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1 Summary
The 10th Working Group of Phase II of Intra-Day Trading focused on the changes associated with the legal drafting for Functional Group 2 (FG2): Data Transactions and MSP Software for Mod_18_10 Intra-Day Trading Modification Proposal.  
The Regulatory Authority (RA) Chair provided a brief update on progress of the SEM Market Integration project and possible future changes to the SEM, noting that the project team had met recently with market participants and a technical workshop to discuss market integration design issues is scheduled to take place in Dundalk on 03 October 2011. An Intra-Day Trading IT workshop is scheduled for 28 September 2011 where SEMO IT and Participants will meet to discuss the necessary IT changes. 

SEMO representatives delivered presentations throughout the day, detailing the FG2 changes, which are those IDT changes affecting Other Data Transactions (i.e. those not from Participants), MSP Software and other issues. Presentations were also delivered covering the IDT Code transitional changes required, options for Limited Communication Failure (LCF), and a summary of the legal review being conducted by McCann Fitzgerald on the legal drafting changes to the Code. 

A number of questions were raised by Participants during the meeting resulting in various actions placed on SEMO and Participants for completion in advance of the final Working Group. Actions recorded at the meeting include:

· SEMO to:

· consider comments put forward by Airtricity regarding utilisation of wind forecast data provided by Participants for Variable Price Takers (VPTs) rather than the TSO as Contingency Data.

· discuss the impacts of moving to an earlier gate window opening time for EA2, where - in a change to the High Level Design - multiple ex-ante gates would be routinely open for the same Trading Day.

· SEMO to confirm if the High Level Design is consistent when considering which Participant data is included in the Ex-post Runs if an EA2 or WD1 run is cancelled. 

· examine if a change to the definition of MSP Failure is required.
· correct a drafting error in slide 55 and republish slides.
· investigate the possibility of earlier cancellation of WD1 in the instance of publication delay of the MSQs and SMPs for EA2. 

· produce updated drafting reflective of original provisions of the Code regarding publication timings.
· Participants to:

· issue feedback regarding publication and reporting timings.
· put forward views regarding LCF options as part of Participant comments.
· forward all comments on the FG2 pack using comment spreadsheet to the Secretariat no later than COB 11 October 2011.
All information related to the meeting is available for download from the SEMO website. It is recommended that the slides presented at the meeting be used as an accompaniment to the report to aid the readers understanding, slides are available from Working Group 10 zip folder.

A timeline was presented by the Secretariat detailing the submission deadline of the final Modification Proposal as 22 November 2011. A final Working Group meeting will be convened in advance of the submission deadline, if deemed necessary by the Modifications Committee and Working Group Participants.
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2 Background
The Intra-Day Trading (IDT) Modification Proposal (Mod_18_10 Intra-Day Trading) has been discussed and developed via the Modifications Committee Working Group process.  This was the tenth and penultimate of the planned eleven Modification Working Group (WG) meetings.  Interaction and discussion with the various industry groups at the Working Group meetings has been supplemented by seven Conference Calls to date. The project is broken down into two phases; Phase I saw the approval of the High Level Design by the Modifications Committee on 25 November 2010 followed by approval by the SEM Committee for the project in March 2011. 

Phase II of the project focuses on implementing the High Level Design in the market rules. An overview of the design and T&SC drafting changes has been delivered over three Working Group meetings. The detail for Phase II was broken into three functional groups (FG) and delivered over three Working Group meetings:

FG1 Registration and Participant Data Submission – delivered at WG8
FG2 Data Transactions and MSP Software – delivered at WG10
FG3 Settlement and Participant Data Submission – delivered at WG9 
A final version of the proposal will be presented to the Modifications Committee at Meeting 39 on 06 December 2011. 
3 Presentations & Discussion
Slides: Intro & Other Supporting Documents – slides 1 - 23

A SEMO representative provided an overview of the project and work progressed since WG 9. See slides published on the IDT section of the SEMO website for further detail. 

SEMO advised that feedback received following WG8 and WG9 is incorporated in the updated drafting of FG2, inclusive of FG1 and FG3 changes, as published on 12 September 2011.  SEMO encouraged continued feedback from Participants following this Working Group meeting. 

