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Objective
The physical FBUG meeting has been requested by some MPs in order to discuss and further address questions from the market regarding the progress of the CWE FB MC Project.


Achievements in Q1 2013
The external parallel run has been launched in the beginning of 2013 with a weekly publication of data on CASC’s website (http://www.casc.eu/en/Resource-center/CWE-Flow-Based-MC/Parallel-Run-Results). 
So far, the process and systems are not fully stabilized leading to some missing days in the data publication. The project is putting its utmost effort in the improvement of the external parallel run performance and tries to be as transparent as possible regarding the reasons for non-representative days.
A Q&A Forum has been made available to MPs. Technical questions can be handled quite quickly. But questions linked to political or sensitive topics need a longer, internal approval process, which might lead to a longer reply delay. Project Partners invite MPs to use this platform in order to ask precise questions about the parallel run.
Concerning the indicators (market welfare and price convergence) which have been monitored since the beginning of the year, MPs highlighted the need to publish the split of DA market welfare per country in order to clearly show the transfer of welfare between the countries and to avoid that these figures will be misinterpreted and used against the project by non-experts. Moreover, the category of “consumer” might be misleading in the sense that it could be understood as end-consumer whereas in this context the buyer of electricity is meant. 
· MPs proposed to illustrate the demand and offer curve under FB. Today PXs publish curve information for their day ahead markets and indicate the import / export position by a translation of the appropriate curve. Since imports and exports change under FB these curves will now be translated over a different volume.
· MPs raised the question if the decrease in redispatching and in EEG can be computed which would attenuate the political discussions in Germany. However, this seems difficult to perform.
· The project will take these first ideas on board and investigate which additional indicators could be of interest for the market.


ATC vs FB Domain:
· The question has been raised why the ATC solution is not always feasible. Project Partners explained that the two methods are independent and that ATC is not the starting point for FB computations. Covering the ATC domain is not an objective per se. Some trades are no longer possible under FB but in the same time the market can explore another area which on the contrary was not feasible under ATC. It has also been stated that the optimization of the FB operational process and tools  is not achieved yet, but will be delivered before the Go Live. 

Breakdown of average welfare between surplus and congestion rent:
· The graph shows that for all weeks since the beginning of the year the congestion rent (CR) decreases and the surplus increases, meaning that either the buyers or sellers gain more under the FB approach. In case of a lower CR, the grid is optimized and capacity is used and allocated in a more efficient way. 

Missing days: 
· Unpublished days are days for which results have not been calculated by the market coupling system because the pre-coupling part could not been validated by the TSOs. In these cases, the discarding of days is only linked to a “non-representativeness” on the grid level but not regarding the price level, meaning that FB parameters do not represent the reality of the grid due to an error in the process which is due to the operating functioning of the parallel run (incomplete tooling and processes). The ex-post recalculation of the results is not possible because results would be biased as more information than on day D would be available and parameters would be artificially optimized. Moreover, this cannot be envisaged as operators in shift are already busy with the parallel handling of ATC operations and FB parallel run computations and cannot additionally perform ex-post recomputations. 
· TSOs are currently improving the process by adapting the tools, stabilizing the process and putting backup procedures in place in order to guarantee the delivery of capacity parameters at 10.30. Parameters provided at this time are fixed and cannot be changed anymore. The coordination between TSOs and the validation of parameters are done before this target time in D-2.
· MPs want to know who the TSO responsible for the missing data is on a specific day to incentivize TSOs to ascertain their part in the capacity calculation process. The project will investigate if this can be made public.
· MPs explain one can argue due to the unavailability of a continuous period of data the 1 year of // run has not yet started. Project Partners state the project never committed to an uninterrupted 1 year of // run.
· MPs state their dissatisfaction with the current performance of the external parallel run and will express their opinion in the context of the public consultation.

Transparency guidelines:
· Transparency guidelines only contain limited obligations regarding the information TSOs should publish under FB. Project Partners are currently working on transparency proposals towards the market that go beyond the pure legal obligations.


Next milestones/Planning
· The next important milestone is the public consultation and accompanying survey which is available on CASC’s website from the 2nd of May until the 30th of June. After the end of the survey, all information will be shared with the NRAs for their official approval.
· The industrialized tool will not be used for the external parallel run before November 2013, point in time when this system will be fully tested (testing currently ongoing) and available to be used for the parallel run. The arrival of this system is expected to guarantee the delivery of results for all days and therefore to fully stabilize the current process.
· MPs expressed their need to have a clear view on the Go Live date soon as they have to take decisions for next year. PMO reassured that in any case transparency on this date will be given before the yearly auctions. MPs add that explicit auctions is not the only topic which is impacted, OTC trading for instance  is also concerned, which is why a clear expectation for Go Live is expected asap.
· The full dependency on the NWE Go Live date has again been underlined. 
· Regarding the organization of market forums, one is foreseen before the end of the year in parallel to the launch of the daily parallel run publication and probably one prior CWE FB MC Go Live.
· Today, simulations are run with ATC OBKs. For a better anticipation of market behavior, the project proposes to organize a MP Member Testing with FB OBKs. This testing however would only be useful if realistic OBKs are submitted and if a large participation of MPs can be expected. MPs are also asked to provide their opinion on this point via the survey. 
· The project will assess the conditions and possible organization for such a member testing which then can be discussed during a next FBUG.
MPs’ specific questions
Forecasting:
· MPs stressed that today the forecast of ATCs is handled within specific models and quite simple as ATCs are assumed more or less stable over time. As ptdfs will change every day the question of reference under FB is still unclear. Project Partners explained that the objective of the parallel run is also to provide MPs with enough representative data in order to detect the patterns MPs need for their bidding strategies. Project Partners also question MPs about the fact that X-border capacities are that significant in terms of long term price forecasting, by comparison to other primary factors like weather conditions, regulatory regime or internal market design aspects.
· In this context the competition issue has been mentioned. Big players will be able to build up a grid model with the available information for forecast purposes whereas small players will have more difficulties to do so.
· MPs request for missing information on the grid model for forecasting purposes has been noted but needs to be expressed via the public consultation in the most precise way so that the project is able to assess the market needs.

