSOs publicly communicating national 
data and constraints would further ensure these are adequately 
reflected in European-level planning processes. 

Transparency of data inputs and 
modelling results

TYNDP drafting has been criticised by civil society and regu-
lating authorities for its lack of transparency in input parame-
ters and modelling results (ACER, 2024b; Agora Energiewende 
et al., 2025; ESABCC, 2023b; Roth et al., 2026). Improvements 
were achieved in the past TYNDP iterations (ACER, 2024b), with 
mixed results (see above).

The choice of modelling framework is also debated. Today, 
TYNDP relies on the proprietary software PLEXOS, which is also 
used by several national TSOs (Red Eléctrica in Spain, ADMIE 
in Greece, NESO in the UK). An open-source model improves 
transparency, reproducibility, and–in general–scientific quality 
of modelling frameworks. This has prompted several civil-so-
ciety representatives to call for a switch from PLEXOS to an 
open-source software such as py-PSA (Agora Energiewende et 
al., 2025; Celesia et al., 2026; Ember, 2025b; Pfenninger, 2017).

Beyond the choice of optimization model and the institu-
tional arrangement for scenario building, transparency of model 
inputs (climate policy targets, technology costs) and outputs 
(total costs, clean technology deployment, energy savings, 
electrification rate,) is instrumental in grounding policy debates 
around grid development (Pfenninger et al., 2018). Delivering on 
this requirement calls for scenario-drafting and data-collection 
institutions to be adequately resourced, both in terms of funding 
and staffing.

The fact that infrastructure data remains largely inaccessible 
to external stakeholders correlates with a scarcity of indepen-
dent optimization analyses beyond the ENTSOs and contributes 
to disparities in how grid projects are perceived and accepted. 
Improvements in that regard are paramount to ensure collec-
tive appropriation of grid development needs and open policy 
debates of EU energy policy. Bruegel has explored the possibility 
of an EU Energy Data Hub, which would first aggregate data that 
is already openly accessible, then contribute to form an indepen-
dent EU agency (Roth et al., 2026).
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