SEMO advised that legal drafting changes related to each functional grouping is easily recognised by the colour coding in the change marked version of the drafting. See table below for FG drafting identification:

	Function Group
	FG1 Registration & Participant Submission Data
	FG3 Settlement & Credit Risk Management
	FG2 Other Data Transactions & MSP Software

	Working Group changes presented at
	WG 8
	WG 9
	WG 10

	Legal drafting changes grouping identification
	Change marked and highlighted in yellow
	Change marked and highlighted in cyan
	Change marked


SEMO Member presented slides on the objectives and deliverables of Working Group 10 to include detail on changes affecting:

· EA1 MSP Software Runs

· EA2 MSP Software Runs

· WD1 MSP Software Runs

· EP1 MSP Software Runs

· EP2 MSP Software Runs

· MSP Software Run Cancellation

· Treatment of Energy Limited Units

· Other Data Transactions

· Publications & Reports

· Required Credit Cover Query

· Glossary (relating to FG2 only)

A suggested date of 11 October 2011 as the submission date for comments on FG2 was put forward by SEMO. This date was agreed and an action was placed on Participants to provide feedback. SEMO Member further added that changes from V8.0 to V9.0 of the Market Rules have now been incorporated into the latest drafting issued, thus the most recent version of the Code is now being used.
3.1 EA1 MSP Software Runs
Slides: Design Summary Slides – slides 5 - 14
SEMO set out the Gate Window timings as per the agreed High-Level Design.

[image: image3.emf]
Each MSP Software Run will require a set of initial conditions, which will be those from the latest completed ex-ante MSP Software Run that covered the end of the Trading Day. 

Airtricity representative questioned what is the consequence of a Participant’s COD submission not being compatible with the Credit Cover Requirements? SEMO advised that for Interconnector Units, COD could be accepted, however when a Credit Cover check is run, it would identify whether or not sufficient Credit Cover is in place.  If for Interconnector Users there is insufficient Credit Cover in place, some of the bids would be rejected and the curve adjusted accordingly (as per the example presented at WG9). 

Airtricity further questioned the requirement for Variable Price Takers (VPT) to submit a wind forecast when this data is not used by the market. SEMO advised that the TSO forecast submitted covers a two Trading Day period. SEMO representative questioned if Airtricity believe the data submitted by Participants would be a more accurate reflection of wind unit output than that provided by the TSOs, plus added that smaller wind Participants may not have the capability to submit forecasts.  Attention was drawn to the issue being previously raised by Airtricity at a Modifications Committee Meeting in the past and perhaps this issue is best placed to be addressed separately by the Modifications Committee to avoid impacts on IDT developments. 

Airtricity queried if the operating ability of a unit is maximised when ramp rates are applied to the higher and lower operating limits of the Interconnector (IC) Unit Constraints. SEMO confirmed that EA1 trades from the MSP Software are based on capacity holdings and COD, whereas EA2 and WD1 trades are based only on COD submitted (i.e. what a Participant wishes to trade).

3.2 EA2 & WD1 MSP Software Runs
Slides: Design Summary Slides – slides 15 - 36
As EA1, EA2 and WD1 will require a set of initial conditions, the initial conditions for EA2 will be that of the latest completed ex-ante MSP Software Run that covered the end of the previous Trading Day.

Participants questioned the need to trade in EA1, when the option exists to trade in EA2 for thermal generators. SEMO advised that if EA2 were cancelled then bids for thermal units would be the Default Data.  As a result, it would be advisable to submit to EA1. 

Airtricity questioned the need for a Gate Identifier in COD/TOD submissions, where the Participant must identify in their bid submission to which Gate Window the bid relates.  If required, all Gate Windows for each Trading Day could be opened earlier (i.e. multiple Gate Windows open at the same time). Airtricity voiced discontent with the development process, expressing the view that the High-Level Design was a series of working assumptions rather than a design. The Synergen representative was fundamentally opposed to the proposal put forward by Airtricity to reopen the discussions regarding the timing of Gate Closures, more specifically opening all windows together (new suggestion) rather than sequentially (as per the High Level Design).  The Synergen representative further added that the slide presented by SEMO (slide 16) was presented as part of the High-Level Design discussion one year previous to this Working Group and no issue was previously raised. Agreement on timing was reached much earlier during the design discussions and Participants are working towards building and implementing system changes to reflect that of the agreed High Level Design. Synergen representative stressed that this Working Group was seeking to finalise the detailed arrangements consistent with the High Level Design and should not be reopening design issues.

