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Background
The first Working Group for Modification Mod_18_10 Intra-Day Trading, held on 22 April 2010, saw the allocation of a number of actions to various Working Group members.

The outcomes of the action items were considered at the second meeting of the Working Group on 11 May 2010. At this meeting, a number of actions were placed on the RAs and Participants, including the submission of responses to a questionnaire devised by the RAs and the tasking of the RAs to provide feedback on participant options. The TSOs and SEMO were also tasked to consider the systems and resource implications of moving towards later or multiple Gate Closures in order to enable Intra-Day Trading. 
The third Working Group meeting was held on 15 June 2010, to present a number of options presented by Participants, TSOs and SEMO and to a move towards impact assessment of a number of selected options.  SEMO and the TSOs circulated a summary to Participants detailing the Options for Impact Assessment following the meeting. Participant feedback was incorporated and a final version was published prior to proceeding to high-level Impact Assessment by the TSO and SEMO.
Following Modifications Meeting 29, the RAs published a note on Compliance with the Congestion Management Guidelines and Impact Assessment of Intra-day Options. This resulted in a discontinuation of assessment of Group Options A. The naming convention of options for impact assessment were changed in advance of Working Group 4 meeting as follows:

· Group B options designated as Option Group 1
· Participant Option 3 designated as Option Group 2
The fourth Working Group meeting on 19 August 2010 saw a number of presentations detailing the high-level impact assessment results and future legislative requirements driving the development of the Modification. The group agreed at the meeting to proceed with an agreed preferred Option Group 1.
There was widespread recognition amongst Working Group participants that there remains significant work ahead to develop a final proposal for the Modifications Committee by Q4 2010. 

The fifth meeting on 05 October 2010 resulted in agreement to proceed with a working assumption of Option 2 Gate Closure timelines as presented at the meeting, with further input to come from Generators on the worst case scenario for WG6. Further  design developments are expected in the coming weeks and a conference call may be run in advance of Working Group 6.  It is expected that vendor costs and timelines will be available for WG6. 
The meeting included a debate on protection of MIUNs and discussion regarding whether protection should be optional and could be facilitated in the context of superposition. A Participant presentation on UIOLI and UIOSI was delivered, with participant feedback welcome in advance of WG6. The TSOs presented the RCUC process and an update on Impact Assessment carried out to date. The sixth Working Group meeting will take place on 02 November 2010.

Presentations

Slides and discussion paper for the following presentations are available in Appendix 3.
SEMO – Design
· A SEMO representative provided an update on the design discussions progressed over two conference calls including:
· Gate Windows: opening and closure;

· Trading Windows;

· Commercial Offer Data and Technical Offer Data Submission;

· Treatment of Trading Day Exchange Rate;
· Default Data;

· Interconnector Units: Protection; and
· Ex-Post PQ Pairs construction.
SSE Renewables & Mutual Energy – Discussion Paper
· Main points covered in the discussion paper as follows:

· Reallocation of Interconnector Capacity for Congestion Management Purposes
· Elements of Congestion Management

· Suitability of Explicit Auctioning vs. Implicit Auction for Reallocation of Capacity 

· Two Competing Rules - UIoSI or UIoLI 

· Fundamental Difference between UIoSI and UIoLI 

· Treatment of Capacity Reallocation on some European Interconnectors 
· IFA

· BritNed 

· General Discussions 

· ERGEG Draft Framework Guidelines on Capacity Allocation and Congestion 

· Conditions for Unused Capacity Charging 

· Pricing Methods on IFA & BritNed

· Pricing Methods 

· An Alternative Pricing Method under Implicit Auctioning – Fraction of Profit 

· Treatment of Resale of Unused Capacity 

TSOs – Impact Assessment
· High-level overview of RCUC presented
· Dispatch and Scheduling process.

· RCUC Changes Impact Assessment
· IA discussions on-going with ABB;
· Proposed changes thought to be deliverable by the vendor; and,

· Assumption that TOD will not change within the Trading Day.
· Market Schedule versus Operational Schedule
· Other issues:
· SO-SO Trades;
· Operational Schedule Production Process;

· Constraining Interconnector Flows for security;
· Further analysis necessary; and
· Resourcing assessment to begin upon decision on GC times.

