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[bookmark: _Toc187790418]ENNOH welcomes the publication of the European Grids Package as an important step forward in developing Europe’s energy infrastructure and enabling greater renewable integration, enhanced energy security, and competitive industrial decarbonisation.
ENNOH would like to express its views on the following items addressed by the Commission in the European Grids Package and, in particular, in the revision proposal of the TEN-E.

1. De-risking private investment

a) Necessity of introduction of a specific de-risking measure in the EU legislation
ENNOH calls for the introduction in the TEN-E regulation of specific measures aimed at de-risking of investments in cross-border hydrogen transportation infrastructure. The measures should go beyond a mere recognition of de-risking requirements and should provide for the development of a concrete EU financing and de-risking mechanism. The TEN-E regulation should foresee a timeline for introduction of such a de-risking mechanism at EU level by requiring the EU Commission to issue an Implementing Act. This Act should describe and set implementing steps of this de-risking mechanism for cross-border hydrogen transport infrastructure at EU level, specify the scope and leverage of an EU guarantee, provide necessary mandates, as well as define the eligibility criteria for the participation in the mechanism ensuring equal opportunities for the European cross-border hydrogen infrastructure projects and for the HTNOs to carry them out.  
ENNOH fully subscribes on that “The EU budget must play a stronger role in de-risking private investment and unlocking financing by institutional investors” .[footnoteRef:2] The Commission has announced the publication of the Clean Energy Investment Strategy on 10 March which “will propose concrete actions to crowd in and ensure enhanced support from private sector investment, including with support from the EIB, a key partner in accelerating the grid roll-out”.  [2:  European Grids Package communication (2025)1005 – page 7.] 

As ENNOH already stated in its Position Paper[footnoteRef:3] from July 2025 during the consultation phase of the Grids Package, the hydrogen industry needs a clear de-risking legislative framework as soon as possible. Since the initial Position Paper, ENNOH has been further developing the idea of an EU de-risking and financing mechanism for cross-border hydrogen transport infrastructure to be supported and guaranteed “centrally by a European institution, which would enable investors to proceed with the realisation of the projects needed for an integrated European hydrogen network.” From ENNOH point of view, it is important to address this mechanism at the EU level, preferably in the revised TEN-E regulation foreseeing in particular an EU guarantee to de-risk private investment in cross-border hydrogen infrastructure. Waiting for a non-legally binding Clean Energy Investment Strategy to address this subject would delay further the take-off of the hydrogen industry. Instead, ENNOH proposes to integrate directly the mandate for the development of the EU de-risking and financing mechanism in a legislative text such as TEN-E. [3:  ENNOH Position Paper on Grids package, July 2025] 

Such EU-level mechanism would allow derisking of projects and thus facilitate financing of cross-border infrastructure key to reach targets set at EU-level. It could be designed in the form of EU loans that allow HTNOs to close the gap between allowed and actual revenues while facilitating non-prohibitive network tariffs in the beginning. The loan would be supported by an EU guarantee that, in case the hydrogen market does not develop, would be used to re-pay the loan. The mentioned mechanism with the guaranteed loans would be similar to a national amortisation account / Special Purpose Vehicle of an Inter-Temporal Cost Allocation and State Guarantee but operated at EU level with a focus on cross-border infrastructure. 
The H2 and Decarbonised Gas Market Package and the TEN-E Regulation contain important mechanisms to de-risk and finance hydrogen pipelines but lack an additional one for cross-border projects. Indeed, PCI/PMI funds are essential, but they would not  compensate the need for long-term capacity commitments. These PCI/PMI funds will not be sufficient to provide adequate support to a large-scale European Hydrogen Transmission Backbone. 
Furthermore, the current CBCA methodology, originally developed for the existing and already mature electricity and gas sectors, is designed for incremental infrastructure developments in mature markets with a large number of existing network users. In the case of hydrogen, however, this is a nascent market. Thus, any estimation of the future distribution of benefits as a basis for cost allocation is uncertain and, potentially of little value as linked to forward-looking variable assumptions such as flows or asset-utilisation. Indeed, a CBCA is only a cost-sharing mechanism between national systems. It will not de-risk the cross-border supply corridor investment. It will only change the repartition of the cost and risk between the national systems and their split at national level, making realisation of infrastructure projects equally difficult. 

b) Necessity for further clarification of Commission Communication
ENNOH welcomes the Energy Highways Initiative of the EU Commission, which also covers hydrogen transportation corridors. We furthermore welcome the explicit acknowledgement of the need for de-risking measures and express political support for the identified corridors. However, it remains unclear the reasons why not all H2 corridors have been included: from ENNOH’s point of view, all import corridors should be considered in order to reach a European autonomy and to have a reliable and competitive European hydrogen economy. For more information we refer to Annex attached to this Paper.