SEMO advised that the changes are being implemented in line with that of the High-Level Design, which has been agreed by both the Modifications Committee and the SEM Committee and that any change to that would require discussion of the design with the vendor.  SEMO noted that the Gate Window identifier enables more than one Gate Window to be open at one time (the design includes this ability for situations where a Gate Window Closure is delayed) but that this may not be desirable operationally. Power NI suggested that a Modification Proposal could be raised at a future date after Go-Live of IDT if the change is required, as it is difficult to understand now how the existing agreed design will work in reality. ESBPG were supportive of continuing with the originally agreed High-Level Design. Endesa Ireland agreed that new ideas should be incorporated where possible. An ESB representative stated that due to systems developments, a change of this significance should not be considered at this stage. SEMO agreed to take an action away to look at the possibilities of opening Gate Windows earlier and to report back to the Working Group.  The Chair added that Participants should specify if they would prefer such a change when submitting comments on FG2.    

A view was put forward by AES Kilroot, as a conventional generator, that bidding only to the EA2 Gate Window would suffice, as cancellation of EA2 would be a rare occurrence. SEMO confirmed that EA1 will never be cancelled as it is imperative to ensure the market operates; but an EA1 delay would have a knock on effect on the market and could result in EA2 cancellation. Synergen representative added that this issue again had been discussed at length and that timings were agreed previously, which had taken the RCUC timings into consideration. SEMO provided some clarity around the bidding process; bidding in EA1 is as per current arrangements, the new case where the option exists to bid in EA2 allows an additional opportunity for all Generators and IC Users to bid again (Generators can take account of changes in gas prices, etc and change their position). RA Chair stated that all Generators are bound by their licence to provide cost reflective bids at all times.  As such, the RA Chair questioned whether actively bidding only into the EA2 Gate Window and using a default bid for the EA1 Gate Window would meet their licence condition to bid cost reflectively.

SEMO confirmed that, under normal conditions, where there is an issue with one Gate Window Closure, the previous Gate Window data is used. Synergen questioned which Gate data is used when the starting position overlaps the optimisation period. SEMO clarified that WD1 PQ Pairs submitted would be used.

3.3 EP1&2 MSP Software Runs
Slides: Design Summary Slides – slides 37 - 50
SEMO confirmed that the latest accepted (submitted and validated) and utilised COD and TOD data is used in the Ex-Post (EP1 & EP2) runs. Interconnector Users will have one IC Unit for each Gate Window to which they submit COD.  The initial conditions for EP1 will be taken from the previous days EP1 run and similarly for the EP2 run, the previous day’s EP2 initial conditions will be used. There are no IC Unit constraints in the MSP Software for EP1 relating to an IC as a whole (as MIUNs are used as the limits).

ESB questioned why it is a requirement for IC Users to register three units; SEMO confirmed that Participants will pay one registration fee but will be required to register three units as the software will treat the units as virtual units that can be created for each run. RA representative questioned which units are excluded from runs, SEMO confirmed that if a Participant chooses not to bid in a run, no unit (virtual unit) is created; virtual units are only created when a Participant bids within a Gate Window.  Where a Participant bids in two Gate Windows, two units are created and similarly where a Participant bids in three Gate Windows, three units are created.

Synergen requested an explanation behind SEMO rejecting a Generators Accepted COD in the instance of a run being cancelled, why wouldn’t the latest Accepted data submitted by a Generator be used for the next available run? SEMO advised that the reasoning behind it when drafting was that only data that had been used in an ex-ante run would be used in the Ex-Post runs. SEMO further added that the TSO wouldn’t receive any Generator data if a run was cancelled. Synergen noted that in accordance with the provisions of the Code and the RAs’ Bidding Code of Practice, the onus is on Participants to submit up-to-date information and strongly argued that not using Accepted data in Ex Post runs when an ex-ante run was cancelled was contrary to the High Level Design and inconsistent with the fundamental principles of the SEM design.  SEMO agreed to take on board Synergen’s comment and review the design / legal drafting in light of it. 

3.4 MSP Software Run CancellationSlides: Design Summary Slides – slides 51 - 56
In the event that the an MSP Software Run is delayed beyond 30 minutes after the relevant Gate Window Closure, the High Level Design indicates that the MSP Software Run in question will be cancelled. Cancellation of runs will not apply to any EA1 MSP Software Run or Ex- Post MSP Software Run.  SEMO outlined the triggers for cancellation of runs, which have been developed in line with the High Level Design. Participants will receive notification of cancelled runs, via a Cancellation Report.

