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Introduction and Synopsis

The first Working Group held on 22 April saw the allocation of a number of actions on various participants, the outcomes of which would be considered at the second meeting of the Group held on 11 May. These actions included the submission of responses to a questionnaire devised by the RAs and the tasking of the TSOs and SO to consider the systems and resource implications of moving towards later or multiple Gate Closures and intra-day trade. Slides from the presentations addressing these issues are available at Appendix 4. 

The discussions of the Group, as outlined in more detail hereafter, noted that a number of issues originally raised at the initial meeting remain unresolved, including:

· The lack of an agreed definition of intra-day trading.

· The inability to develop a Congestion Management Guideline compliant solution with an undefined obligation.

· The lack of sufficient time to consider options.

The key high level principles that may feed into potential solutions, include, but are not limited to:

· Timing and number of Gate Closures.

· Whether MIUNs from the first Ex Ante run should be protected 

· Preference for UIOLI or UIOSI and auctioning options.

· Whether all Generator Units should be able to would re-bid in successive Ex Ante runs, or only Interconnector Users.

There is significant work ahead of the Working Group, not least for the TSOs and SO. These participants stressed that any potential solutions will require significant development before impact assessments by the TSOs and SEMO can be properly undertaken. Further, the drafting of a Modification to the Trading and Settlement Code is required before it can be voted on and thereafter returned to the SEM Committee for their consideration. 
It is therefore essential that at the next meeting of the Working Group  progress is made on the identification of options in order to meet the deadlines necessary to facilitate the coming on stream of the new Interconnector.

A timeline outlining work to be undertaken prior to the next meeting of the Working Group is attached at Appendix 2.

Presentations

Slides for the following presentations are available at Appendix 4.

Questionnaire Results – Stephen Powell (RAs)
· Key issues identified from the responses to the questionnaire:

· Definition of intra-day – D-1 and D?

· Timing and number of Gate Closures?

· Part day optimisation of day D?

· All participants or only Interconnector Users allowed to re-bid?

· SMP/Market Schedule affected by re-bidding/only the constraints market?

· Explicit or implicit auctions intra-day?

· UIOLI/UIOSI?

Actions from Working Group 1 – Niamh Delaney (SEMO)
· The CMS can be modified through systems changes to accommodate:

· Additional Gate Closures; and

· Protection of MIUNs from the first Ex Ante run.
· However, a number of issues need to be considered as to how this might occur. In particular the provision of data and timing of re-opening of bidding (market window) need to be considered.

· SEMO has considered the resource implications of additional runs, but believes it is premature to provide detailed assessment at this point but can do so when options are better developed.

Actions from Working Group 1 – Michael Preston (SONI)
· A mock run of an additional Gate Closure within the system has revealed a number of concerns relating to Dispatch and Scheduling, including but not limited to:

· System security with large changes in flow;

· De-commitment of plants at short notice;

· Inefficiency between the Market Schedule and the Dispatch Schedule;

· Concerns over constraints.

· TSO currently not in a position to provide advice on resource implications, but can do so when options are better developed.

Discussion Summary and Key Issues

Definition of Intra-Day Trade

In response to their action item, Bord Gáis advised the Group that legal advice received indicated that ‘intra-day’ is defined as within the trading day as set out in the Trading and Settlement Code that is between 6am-6am of D.

The RAs noted Bord Gais’s legal advise but pointed out that the wider European concept of Intra Day and the relationship between other market  timelines target models (day ahead and balancing) was important. It was noted that the RAs have not sought legal advice as per the appropriate definition of the term intra-day. However, the RAs did not see the lack of a precise definition of Intra Day in the Congestion Management Guidelines  as a barrier to progressing the work and objectives of the Working Group.  

EirGrid pointed out that the obligation for the East West interconnector to be compliant with the Congestion Management Guidelines fell on them (as the asset owner) and that there was absolutely no doubt that the East West interconnector would be complaint on commissioning. 
However, EirGrid were of the opinion that the work of the Working Group was about more than the narrow question of compliance. Increasing the efficiency of interconnector use was of greater concern. 

Questionnaire Results Discussion

Participants asked for the questionnaire responses to be made available to them.

ACTION: Secretariat to circulate questionnaire responses to Working Group participants.

