Working Group Mod_06_12 Improved Efficiencies in LCF Process

[image: image6.emf]
Single Electricity Market

	Working Group Report: 
Mod_06_12 Improved Efficiencies in lcf process
21 February 2012
clarion hotel, dublin


COPYRIGHT NOTICE

All rights reserved. This entire publication is subject to the laws of copyright. This publication may not be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic or manual, including photocopying without the prior written permission of EirGrid plc and SONI Limited.

DOCUMENT DISCLAIMER

Every care and precaution is taken to ensure the accuracy of the information provided herein but such information is provided without warranties express, implied or otherwise howsoever arising and EirGrid plc and SONI Limited to the fullest extent permitted by law shall not be liable for any inaccuracies, errors, omissions or misleading information contained herein.
Table of Contents

5I.
BACKground


5II.
summary


6III.
presentation


9IV.        discussion & key issues


11V.         recommendation & action items


12VI.
Appendices




In Attendance
	Name 
	Company

	Aisling O’ Donnell- Chair
	SEMO

	Áine Spillane
	Bord Gáis Energy

	Alison Wilson 
	Power NI

	Anthony Kelly
	ESB

	Aodhagan Downey
	SEMO

	Bryan Murray
	CER

	Deirdre Hughes
	SEMO

	Donald Murray
	AES

	James White
	Vpower

	Marvin Prince
	Bord  Gáis Energy

	Moya Enright
	Tynagh Energy

	Nigel Thomson
	SEMO

	Sean Kirwan
	ESB

	Shane O’ Rourke
	Endesa Ireland

	Sherine King 
	SEMO


Document History
	Version
	Date
	Author
	Comment

	0.3
	28 February 2012
	Modification Committee Secretariat
	Issued to working group attendees for review, Modifications Committee copied for information purposes 

	1.0
	06 March 2012
	Modification Committee Secretariat
	Report Published on SEMO Website. No additional comments received.


Distribution List

	Name
	Organisation

	Modifications Committee Members
	SEM Modifications Committee

	Working Group Attendees
	Various


Reference Documents

	Document Name
	Document Reference

	Trading and Settlement Code
	Version 10.0

	Modification Proposal
	Mod_06_12  Improved Efficiencies in LCF Process

	Working Group Slides
	Working Group (In Working Group Zip Folder on SEMO website)

	Modifications Committee Meeting Minutes
	Meeting 40 V2.0

	Meeting 40 Slides
	Modifications Committee 


I. BACKground

Secretariat provided brief background of Mod_06_12 Improved Efficiencies in Limited Communications Failure (LCF) Process advising that the proposal arose out of the Mod_18_10 Intra-Day Trading (IDT) workstream. Secretariat advised that the IDT Modification Proposal has been RA Decision approved and will be implemented in the 11th Scheduled Release in July 2012. Chair presented the Terms of Reference which were agreed by the Working Group members. 
SEMO representative advised that at IDT Working Group 10, one of the actions placed on Participants was,

· To put forward views regarding LCF options.

SEMO representative advised that the feedback received from Participants indicated that they were in favour of maintaining the existing LCF process, while also investigating whether it could become a more effective process. 
II. summary
SEMO representative outlined the background of proposal advising that at IDT Working Group 10, SEMO raised concerns over the existing LCF process and its impact on pricing runs. Particular concerns were raised regarding:

· increased likelihood of LCFs (due to three gates)
· risks of errors or omissions

· significant likelihood of cancellation of runs due to publishing delays
 SEMO representative presented slides (in Working Group zip folder on SEMO website) which provided an overview of the current process, an explanation of why the proposed changes are necessary, and an overview of how the proposed process will work.  SEMO representative advised that LCF as defined in the Trading and Settlement Code covers a myriad of issues, from submission of COD to Unit Under Test and so on.  SEMO representative emphasised that the new LCF process will apply only to time critical “Core Data” issues. Thus, SEMO are proposing to maintain the existing LCF process for non-time critical “Standard” issues. (See Slide 4 for further information)

Key areas discussed included the possibility of utilising email as opposed to fax and the issue of legal robustness of email, the possibility of displaying start and end times in addition to hour and interval in the online form on the SEMO website, and the timeline for implementation of the new process.
The following actions were recorded: 