RA representative noted that MSP Failure triggers Administrative Settlement, therefore, a change to the definition of MSP Failure may be necessary. SEMO agreed to consider a possible change to the definition of MSP Failure (i.e. to exclude MSP Software Cancellation). 

3.5 Treatment of Energy Limited UnitsSlides: Design Summary Slides – slides 57 - 58
SEMO confirmed that there will not be any changes in respect of the current treatment of Energy Limited Units. 

3.6 Other Data TransactionsSlides: Design Summary Slides – slides 59 - 63
SEMO presented a summary of Data Transactions between TSO and MO and the IA and MO for IDT. ESB representative asked whether the EA2 Gate Window would be extended if EA1 is delayed. SEMO representative confirmed that if the EA1 delay exceeds 29 minutes, then EA2 is cancelled. Separate Code provisions exist to move Gate Closures if difficulties arise with the systems. Example: if there is a Communications Failure where no Participant can submit a bid, provisions exist in the Code to delay the Gate Closure. 

Synergen questioned whether the definition using “technical difficulties” is adequate and suggested a wording change to amend the definition to include something that is “event based”. SEMO advised that a lot of internal discussion has taken place regarding the wording and noted that the key issue is that the reporting function is disabled. SEMO highlighted an anomaly in relation to the T&SC drafting relating to slide 55 point 2 and advised that it will be corrected and re-published with the WG report. 

Airtricity highlighted the risk of exposure for a Participant in another market in the case where a WD1 MSP Software Run is cancelled due to EA2 MSQs and SMPs not being published by 30 minutes before the WD1 Gate Closure. SEMO representative understood that Participants would like to be notified earlier and suggested perhaps one solution would be to deliver an Administered Settlement with a position of MIUNs equal to zero for the run in question, however the exposure in BETTA would still exist. SEMO representative further added that it would be a rare event to have committed to the run but experience a problem publishing the data. SEMO representative added that the drafting attempts to cover all events, however unlikely they may be of occurring. Endesa Ireland questioned the current arrangements for cancellation of runs in SEM, SEMO confirmed that no runs are currently cancelled. As a result, this is not an issue until EA2 and WD1 are introduced as part of IDT. SEMO representative put forward the suggestion that the WD1 run could be cancelled at the start of the day if that is preferred by Participants. An action was placed on Participants to forward preferences in the FG2 comment spreadsheet.  

Synergen sought clarification regarding the effect that cancellation of EA2 would have on WD1, SEMO confirmed that cancellation of EA2 does not result in WD1 cancellation.

3.7 Publications & ReportsSlides: Design Summary Slides – slides 64 - 67
A distinction between publications and reporting was outlined by SEMO:

· Publication is information made available to the general public.

· Reporting is information made available to one (Member Private) or all (Member Public) Participants

The original assumption made by SEMO based on the High-Level Design was that all information should be published as soon as available. However, following publication of the slides, the RAs/MMU has advised that publications should remain the same as that set out in the existing rules (i.e. predominantly publication on D+1`). The reasoning behind this is to ensure that the opportunity for gaming will not exist. 

Synergen noted that the slides presented at the meeting differ to that of the slides published on 12 September 2011. SEMO accepted that there is a change to the information on the slides with regard to publications and reports and noted that the change was as a result of the feedback received from the RAs. The most recent slides will be published upon circulation of the WG report. Synergen further noted that the purpose of the Working Group is to have discussion on issues with the entire industry rather than between SEMO and the RAs. SEMO advised that discussion with the RAs was to determine any regulatory policy issues.  As a result of advice received from the RAs, SEMO believed it best to update the slides to reflect the comments in advance of the meeting. SEMO stressed that participant views are welcome and there is a two week period after the meeting where all WG members can submit comments. The drafting can then be amended and re-presented. 

3.8 Required Credit Cover QuerySlides: Design Summary Slides – slides 68 - 71
The introduction of IDT will require a new query process which can allow Participants to query Credit Cover calculations on a daily basis. The Required Credit Cover Query will be similar to that of the existing Data Query and Settlement Query facilities with the option of utilising the Dispute process.   