On the assumption that the RA’s primary concern is one of compliance, Endesa queried the process of the Working Group, noting that in the first instance the legal definition of ‘intra-day’ should be outlined, then a solution to the issue may be developed, following which the potential solution(s) should be presented to the industry for comment.

EirGrid noted that the EWIC cannot go live without being compliant, however, that the process and solutions need to be about more than just addressing issues of compliance.

SSE noted that the definition of the term has been problematic from day one.

ESBI advised that the solution needs to be across the Market, as it impacts on all participants and that re-bidding should be open to all users not just Interconnector users

SEMO queried, given that Generator Units were subject to the Bidding Code of Practice, whether there are significant fluctuations to justify changing their SRMC for runs a few hours later . To which a number of participants noted it would, especially given the within day fluctuations in the gas market and changes in the GB market impacting on the Interconnector flows.

SSE noted that there would always need to be some space available on the Interconnector; and reiterated that the definition of ‘intra-day’ would be helpful with the development of any solutions.

ESBI noted that just because the Interconnector was full on D-1 that did not necessarily mean it would be on D.

SSE stated that the need existed for a within Day solution in order to work with the changes in the GB market.

ESBI queried what mandate the Working Group had been given to achieve.

SSE noted that there was a need to debate exactly what the Group wanted to achieve.

The RAs noted that the Terms of Reference as discussed at the previous Working Group provided the basis on which the participants could move forward. The role of the Working Group is to develop the options to facilitate intra-day trade.

The RAs also noted that there is a pressing need to move forward, beyond debating in-principle ideas, and that there existed significant constraints on the Group, including that the SEM Committee had ruled out a complete redesign of the SEM, and that there were constraints around timeframes that needed consideration.

Synergen noted that the introduction of multiple Gate Closures would not take the SEM to the GB market, however it would be a significant change to the Market structure as currently stands.

ESBI commented on the need to recognise that the coming on stream of 900MW would be significant and that it needed be considered as such, and that greater co-alignment of the SEM and GB markets might be called for given the size of the combined capacities on the interconnectors.

The RA’s response was to query what could be considered reasonable cost in the implementation of a bigger and wider solution.

Synergen also noted that movement away from trading with Constraints would be a significant move away from one of the core SEM principles.

The RAs advised that they felt the aim of today’s meeting of the Working Group was to come to some consensus on what the Group wanted to achieve and then move towards actions to achieve that. They noted that they themselves did not have the options or proposals to hand over to the industry, but that they were seeking options, within reason, for continued discussion and assessment. However, that the costs needed to be weighed against the benefits for any suggested proposals.

ESBI commented that the achievement of the intended results by the October deadline would likely be difficult, and queried whether the scope might be opened out.

EirGrid advised that the looming deadline exists as EWIC will not be subject to any Section 7 (interim) provisions and therefore must be compliant when it goes live. It was noted that multiple work streams are currently being considered by the RAs and the asset owner. From the perspective of both, it is important to achieve compliance with the Congestion Management Guidelines as EWIC is effectively connecting two separate EU states and also has received significant investment from Europe to complete the project. In order to be compliant, the Market needs to facilitate a number of changes, not only intra-day and secondary trading.

ESBI noted that any changes to facilitate EWIC should also be reflected on Moyle.

EirGrid noted that negotiations are currently underway in relation to auction systems, considering what might be the optimal solution for both Interconnectors. It was noted that Moyle is not subject to Section 7 provisions, but it is intended that both Interconnectors will be treated the same way in the Market.

The RAs suggested it may be beneficial for the Group to devise options that benefit the SEM rather than focus on the definition, which may prove unsuitable for the market. 

It was noted that responses to the RAs consultation paper noted that there was generally no appetite for any major change to the Market – in which case, the question was raised as to what is in scope and what is out of scope.
The RAs noted that the SEM Committee in its Strategy Day Information Paper of March 2010 set out the principles on which SEM Committee decision in the medium term would be taken, and in particular that these decisions would be in line with the original principles and design of the SEM. The RAs further noted that Participants have made significant investment in the SEM as it currently stands and that if fundamental design changes were to made, the impacts on these investments would need to be considered.
Endesa argued that it should not be assumed that investors did not intend for the Market to change, and that there are a number of other work streams being undertaken that would have significant impact on the SEM – for example the Dispatch and Scheduling work stream.

The RAs reiterated that they did not intend for fundamental changes to be made to the SEM in the medium term. However, anything requiring significant changes may be considered down the line. The options need to weigh up what is most beneficial alongside what is most cost efficient.