· SEMO to provide clarification on legal issues around using email instead of fax. 
· SEMO to investigate possibility of showing start and end times on the form on the website
· SEMO to provide details of timeline of implementation of new LCF process for Meeting 41

· SEMO to raise alternative version of proposal for Meeting 41

III. presentation
i. current lcf process SEMO representative outlined the current LCF process and reiterated the following concerns:
· Time consuming and inefficient process for both Participants and SEMO
·  Errors and omissions possible due to:

· handwritten bids

·  manual nature of entry
· Audit trail exists but not ideal (faxes only)
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SEMO representative advised of the following impacts with the impending implementation of IDT:
· Likelihood of LCFs is increased with IDT due to:

· More bid submission (3 gates per day)

· Shorter timeframes to submit bids
· Timelines for pricing runs are decreasing

· 90 minute timelines for MSP Software Runs for IDT

· Timelines do not incorporate time for LCF events*1

· High risk of cancellation of subsequent runs
· Hours of  Operations are extended

· 8am WD1 Gate Closure puts pressure on Participants’ systems/processes and SEMO’s ability to have staff ‘on standby’ for LCFs.
II. PROPOSED LCF process (as per mod_06_12)SEMO Representative outlined the proposed LCF process:

· Submission of data electronically via website (no handwritten bids)

· Xml files available and able to be loaded with no manual entry or second check needed (reduced risk of errors, less resource intensive, faster)

The proposed process would result in an increasingly efficient process; however fax is still necessary for authentication and authorisation.
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SEMO Representative reiterated that the new LCF process will be applicable only to time critical “Core Data”, while the existing process will be retained for non-time critical or “Standard” LCF issues.
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SEMO representative outlined the benefits of the proposed LCF process for “Core Data” as follows:

· More efficient and simpler process for both Participants and Market Operator

· Significantly reduced likelihood of errors and omissions due to:

·  electronic submission of bids (not handwritten)

·  no manual entry of bids required by MO

· Full audit trial of submission and response via website and supportworks

· Reduced risk of publishing delays due to an LCF

· Reduced risk of cancellation of subsequent runs due to an LCF
SEMO representative advised that there is no need for changes to the Central Market Systems (CMS) as the xml file upload functionality for ‘Core Data’ is already available. SEMO representative advised that there will however be a change to the SEMO website online query submission system.
IV. discussion & key issues
Endesa representative queried as to whether an instance where a Participant has no internet access is likely to arise. SEMO representative clarified that normally any issues that arise are related to the Market Participant Interface (MPI), therefore broader issues such as internet access are generally not pertinent. SEMO representative advised that LCFs generally arise close to Gate Closure. In these cases, Participants do not have adequate time to ascertain the error prior to bid submission. 
Endesa representative queried as to whether SEMO will always accept the latest bid. SEMO representative clarified that the Accepted data
 in the systems is utilised. In the event of an LCF, where the fax relating to a Data Transaction is later than any previous Validated Data Transaction and the Data Transaction described in the fax is Validated in the Central Market System then it will become the Accepted data. If the Data Transaction described in the fax is not Validated then the previous Accepted data will be used.
SEMO representative provided an example of an instance when a fax containing data that was not legible was submitted by a Participant and as a result the bid was rejected as it was impossible for SEMO to determine what should have been entered into the system. SEMO representative emphasised that SEMO must be definite about what the Participant wants submitted and cannot attempt to interpret values. 

SEMO representative advised that receiving Core Data via fax increases the risk that subsequent pricing runs may be cancelled. This is due to the timing of the process given that there will be three GC’s when IDT is implemented.
ESB representative expressed concern that the back up to the computer system i.e. the MPI, is another computer system i.e. the SEMO website, and queried as to whether it may be more prudent to maintain fax as the back up method for Core Data. 