Discussion Summary and Key Issues
The Secretariat provided an update on the progress of actions since the fourth Working Group meeting, including two conference calls. See Appendix 4 of this report for further details. Secretariat noted that a number of actions remain open and an update on all open actions will be given at the next Working Group meeting.
SEMO presented on the work progressed following Working Group 4 and two interim conference calls. The presentation included a list of key new terms used in the discussions on Intra-Day Trading over the past number of weeks, see Appendix 2 of this report for terms presented at the meeting. The presentation included a summary of Participant responses to preferred Gate Closure timings. The feedback was broken into two preferred options:
· Option 1: RCUC Gate Closure required in advance of EA2 Gate Window Closure on TD-1.
· Example of Option 1 GC times presented:
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· Option 2: RCUC Gate Closure not required in advance of EA2 Gate Window Closure on TD-1

· No RCUC run between EA1 and EA2
· Considered by SEMO as most appropriate

· Example of Option 2 GC times presented:
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SEMO questioned whether Participants consider a RCUC run necessary between EA1 and EA2?

It was clear from the responses that the option preferred by the majority of participants is Option 2 RCUC Gate Closure not required in advance of EA2 Gate Window Closure on TD-1.
The outcome of the discussion is that a working assumption Option 2 should be progressed. Bord Gáis requested that Option 2 is progressed as a working assumption rather than an agreed timeline. Participants to revert to SEMO with detail preventing Option 2 being considered a working assumption rather than agreed timelines. Chair suggested that lacking a significant reason for progressing it as a working assumption, it should be designated as such and work progressed.
Action: SEMO to proceed with Option 2 as a working assumption.

Action: Participants to revert with reasoning why SEMO should not progress with Option 2 as a working assumption.

Action: Barring any major reasoning behind progressing option 2 as a working assumption (participants to submit detail within one week of meeting), SEMO to progress as such.

SEMO agreed to progress on this basis, with the alternative to Option 2 being to revert to the initial option put forward at the meeting (Option 1).
An outline of the Trading Windows was presented to the group with the suggestion that a conference call may be necessary to further discuss the timings outlined in the presentation. ESBCS questioned whether all Generators can re-bid, with SEMO confirming that all Generators re-bid (in line with previous Working Group discussions). 

ESBCS queried if a preferred start time for the WD1 trading window was clear from Participant responses received? SEMO commented that responses varied with some preferring 18.00 hours but feedback was varied. Some suggestions that 16.00 may have been related to triad charges but it was pointed out that these will no longer apply. References were also made to aligning with the EFA timescales . Airtricity noted that the FUI group has to date focused mainly on the French and GB Interconnectors with limited consideration of SEM. It was suggested that whatever timings are put in place for Intra-Day Trading, consideration of our neighbouring markets’ timings should also be taken into account. A Participant commented that a 30 hour optimisation period may be favoured for a WD1 Trading Window.
Mutual Energy raised concerns around compliance of the protection mechanism with the CMG. If an option to protect exists, it could introduce the risk of hoarding. SEMO advised that EA1 will allow capacity be freed up and EA2 and WD1 will allow re-bidding for non capacity holders. Following discussion on this issue, Mutual Energy agreed that protection may meet the criteria set out in the CMG but questioned whether this should be optional. 
There was discussion around the necessity to protect MIUNs with agreement that capacity should be protected. Questions were raised with regard to why the MIUNs are protected. Bord Gáis were concerned that Interconnector users may be given protection that other generators are not given with the option put forward, noting previous discussions on discrimination. SEMO advised that a physical nomination needs to be locked in due to requirements to submit physical nominations to the BETTA market. 

It was noted that the concept of being able to protect an MIUN may not be compatible with the concept of superpositioning. An Interconnector Unit could be scheduled at an MIUN greater than the ATC on the basis of a counter trade in the opposite direction. If the counter trade was subsequently unprotected, the trade would no longer be feasible. It was therefore concluded that if protection was desired, it would be at the expense of superpositioning. Another option was put forward to treat all MIUNs as firm. Interconnector Units would be able to unwind their position through counter-trading in subsequent runs, this option would facilitate superpositioning. 
Action: SEMO agreed to further investigate the options around protection and superpositioning.

Moyle were concerned about the proposal to have EA1 and EA2 timings close together, as generators should not expect to see a lot of change between EA1 and EA2 if too close.  NIAUR questioned whether a Gate Closure was necessary for EA2 or could the Market determine an outcome itself.