2. Offshore grid planning
ENNOH should enjoy equal rights and responsibilities as ENTSO-E in relation to the offshore grid planning.
ENNOH holds firm to its Position Paper from July 2025[footnoteRef:4] and underlines again the necessity to recognise the role of ENNOH as a governing body in the offshore grid planning process. To achieve this, we advocate for amendments to Articles 15 and 16 of the proposed TEN-E revision on Offshore Grid Planning Process to include ENNOH as the co-leading governing body in the Offshore Network Development Plan (ONDP). Today the responsibility of offshore hydrogen infrastructure planning is explicitly placed on ENTSO-E. [4:  ENNOH Position Paper on Grids package, July 2025] 

There is an optimum to find between electrons and molecules in the way to bring onshore the energy produced by the offshore wind turbines deployment. That is why the two bodies in charge of these two energy vectors must be involved, on equal footing, in the planning of the needed transport infrastructure, each for their respective vectors and collaborating with each other. For further arguments we refer to the initial Position Paper from July 2025.
Furthermore, ENNOH has been tasked to elaborate a TYNDP of the integrated hydrogen network (article 60(1) of regulation 2024/1789). Directive 2024/1788 defines hydrogen as a network of onshore and offshore pipelines used for the transport of hydrogen of a high grade of purity with a view to its delivery to customers, excluding supply. This means that offshore hydrogen pipelines will undoubtedly be part of the future hydrogen TYNDP exercises. If ENNOH is not duly involved in the ONDP, there is a risk of conflict regarding hydrogen offshore pipelines between the ONDP and ENNOH TYNDP.
Additionally, one should also create the category “offshore hydrogen pipeline”, since there is an “offshore electricity” category. For the time being, offshore and onshore hydrogen pipeline have the same criteria to meet: increase existing cross-border hydrogen transport capacity by at least 10% between two Member States. This criterium is maybe less relevant for offshore pipelines. 

3. Central scenario  
ENNOH believes that the continued deep involvement of the ENTSOs/ENNOH in the scenarios building process remains essential for the following reasons:
· they hold the concentrated expertise in grid planning (technical, operational and market knowledge of the actors involved downstream, midstream and upstream),
· they established a strong two-ways communication at the European and national levels, taking into account regional specificities across Member States and
· they enhance transparency and inclusiveness via the Stakeholders Reference Group as well as via public consultations during the process conducted by the ENTSOs and ENNOH.
That is why ENNOH would like the legislators to consider the possibility of keeping the current  scenario process while further ensuring technology neutrality as well as fair and balanced responsibilities between natural gas, electricity and hydrogen network operators (i.e. ENTSO-E, ENTSOG and ENNOH).
The reasons mentioned above do not only advocate for the ENTSOs and ENNOH to be deeply involved in the scenario building process but also highlights the benefits to keep the ENTSOs and ENNOH still in charge of the methodology on identification infrastructure gaps. 
For consistency in the process and more often updates, a 2-year scenario cycle should be kept instead of increasing it to 4 years. A 4-year scenario cycle poses a risk of having outdated scenarios as the basis for TYNDP assessments. Potential sensitivity checks during the scenario building process without being ex-ante clear and consistently defined framework would render the process more complicated rather than simplifying it. 
In addition, article 59 of Regulation 2024/1789 tasks ENNOH with the adoption and publication every two years of a Union-wide TYNDP. TEN-E regulation should make clear that if the scenario cycle is moved to at least every 4 years, the TYNDP cycle is not affected by this change.