MO Presentation Discussion

SEMO noted that at this stage it was too early to estimate the potential resource implications for them, however, that this information may be provided down the line when options are better developed.

SSE queried whether it would be possible for the central market systems to be changed in such a way as to allow configurability, rather than have it made in such a way that requires a Change Request, for example, to move between one and three Gate Closures.

One participant questioned whether it will be possible to modify the systems to build in the flexibility for multiple gate closures in future. SEMO will investigate this when assessing the options. However, it noted that the data provision and events surrounding gate closure are as important as the gate closure itself and require considerable testing when changed. In relation to multiple Gate Closures, there would be the added concern of how the system would cope with the volume of data passing through it and the need for increased data storage. Further, any changes to automated systems events would require testing, even if these were implemented as configurations and not Change Requests.

Synergen queried what would be the likely incremental costs – should the system changes made for the Interconnectors be made across the board.

SEMO noted that it may not be this straightforward, as the optimal solution to facilitate intra-day trade only for Interconnector Users might differ from the optimal solution recommended for intra-day trade across all Generators, therefore extending one solution may not be achievable. SEMO also advised that, internally, it has been considering a number of ideas based on the systems potential capabilities, however all options are speculative at this stage and require development. That said, it is important to ensure that the solution is not too prescriptive, allowing for the vendor to make recommendations achieving the intended outcome.

SEMO recommended that the Working Group needed to be conscious of the time necessary for it to undertake assessment, testing and implementation of the final solution. But, first and foremost decisions need to be made on what elements should be sought, for example, should MIUNs be fixed or changeable?

Endesa noted that the outcome of the review of Dispatch and Scheduling should feed into any answer on the status of MIUNs.

SO Presentation Discussion

Some concern was raised in relation to the cost to all Generators impacted by intra-day changes in the Market and therefore Schedule. Mention was made of the need for some Generators to have sufficient notification of the schedule in order to warm up.

SEMO noted that RCUC did not model Interconnector Users, just the Interconnector. SONI advised it could be modified to model this.

The RAs queried whether RCUC could be used rather than the Market Schedule, would this better handle the reallocations of capacity intra-day?

SONI noted that this might be possible, and that the systems at present could not cope with a large change in MW flow at short notice. Any potential options would need to be reviewed by the TSO in light of this.

SONI also noted that other considerations include evidence that wind may need to be constrained more often and the impact on jurisdictional flows.

A query was made in relation to the accuracy of profiles in this context.
SONI advised that the difference in the GB market is that it is self dispatch, which does not help with the quandary for a centralised dispatch market. As with SEMO, more detailed options need to be established before a thorough assessment of the system capabilities can be undertaken.

EirGrid noted that RCUC respects the conditions of the system, which might be an issue in terms of scheduling closer to real time.

SONI noted that while the Market System uses Market factors to create MIUNs, the RCUC system might be configured to treat the Interconnector more like another Generator.
NIE noted that it is necessary to have firm SO-SO trades day ahead along the Interconnector, which they currently are not.

The RAs queried whether this would be straying outside of the scope of the Working Group and into issues of security and balancing (such as SO-SO trading); and queried the ability of RCUC to deal with a flow reversal within day.

SONI advised that it would be allowed to happen, however, any issues with this would be at the physical level rather than the system.

SONI noted that the system would have to balance the uncertainties around demand, availability of wind and changes in Interconnector flows. The more uncertainty, the lesser the level of dispatch efficiency.

The RAs pointed out that interconnectors are considered to be complementary to high level of intermittent generation and that intra day allocations on the interconnector are a recognised means of balancing wind variability.
SONI confirmed that RCUC does have a wind forecast feed.

SONI noted that the ability to ensure security on the system is also required, however, it may be possible to achieve these through Participant trades on behalf of the SO rather than through direct SO-SO trades, as is the case between GB and France (on the IFA interconnector).

SONI noted that there may be an opportunity to feed RCUC information into the Market Schedule as the scheduling software is not currently able to meet operational requirements. The Dispatch Schedule, at this stage, cannot cope with a large swing in MW flows at short notice. 
The RAs queried whether it would be feasible from a system operations point of view to have all Generators eligible to re-bid, not just Interconnector Users.