It was suggested that EA1 could be distanced from EA2 to allow for released capacity, to avoid generators hoarding capacity. A number of benefits of having EA1 further apart from EA2 were suggested, which may introduce more value as bids would change due to the availability of updated wind forecasts, new information on gas and electricity market changes. The reason for placing EA1 and EA2 close together was to allow for the production of an operational schedule in time to allow generators to purchase their gas for the following day while there was sufficient liquidity in the gas markets. 
EirGrid representative commented on the need to come to a common agreement while trying to accommodate as many people as possible. 
Design & Implementation representative questioned the 90 minutes required to produce the Ex-Ante market schedules and requested a detailed breakdown. Airtricity confirmed that it had requested that it would be addressed as an action by SEMO at the second conference call. SEMO confirmed this was not on the agenda for this meeting as SEMO did not commit to delivering the action. SEMO advised of a misquote on the conference call; five minutes is the time required to run the Unit Commitment, this is a small area in the context of the entire schedule of work.  
SEMO advised that the current business process has a success rate of 97% of being delivered within four hours. SEMO highlighted that introducing tighter timing constraints will potentially reduce this success rate. Airtricity noted that should SEMO require four hours to produce schedules, this will impact on the Gate Closure schedule. If the EA1 schedule cannot be produced in advance of EA2 Gate Closure, this will result in problems with EA2 scheduling. The issue could be addressed in EA2 if systems are flexible and can move this timing at a later stage. Discussions are ongoing with the CMS vendor and changing EA2 timing is not expected to be a major change request if necessary. 
NIAUR agreed that the request for greater detail on the Ex-Ante scheduling process is a reasonable request in which SEMO should be able to provide some high level information. SEMO not in favour of detailing a minute by minute break down. RAs suggested a general breakdown.

Action: SEMO to provide high level information on 90 minute process required to produce Ex-Ante Market Schedules.

The question was raised as to whether the proposed solution is achievable from a TSO point of view. TSOs need to assess whether they can deliver an Operational Schedule in three hours as this is currently being delivered in five hours and there will be software changes necessary for RCUC which could impact on run times. SEMO & TSOs confirmed that work needs to progress with working assumptions and will report back to the group on their respective process reviews. 
SEMO confirmed that there seems to be general agreement amongst Participants that the Option 2 Gate Closure timelines is progressed and should issues arise with timeline deliverables, an option exists to move to the contingency of Option 1. A number of generator participants highlighted that Option 1 would not necessarily be the most desirable option in the event that Option 2 is not feasible. It was suggested that WD1 Gate Closure and subsequent Gate Closure timings could be brought forward rather that opting to progress with the proposed contingency plan of Option 1.

Action: Participants to consider what is the preferred contingency option, should Option 2 be unachievable. 
Airtricity representative explained the content of the discussion paper circulated in advance of the Working Group meeting, see Appendix 3 of this report for discussion paper. The paper makes a case for UIOSI. It was highlighted that in the case of UIOLI the charge for the capacity goes to the Interconnector owner whereas in the case of UIOSI the charge goes to the capacity right holder. TSO representative challenged this statement. In the case of UIOLI there will not necessarily be a charge if congestion exists. It was noted that in the absence of congestion the capacity value would be zero and that UIOLI and UIOSI are equivalent.
Under the CMG rules, an implicit or explicit auction is necessary to release capacity. Before the day ahead stage, capacity can be auctioned via an explicit auction. Under Option 2 Gate Closure timelines set out above, an implicit auction may be the only option as there may be timing constraints affecting the auction method chosen. A number of countries use explicit auctions due to the absence of a facility to accommodate implicit auctions. Considering IFA and BritNed use UIOLI during the Intra-Day stage, an argument was put forward for SEM to align with them. SEMO noted that their systems can accommodate either implicit or explicit auctions.  
The RA Chair commended the work effort of the discussion paper and noted that some aspects of the paper are outside the core work of this Modification Proposal. SEMO noted that the expectation is to proceed with UIOLI. Choosing UIOLI exempts the need for an explicit auction. Chair noted that the decision to progress with UIOSI or UIOLI is a policy decision to be determined by the RAs. SEMO are proceeding under the assumption that any implementation of UIOSI will require no CMS changes aside from the possibility of requiring an extra publication.
The presenter advised that IFA long term capacity holders have at least one opportunity to convert capacity to firmness, this option doesn’t exist in SEM. Therefore, the paper puts forward an argument for UIOSI. TSOs questioned whether daily explicit auctions are preferable in an auction platform before nomination at SEM stage. In order to align with BritNed, SEM would opt for UIOLI at the Intra-Day stage and perhaps UIOSI in advance as is the case with the IFA. However, this would required the creation of a nomination stage outside SEM prior to the EA1 Gate Closure. TSO stated that it does not have a preference for which option is furthered. TSO/RA access rules workshop feedback to be received first. TSO notified the group that the Access rules workshop is taking place on Monday October 11th.