Synergen noted the timings detailed in the swimlane of AP13 have query processing times of 5 days for SEMO to respond.  SEMO representative advised that the response timing requirement will depend on the query type. SEMO will aim for a quick turnaround of queries where possible, preferably on the same day but that response will depend on the complexity of queries. Synergen further added that the one hour window for Participants to submit a query is too restrictive. SEMO noted that it is preferable on both sides to have a query reported quickly to ensure a resolution can be delivered quickly. All queries marked urgent are picked up quickly if received within working hours.  SEMO agreed to revisit the drafting referring to a query being received within one hour of scheduled publication. 

3.9 GlossarySlides: Design Summary Slides – slides 72 - 74
Various glossary changes associated with FG2 are provided in the slides. 

4 Transitional Arrangements
Slides: Intro & Other Supporting Documents – slides 13 - 24
IDT will introduce a number of new variables; these changes are expected to be in place for IDT Start at the start of the Trading Day on 21 July 2012. Detailed Code changes required for the transitional arrangements will be drafted for inclusion in the alternative version of the IDT Modification Proposal.  

Requirements are detailed in presentation slides under four headings:
· Calculation of Estimated Capacity Price for Interconnectors (ECPI)

· Calculation of Required Credit Cover and Available Credit Cover

· Calculation of Modified PQ Pairs for Interconnector Units

· MSP Software Inputs

Synergen drew attention to the legal review being conducted by McCann Fitzgerald which will include that of the transitional arrangements put forward by SEMO.  Participants indicated that advice from the RAs and McCann Fitzgerald should be sought.

RA representation advised that the T&SC included a separate section (section 8) for transitional arrangements upon release in 2007.  A similar approach appears to be appropriate for IDT (section 9).
5 Limited Communication Failure
Slides: Intro & Other Supporting Documents – slides 29 - 35
SEMO outlined the existing treatment of Limited Communication Failures (LCF) both pre and post Gate Closure and noted that LCFs are a rare event, with eight received over the first nine months of 2011, four of which were accepted as LCFs. A manual process is currently in place for treatment of LCFs, which is highly resource intensive for SEMO.  Attention was drawn to the need for further consideration of the handling process of LCF for IDT to ensure minimal impact on regular market operations.

SEMO put forward two options that could be pursued:

· Retain existing LCF process as per existing rules

· Advantage: 

· Participants will be able to submit bids where LCF occurs.

· Disadvantages: 

· Delayed Gate Window publication.

· Risk of MSP Software run cancellation due to actions of one Participant.
· Remove LCFs from the Code
· Advantages:

·  Market not impacted by one Participant’s actions.

· MSP software runs occur as scheduled.

· Disadvantage: 

· A Participant is unable to place a bid where LCF occurs.
NIE PPB sought confirmation regarding the SEMO Operations working hours post Go-Live of IDT. SEMO confirmed that staff will be available from 7am seven days a week. 

Confirmation was sought by Synergen that as the rules are currently written, one Participant could raise a LCF that could result in the cancellation of a run. SEMO advised that there is a validation process in place for determining if an LCF has occurred. Energia noted that the process for submitting an LCF is onerous on Participants and can take up to an hour and a half. SEMO agreed with this statement and suggested it be addressed separate to that of this workstream. NIE PPB questioned whether the majority of the LCF occurrences are related to non-renewal of digital certificates within the required timeframe?

Discussion ensued regarding automation of the process and whether four instances in nine months could justify automating the process. Further discussion took place regarding the requirement for submission of default data 28 days in advance. Vendor restraints when building the system were attributed to the time lag originally being put in place.

Participants were actioned to provide feedback via the FG2 comment spreadsheet regarding the options available for treatment of LCF.

Note: discussion at the meeting confirmed that a Limited Communications Failure - as defined in the TSC - means a period during which one or more Parties or Participants, but not all Parties or Participants, fail to comply with the data submission requirements because of a technical, communication or IT systems error outside the Market Operator’s Isolated Market System.  In this respect, the slides presented at the meeting were incorrect in stating that LCFs relate only to a single Participant and that any issues with receipt of data from multiple users by the Market Systems are not categorised as LCFs, but would fall into the definition of General Communications Failure (GCF).

6 Legal Review
Slides: Intro & Other Supporting Documents – slides 25 - 28
The Modifications Committee approved a legal review by McCann Fitzgerald of the drafting of the alternative version of the proposal for submission to the final Mods Meeting of 2011 (6 December 2011). The review is underway and expected to deliver a report to the Modifications Committee on 22 November 2011.  SEMO confirmed that the report will be issued to the Modifications Committee and will be subsequently published.  