SONI advised that there would likely be significant concern around the ability of Generators to respond to changes on the Interconnector the closer to real time these changes occur.

It was also noted that that continual updating and tweaking of the system the closer it gets to real time, the less uncertainly there should be with schedule. However, this exists within the caveat of certain Generators requiring sufficient lead time to come online.

The RAs queried as to whether, based on the above points, there was  any benefit of having two Gate Closures on D-1. 
General Discussion

ACTION: RAs to provide clarity on the definition of intra-day and therefore the requirements for compliance.

ESBI noted that in relation to re-bidding, its preference would be that what applies to the Interconnector applies to the Market as a whole. NIE indicated agreement, and that this was particularly relevant to the ability of Participants to respond to the gas and GB markets. Details of Gas trading timelines and pipelines balancing timelines were provided by ESB in advance of WG2, available in appendix 3 of this report.

ESBI further noted it would be useful to have visibility of these slides ahead of time.

The RAs reiterated that none of the ideas being discussed herewith are new, as these are the same issues addressed in the SEM Committee’s Consultation Paper.

EirGrid noted that regardless of the in-principle ideals, some decisions and action was required with some urgency, which received support from Bord Gáis.

SSE again noted that a more flexible timeframe would allow greater opportunity to consider these points. To which the RAs reiterated the fact that the compliance issue and the fact that the SEM cannot be markedly changed exist as constraints on the process.

EirGrid further emphasised the need for EWIC to be compliant with the EU terms, particularly given the amount of EU monetary investment in the project. Derogation has been ruled out. However it occurs, EWIC needs to go live having met all the necessary criteria. 

SSE suggested that the workload be split out with one group to consider what needs to be done to tick the necessary compliance boxes and another to consider the longer term options.

The RAs noted that they are progressing a number of work streams addressing both short term and long term options. The RAs queried whether there were simple tasks that could be undertaken by the SOs and MO at this stage.

ESBI noted that it would prefer not to concentrate on a bare minimum solution, and stated the need to understand the progress on the other work streams. While a basic option may be pursued in the immediate, other options should still be considered.

Endesa noted that knowing what the big picture goal is, is the first step to being able to start ticking boxes. There is also a need to ensure that the short term solutions do not hinder longer term needs.

Viridian noted that there was a previous request made that the RAs update the Working Group on the progress in the other work streams.

ACTION: RAs to provide Working Group with update on progress in other associated work streams.

EirGrid noted that it would be happy for the Working Group to work in such a way as to focus on the immediate while maintaining sight of longer term goals, however, stressed that there is a need for drive from the RAs.

Synergen noted that the focus on the needs of the Interconnector has, in fact, lead to a possible need to re-evaluate the SEM in a more wholesome manner. In this case a wider view of prospective goals is necessary.

ESBI suggested the need to come to a more common perspective in terms of outcomes, rather than a raft of options from the participants, in which case access to the questionnaire submissions would be useful. EirGrid expressed support for this to be undertaken and for any comments to be collected.

ACTION: Secretariat to distribute/publish questionnaire responses. Participants to formulate options and submit to the Secretariat. Secretariat to forward submissions to RAs and distribute/publish for benefit of participants. RAs to synergise options for distribution to participants via the Secretariat. Participants to consider options ahead of the third Working Group.

EirGrid stressed that by the time of the June Working Group a more definite way forward will be required to which SEMO expressed agreement.

Recommendations and Action Items

The next scheduled meeting of the 

The following Action Items were taken for completion prior to the next Working Group.

· RAs and TSOs : To give further consideration to the definition of 'Intra-Day' and therefore the requirements to be compliant with this definition.
· RAs: To provide an update on progress of other relevant work streams on Regional  Integration at next Working Group.
· Secretariat: To publish Working Group slides.
· Secretariat: To publish/circulate RA recap slides, Questionnaires and responses. 
· Participants: To respond to Secretariat with potential options including one bare minimum option, one middle of the road option and one more radical option.
· SEMO: Secretariat to provide these options to the RAs and circulate to participants.
· RAs: To synergise options and provide this to Secretariat.
· Secretariat: To circulate options paper to participants.
· Participants: To consider these options and undertake appropriate assessments ahead of the next Working Group.
· Participants: To consider UIOSI/UIOLI and auctioning in their potential options and provide input to the next Working Group.
Appendix 1 – Working Group 2 Agenda
Working Group 2
Mod_18_10: Intraday Trading
Agenda