Action: Participants to give feedback on preferences for UIOLI or UIOSI for next Working Group. 
NIAUR representative commented on the source of funding of an Interconnector owner. Will UIOLI result in constant diminished returns? Is it possible to pay for capacity only? The possibility of asking for SEMC feedback on this topic was suggested. The Chair noted that due to time constraints, this may not be an option. 
TSOs presented their proposal to have certain generator characteristics included in the MSP software. It was noted that deviation between the market schedule and operational schedule is not preferred as it introduces risk which may result in additional constraint costs and mitigation measures. Gate Closure reference made to the SEMC Decision paper on Dispatch and Scheduling. It was highlighted that the Dispatch and Scheduling paper is more concerned with transmission constraint whereas the TSO proposal relates to Generator Unit constraints. Interconnector decision required with regard to Gate Closure times before a resource assessment can be delivered. Bord Gáis queried what impact the requirement for additional information in the MSP software will have on timings? SEMO are currently assessing this as part of the Impact Assessment with the vendor. Risk of vendor resourcing constraints flagged. 

Action: RCUC production process information to be provided for the sixth Working Group regarding a three hour window.

Airtricity questioned SO-SO trade option consultation responses. View that constraint decisions should be based on economic benefits available.
Action: Airtricity to resend comments/response regarding SO-SO trades to TSOs.
Recap, Recommendations and Action Items
The Chair provided a brief summary of the discussion. 

There was general agreement for Option 2 Gate Closure timelines with further input to come from Generators on the worst case scenario for WG6.
SEMO will further develop design with vendor in coming weeks and may run a conference call in advance of the next Working Group.

The next scheduled meeting of the Working Group is 02 November 2010.
The following Action Items were identified for completion prior to the next meeting of the Working Group.

· SEMO to: 

· Proceed with Option 2 as a working assumption barring any major reasoning behind progressing Option 2 as a working assumption (participants to submit detail within one week of issue of report), SEMO to progress as such;
· Provide high level information on 90 minute process required to produce ex-ante market schedules; and

· Further investigate the options around protection and superpositioning.

· Participants to: 

· Revert with reasoning why SEMO should not progress with Option 2 as a working assumption.

· Consider what is the preferred contingency option, should Option 2 be unachievable; and, 

· Give feedback on preferences for UIOLI or UIOSI for next Working Group. 

· Airtricity to:
· Resend comments/response regarding SO-SO trades to TSOs.

· TSOs to:

· Provide RCUC production process information for WG6 regarding 3 hour window.

· Secretariat to:

· Schedule conference call if necessary in advance of WG6;

· Draft and circulate Working Group report; and

· Update Working Group timescales.

Appendix 1 – Working Group 5 Agenda

Working Group 5
Mod_18_10: Intra-Day Trading
Agenda

Tuesday 05 October 2010

Hotel Issacs, Dublin
1.00pm – 4.45pm
	
	Agenda Item
	Proposer 
	Time 

	
	Tea / Coffee / Sandwiches
	
	12.45 – 1pm

	1. 
	Introduction – Recap of Working Group 4 & Conf Call Actions
	Secretariat
	10 mins

	2. 
	SEMO – COD & TOD, Protection Mechanism, Reconstruction of PQ Pairs & Proposal of Gate Closure Timings
	Brendan O’Sullivan
	30 mins

	3.  
	Participants – UIOLI v UIOSI Options
	Emeka Chukwureh & Paddy Larkin
	30 mins

	4. 
	TSOs Update – Impact Assessments
	Simon Tweed & Kate O’Connor
	30 mins

	5. 
	Tea / Coffee Break

	All
	15 mins

	6. 
	Recap, Agreed Recommendations, Actions and Post Working Group Timetable
	Chair & Secretariat
	45 mins 

	
	AOB / Approximate close time
	
	4.45pm


	Modification Working Group

	means a group comprised of Modification Committee Members and Interested Parties formed for the purposes of working out the detail and implementation plans for Modification Proposal(s).