SEMO Alternate advised that the current fax system will remain as a last resort; however the proposed website submission process would be more efficient and should be used when the website is available.
Endesa representative queried as to whether Interconnector users will have the opportunity to submit their bids 29 days in advance of GC.  SEMO representative clarified that this will be possible for EA1, however, the Gate Window for EA2 will open at 09:30 and close at 11:30 and this tighter Gate Window may result in more LCFs.
SEMO representative advised that EA2 will be cancelled only if there is a problem with EA1, further clarifying that even if there is a LCF, EA2 will proceed once EA1 has run assuming the extra time to process the LCF does not effect EA1 publication.
AES representative advised of preferred method of communication being email, as opposed to fax. This is due to the fact that Participants operating remotely or working out of hours may not have access to fax; 
ESB representative sought clarification on proposed process and whether it would be possible to utilise email instead of fax. ESB representative expressed concern on security of faxing Participant details such as passwords.
SEMO representative advised that the issue of utilising email instead of fax has been discussed previously and stated that email is not regarded as a legally robust form of communication, whereas fax is, however agreed to provide further clarification on the issue.
· Action: SEMO to provide clarification on legal issues around using email instead of fax. 

Bord Gáis representative queried as to whether the new xml file format will highlight data input errors. SEMO representative clarified that input errors will not be highlighted or validated, further advising that if an incorrect or incomplete file is submitted, it will be rejected. 
Chair addressed a query raised by Airtricity prior to the Working Group, regarding the adoption of actual time periods. The current LCF form lists the Trading Periods in terms of hours & intervals, i.e. 1 1, 1 2, 2 1, etc. This then has to be translated by a trader into the actual time periods like 0600, 0630, 0700. Airtricity propose that the LCF form either adopt the actual time periods or include them mapped to the hour & interval scheme, as per table below.
Trading Period Structure

	Current
	Proposed (employing either or both)

	Hour
	Interval
	Start time
	End time

	7
	1
	0600
	0630

	7
	2
	0630
	0700

	8
	1
	0700
	0730


SEMO representative addressed Airtricity’s suggestion advising that the LCF form is designed on the basis of what Participants see in the MPI. SEMO representative added that if the online form as set out in Mod_06_12 is utilised, Airtricity’s suggestion to state both times may be considered.
The Chair asked the Working Group members to contribute their views on Airtricity’s suggestion. The general consensus was that Participants are content with the current form however felt that if the change is easily implementable it may be useful for the times to appear in the online form on the website. SEMO agreed to further investigate Airtricity’s suggestion. 
Action: SEMO to investigate possibility of showing start and end times on the website 

Tynagh Energy representative raised a query regarding the timeline of the new LCF process. SEMO representative advised that there the process applies from an hour before Gate Closure  for critical Core Data. 

Endesa representative queried as to how long the new system will take to implement. SEMO representative advised that the query management system development is currently ongoing and the timeline for implementation is the next couple of months. However the conversion to xml may be progressed as a separate project; as such the timelines are not yet defined.
Action: SEMO to provide details of timeline of implementation of new LCF process for Meeting 41
Tynagh Energy representative queried as to whether SEMO would be willing to create a template of the new process for Participants. SEMO representative advised that SEMO would not be comfortable developing a system for Participants and that if Participants wished to progress this further that they would have to develop it themselves.
SEMO representative recommended that as the market trial for IDT is commencing in April, it may be useful for Participants to co-ordinate a test of the xml files with their IT systems at this time. 
V. recommendation & action items 
The Working Group members were agreeable to the progression of the proposal by SEMO, and for an alternative version of the proposal to be submitted by SEMO for consideration at Modifications Committee Meeting 41 on 27 March 2012. An update on the actions recorded at the Working Group will be provided by SEMO at Meeting 41.
Reminder of actions recorded: 

· SEMO to provide clarification on legal issues around using email instead of fax. 
· SEMO to investigate possibility of showing start and end times on the website 
· SEMO to provide details of timeline of implementation of new LCF process for Meeting 41

· SEMO to raise alternative version of proposal for Meeting 41

VI. Appendices

I. Appendix 1 – Modification Proposal (Published on semo website)II. Appendix 2 – Working Group Agenda (IN Zip folder on semo website)III. Appendix 3 – terms of Reference (IN Zip folder on semo website)IV. Appendix 4 – working group slides (IN Zip folder on semo website)
� Accepted as defined in the Code means, in relation to data submitted by a Participant, that data which the Market Operator is required to use under Section 3 of the Code either because (i) it is the most recently received Validated Data Transaction and is consistent with the appropriate Gate Closure or (ii) the Market Operator is required to use Default Data in accordance with Section 3.
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