4. CBCA process within the PCI/PMI process 
ENNOH believes that it is necessary to make clear that an initiation and/or completion of a CBCA process does not constitute a prerequisite for the reception of fund and/or the application of EU de-risking mechanisms, provided for in the TEN-E regulation or in other European legislative acts. This means that a possibility to conclude a CBCA agreement and apply for a CBCA decision on the one hand, and the eligibility for any EU de-risking and/or funding mechanism, including an EU guarantee, should be independent from each other. More specifically, a lack of a formal CBCA decision should in no case prevent project promoters from applying for and receiving any form of EU funds or the coverage through a future EU de-risking mechanism. 
As stated in point 1, ENNOH is of the opinion that a CBCA will not be easily usable for hydrogen projects because of the anticipatory investment nature of these projects and the uncertainty on the future distribution of benefits. Apart from that, we propose to consider further improvement in the CBCA and PCI/PMI processes, regarding their simplification, along the following lines:
· Existing PCI/PMI that showed progress should have a fast-track solution to prolong their PCI/PMI status.   
· On the inclusion of any Member State where at least 10% of the estimated benefits occur in the CBCA process, ENNOH would like to be more specific, i.e. that this rule only applies for Member States directly involved in the respective project.
· A CBCA agreement does not need to be concluded if a project provides net positive benefits to all affected national systems.

5. Permitting
In chapter III of the proposed TEN-E Regulation “Permit-granting and public participation”, electricity projects are favoured compared to other energy infrastructure categories. Electricity projects “are presumed as being in the overriding public interest” (in article 7(6)) whereas hydrogen, electrolyser facilities and carbon dioxide projects “may be considered as having an overriding public interest” (in article 7(5)). There should be equal treatment of all energy infrastructure categories and, accordingly, exclude the differentiation in article 7. 
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Annex to
ENNOH Position Paper on EU Grids Package:
Note on “Energy Highways”
in the EU Grids Package




The present note aims to supplement the Position Paper of ENNOH on the EU Grids package published on the ENNOH website on 4 February 2026. 
The present note focuses on the Energy Highways initiative mentioned in the Commission’s Communication from 10 December 2025. ENNOH invites the relevant EU institutions to clarify the criteria for receiving a status of an Energy Highway.
a.) Energy Highways in the Communication of the Commission
In its Communication from 10 December 2025 (COM(2025) 1005 final), the EU Commission described eight Energy Highways, which cover gas, electricity and hydrogen projects and aim to “address the most urgent energy infrastructure needs that require particular additional short-term support and commitment for implementation to address bottlenecks that hinder progress” (“Energy Highways Initiative”). Furthermore, the Commission expressed its commitment to provide enhanced political support to the identified Energy Highways to ensure, in particular, fast-tracking, coordination between Member States, “effective cross-border cooperation on permitting”, with a view to achieving an “increased and continuous focus on the delivery of the eight Energy Highways” and their “successful implementation”.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  COM(2025) 1005 final, pages 9 -10] 

b.) Consideration of hydrogen corridors in the Energy Highways Initiative 
ENNOH acknowledges and welcomes that the Energy Highways include two important hydrogen corridors and furthermore welcomes the explicit acknowledgement that “given the early stages of hydrogen market development, further conceptual work will be needed, in particular to further derisk related investment” in the future hydrogen infrastructure. 
At the same time, the Commission’s Communication leaves it open, which specific criteria the Commission applied to attach the status of an Energy Highway to differentiate them from the other existing hydrogen transmission corridors. From ENNOH’s point of view, all import corridors currently planned and being promoted by the respective network operators should have the same access to financing and de-risking measures, as well as to further support based on equal and transparent criteria. It is important to avoid any perception that the Energy Highways Initiative discourages other hydrogen corridors, market players or member states. On the contrary, ENNOH would like to understand which concrete measures enabling infrastructure realisation will follow the expression of political support, so that they could be prospectively extended to all Corridors, according to a pan-EU constructive approach.
ENNOH underlines that a reliable, competitive and strategically resilient European hydrogen economy requires a comprehensive and Union‑wide approach to hydrogen infrastructure development. All corridors play a meaningful role in strengthening security of supply, enhancing market integration and increasing the overall resilience of the future hydrogen and energy system, and should therefore benefit from transparent and balanced political consideration. Regional corridors will enable Europe to meet its long‑term objectives of energy autonomy, resilience and industrial competitiveness. A diversified set of import routes will be essential to deliver a cost‑efficient, integrated and secure European hydrogen market.
As part of its Union-wide network development plan responsibilities, ENNOH proposes to be involved in future initiatives to support energy corridors. The development of a truly EU‑wide hydrogen infrastructure is essential for ensuring security of supply, strengthening system resilience, and enabling a reliable, competitive and well‑integrated European hydrogen economy based on diversified and geographically balanced supply routes.
ENNOH remains at the disposal of the EU Commission, should any further information be needed.
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