Tuesday 11th May 2010

Hotel Isaacs, Store Street, Dublin 1
	
	Agenda Item
	Proposer 
	Time 

	
	Tea / Coffee/ Pastries  on Arrival
	
	10 – 10.15am

	1. 
	Introduction
	AOD
	5 mins

	2.  
	RAs – Feedback from Working Group Report Questionnaire
	RAs 
	40 mins

	3. 
	SEMO – update on action items
	Niamh Delaney
	15 mins

	4. 
	TSO – update on action item
	TSO
	10 mins

	5. 
	Discussion
	All
	60 mins

	6.
	Light lunch
	All
	12.25 – 13.15

	7.
	Recap, Agreed Recommendations, Actions and Post Working Group Timetable
	Chair
	45 mins 

	8.
	Approximate close time
	
	2.00pm
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Appendix 3 - Gas trading timelines and pipeline balancing timelines

	Timelines for Physical Gas Trading for a Generator & Gas Nominations & Pipeline Balancing

	 
	Gas Trading
	Pipeline Balancing

	Trading Day minus several years
	Long Term Contracts in Place (LTC)
	 

	Trading Day minus 1 year
	LTC
Forward Trading on open markets (FT)
	 

	Trading Day minus 1 month
	LTC & FT
	Month Ahead Gas Nominations (Estimated by the Participant):

Gas nominations on TransCo for Exit at Moffat from UK NBP.
Gas nominations on GTMS and GTMS Moffat for Entry point  and Exit points on Irish Gas system.

	Trading Day minus 1 week
	LTC & FT
	Week Ahead Gas Nominations (Estimated by the Participant):

Gas nominations on TransCo for Exit at Moffat from UK NBP.
Gas nominations on GTMS and GTMS Moffat for Entry point  and Exit points on Irish Gas system.

	Trading Day minus 1 day
	LTC & FT
	Prior to 10am  
Day Ahead Gas nomination. Based on estimate by the generator.
Nominations on GTMS – Exit (Take Off) points on Irish gas transmission system.
Nominations on GTMS Moffat – Entry and Exit points at Moffat
Nominations on TransCo for Shipper accounts in UK.

At 6:00pm 
Day Ahead Gas renomination.  Based on Day ahead Schedule from MO.
ReNominations on GTMS – Exit (Take Off) points on Irish gas transmission system.
ReNominations on GTMS Moffat – Entry and Exit points at Moffat
ReNominations on TransCo for Shipper accounts in UK.

	Trading Day 06:00am - 05:59am
	Multiple Prompt Gas Trades on APX (Buying and/or Selling) to match Expected End of Day Quantities (EODQ).  Quantities and timings of trades vary depending on realtime changes in generation on the National Grid and market prices and liquidity in the markets.

Prompt Trades continue throughout the day between 06:00am and approx 03:30am on the trading day.  Trades carried out on APX Gas Trading System.

Multiple Trades by Forward Traders for Within Day and Day ahead and Week ahead.

Forward Traders carry out trades during business hours when national/international markets are open.

Prompt Trading for within day finishes at 03:30am.
	06:00am-08:00am. 
Within Day Gas Renomination based on information from National Control Centre (Eirgrid).
ReNominations on GTMS – Exit (Take Off) points on Irish gas transmission system.
ReNominations on GTMS Moffat – Entry and Exit points at Moffat.


Prior to 10:00am. 
Day Ahead Gas nomination. Based on estimate by the generator.
Nominations on GTMS – Exit (Take Off) points on Irish gas transmission system.
Nominations on GTMS Moffat – Entry and Exit points at Moffat.

10:00am to 01:30am
Multiple within day gas renominations dependent on realtime events.  EODQ’s on Entry and Exit points changing up on down depending on system events.  Renominations on GTMS and GTMS Moffat.  Also TransCo Gas renominations based on any within day trades by forward traders.

01:00am to 01:45am
Final Pipeline Balancing for the trading day  GTMS and GTMS Moffat.

01.45am to 03:30am

Final Pipeline Balancing for the trading day on Transco.


Appendix 4 – Working Group 2 Presentation Slides
Presentation slides are available via the zip folder (Working Group 2 Report) on the SEMO Website http://www.sem-o.com/modifications%5Fcommittee/modification%5Fproposals/ 
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