7 Plain English Document

Synergen questioned the variation of the reference for the term EA1 and Ex-Ante One throughout the Code and Agreed Procedures. SEMO advised that Ex-Ante One refers to the Market Schedule and MSP Software Run, whereas EA1 is used to refer to items such as Gate Windows.  The “EA” terminology is preferred by the vendor as it minimises cut-over issues between the current and future arrangements. 

Synergen also highlighted an inconsistency with the High-Level Design in terms of the meaning of Accepted data (as detailed earlier in this report) given that “Accepted” is clearly defined within the existing T&SC.

Additional Participant comments can be submitted via the comment spreadsheet by close of business on 11 October 2011.
8 Actions & Conclusions
The following actions were recorded during the meeting: 

· SEMO to:

· consider comments put forward by Airtricity regarding utilisation of wind forecast data provided by Participants for Variable Price Takers (VPTs) rather than the TSO as Contingency Data.

· discuss the impacts of moving to an earlier gate window opening time for EA2, where - in a change to the High Level Design - multiple ex-ante gates would be routinely open for the same Trading Day.
· SEMO to confirm if the High Level Design is consistent when considering which Participant data is included in the Ex-post Runs if an EA2 or WD1 run is cancelled. 

· examine if a change to the definition of MSP Failure is required

· correct a drafting error in slide 55 and republish slides

· investigate the possibility of earlier cancellation of WD1 in the instance of publication delay of the MSQs and SMPs for EA2. 

· produce updated drafting reflective of original provisions of the Code regarding publication timings

· Participants to:

· issue feedback regarding publication and reporting timings

· put forward views regarding LCF options as part of Participant comments 

· forward all comments on the FG2 pack using comment spreadsheet to the Secretariat no later than COB 11 October 2011.
An update reporting the outcomes of WG10 will be provided to the Modifications Committee at Meeting 38 on 11 October 2011. Agreement on the necessity to hold a final WG will be sought with the alternative option being to discuss updates via a Conference Call.  In order to finalise the final drafting of the Intra-Day Trading Modification in time to meet the 22 November 2011 submission deadline, it is likely that any further meeting of the Working Group (if required) would need to take place in advance of the current scheduled date of 10 November for WG11.

9 Appendix 1 – Conference Calls
Two Conference Calls took place following WG9, an Extraordinary Conference Call was held on 09 September 2011 in order to allow the Modifications Committee to consider using the legal support for Mod_18_10 Intra-Day Trading, as Modifications Committee approval was necessary for SEMO to instruct McCann FitzGerald and for approval of expenditure in relation to this work. Further details of the outcome of the call are available from Conference Call 6 note. 
The seventh Conference Call took place on 14 September 2011 and covered SEMO’s responses to Participant feedback regarding FG3: Settlement and Credit Management. The comments and responses spreadsheet and slides  discussed at the Conference Call are available for download from the SEMO website alongside the Conference Call note.
10 Appendix 2 – WG10 Agenda
	Item
	Title
	Timing / Presenter

	I. 
	Tea/Coffee/Pastries 
	10.10am

	i. 
	Introduction
	Secretariat

	ii. 
	RAs – Update since last Working Group
	Sheenagh Rooney

	iii. 
	Objectives of WG10

Introduction to combined drafting
	SEMO

	iv. 
	Presentation of Functional Group 2 changes 

(circulated FG2 Slides)
	SEMO

	II. 
	Short Break
	11.55am

	i. 
	Overview of FG2 Changes (PED and Drafting)

- Sections 4, 5, 6
	SEMO 

All

	ii. 
	Overview of FG2 Changes (PED and Drafting)

- Appendix D, E, J, K, N
	SEMO 

All

	III. 
	Lunch
	12.30pm

	i. 
	Overview of FG2 Changes (PED and Drafting)

- Agreed Procedure 2,6, 11, 13
	SEMO 

All

	i. 
	Update on IDT transitional Code requirements
	SEMO

	ii. 
	Limited Communications Failures
	SEMO 

All

	iii. 
	Recap, Agreed Recommendations, Actions and Post Working Group Timetable
	SEMO 

All

	IV. 
	Any Other Business
	3.30pm

	i. 
	Upcoming Calendar Events
	Secretariat

	V. 
	Close
	4.45pm
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