Appendix 2 – Glossary of terms currently used at meetings
· Gate Window – the time period from the Gate Window Opening (GWO) to the Gate Window Closure (GWC).

· Starting Gate Window Data – the data entered by the Market Operator at Gate Window Opening which will be considered Accepted if no submission is Accepted within the Gate Window (note that this concept does not apply for Interconnector Units).

· Lower Operating Limit – the lower bound for MSQs for an Interconnector Unit in a given MSP Software Run.

· Higher Operating Limit – the upper bound for MSQs for an Interconnector Unit in a given MSP Software Run.

· Trading Window – the time period (excluding the Ending Overlap Optimisation Horizon) for which MSQs are calculated by the relevant MSP Software Run.

· Protect Flag – for Interconnector Units only, will indicate that the Modified Interconnector Unit Nomination from a previous MSP Software Run for the same Trading Day should be protected.  Note: protected will not mean fixed, as ATC changes could require a change to the MIUN produced by the previous MSP Software Run.

Appendix 3 – Working Group 4 Presentation Slides & Discussion Paper
Presentation slides are available via the zip folder (Working Group 5 Report) on the SEMO Website.

· SEMO Design Discussion – Brendan O’Sullivan (SEMO)

· Discussion Paper – Emeka Chukwureh (SSER & Mutual Energy)
· TSO Impact Assessment – Simon Tweed & Kate O’Connor (EirGrid)
Appendix 4 – Action Item Progression
The following Action Items were identified for completion at Working Group 4, Conference Call 1 and Conference Call 2. All open actions will be addressed at the next meeting.
	Working Group 4: Mod_18_10 

	Action
	Comment

	RAs to:

Notify Secretariat when update on work streams becomes available


	Open – no new updates received since WG4



	TSOs to: 

Further impact assess Option Group 1


	Open – in development



	TSOs to: 

Draft Questionnaire with SEMO and issue to Participants regarding preferred Gate Closure times


	Complete 



	TSO to:

Circulate an update on reasoning behind an additional Gate Closure on D-1

	Complete – see presentation slides published in advance of Working Group



	TSO to:

Circulate RCUC slides following Working Group


	Complete – SONI website referenced


	TSO to:

Advise Working Group participants of date of RCUC workshop


	Open – Date & venue to be confirmed


	SEMO to: 

Further impact assess Option Group 1


	Open – in development

	SEMO to: 

Draft Questionnaire with TSOs and issue to Participants regarding preferred Gate Closure times


	Complete – responses received and published in advance of WG5

	SEMO to: 

Circulate pricing, detailed requirements and settlement update in advance of Working Group 5


	Complete – Conf Call 1 on 23 Sept covered this action

	Participants to: 

Respond to Questionnaire within one week of issue


	Complete

	Secretariat to:

Schedule conference call if necessary for Participants to discuss Questionnaire responses


	Complete took place Sept 23rd & further update on Oct 5th



	Secretariat to:

Draft and circulate Working Group report


	Complete

	Secretariat to:

Update Working Group timescales


	Complete



	Conference Call 1: September 3rd

	TSOs to: 

Consider the implications of not running a Production Schedule after EA1 and only after EA2


	Complete – Conference Call 2 closed off this action



	Participants to: 

Consider which is more beneficial to them - a Production Schedule published after EA1  or no Production Schedule published after EA1  and an earlier Production Schedule published after EA2  (by virtue of an earlier gate closure)


	Complete – covered in Participant questionnaire


	Conference Call 2 : Sep 23rd

	SEMO to:

Give further examples of construction of PQ pairs for Within Day
	Complete - approach to construction of Ex-Post PQ Pairs is covered in the slides for Working Group at WG5.



	Participants to:

Deliver presentation at next working group detailing views on UIOLI and UIOSI options 
	Complete – Participant paper published in advance of WG5. Further discussed at WG5. 



	SEMO to:

Provide clarity to Participants at Working Group through detailed run through of process from Ex-ante to Ex-post
	Complete – see slides for Working Group 5, cover current thinking on key aspects of the process from Ex-Ante to Ex-Post, including:

· Default Data treatment

· Commercial and Technical Offer Data

· Protection of Capacity Allocations for Interconnector Units

· Gate Windows

· Trading Windows

· Treatment of Trading Day Exchange Rate

· Construction of Ex-Post PQ Pairs

· Other known issues to address


� The floor will be open for discussion following each presentation, estimated 1 hour additional time to facilitate discussion, questions & answers.
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