How do the TSO cope with ancillaries-reserve and must-run units? Is this managed before or after the clearing? 
· This aspect will not be changed by switching from ATC to FB. 
· In D-2, TSOs do not have the exact generation pattern. The GSK approach can be divided into two parts:
· What are the units inside the GSK? (all units which are “on” in the basecase within the day, can vary from one day to the other, but no manual adjustments are performed)
· What is the rule to move the GSK according to the changes of the net positions of the countries? 
· GSKs and the basecase are built in such a way that min/max exports respect the constraints of the units. Ancillaries-reserves are therefore somehow considered in the model. Project Partners explained that different TSOs have different generation patterns resulting in slightly different GSKs in terms of operational application, even if the overall method is commonly agreed. The detailed method for each TSO will be justified and submitted to regulators. Each regulator will then monitor the implementation at the local TSO level.

The PTDF are published compared to a reference node or hub. Is this the same used every day in the parallel runs? 
· The node is fixed based on predefined rule. It can potentially vary. In case a different hub was chosen, the hub to hub ptdf would be the same and consequently the market outcome would not be affected. Indeed, the node itself has no influence on market coupling results, thanks to the linearity of the model.

Have TSOs to make assumptions on phase shifter before the clearing? Will this influence the results of the FBMC? Can assumptions be published? 
· Each TSO is making his best assumptions according to specific rules on the typology of the grid, including the phase shifters, in D-2. 
· MPs repeat their need for the knowledge of the full grid model which should also be motivated in the public consultation.

Parameter sets of dry-run have no negative RAM figures. Do two lines of PTDF matrix represent a critical branch in order to consider the limits (RAM) of two possible power flow directions?
· CBs are owned by TSOs and are indeed directional.

How do you prevent TSOs to push internal congestions to the borders by labelling internal lines as critical branches?
· The situation is not going to change with the switch from ATC to FB. It is up to the regulators to monitor this behavior and FB simplifies somehow this surveillance. 
· Objective rules are developed by TSOs as for example the 5% threshold below which a line cannot be labeled as critical and is not be taken into account for the crossborder flow computation. The split between internal and external lines is not significant more in this CB selection process.

RAM:
· MPs request not only the knowledge of the available margin but also the capacity of the line and the security margins in order to be able to do mainly the same capacity forecast as TSOs. For analyses and anticipation of the market behavior, MPs need more information regarding the capacity calculation inputs as FB parameters seem to be more volatile than ATCs. This question needs to be discussed together with regulators and to be expressed in the public consultation.
· MPs try to explain that the availability of this information is important for the predictability of the market under FB and not a “pure transparency topic”.
Published PTDF in the parallel runs contain lines with PTDF (1-0-0-0) with a very high RAM. This does not seem to correspond to a real line. Does this correspond to a limitation on total import/export of one country? Where does it come from and what is the reason? 
· Each TSO has import/export limits which will be described in the regulators’ approval package.

Fallback
· The consultation document says: “the principle of the proposed fall-back arrangement is to allocate the fall-back ATCs derived from the FB parameters via a shadow explicit auction ...” 
· What happens if the Fallback is due to the fact that “some network/market data may not be generated”? 
· Two different independent Fallback situations are to be considered:
· On the pre-coupling (capacity calculation) stage: problems in the FB computation on TSOs’ side. In case of missing input or problems with IT tools, TSOs will rely on Fallback solutions in order to deliver FB parameters in any case even if these parameters may not be ideal ones (for example default FB values).
· On the coupling stage: failure of the market coupling system leading to decoupling in CWE which happened once until now two years ago. In this case shadow auctions based on ATCs are organized. As TSOs will already have computed FB parameters, an ATC set inside the FB domain will be calculated and provided to the shadow auction system. This process cannot be considered as a real capacity calculation process but rather a splitting of capacities on the borders.
· What is an acceptable number of fall-backs days to ATC per year once the flow-based is operational?
· After the CWE FB MC Go Live, there will be no Fallback to ATC MC. In any case, FB parameters will be provided and no ATCs will be computed anymore. 
· The number of acceptable days for decoupling is of course zero. The decoupling scenario is only the latest resort and not favoured by MPs neither by project partners. Shadow auctions will only be triggered in case of a serious problem in the coupling process, mainly due to technical IT problems.

External parallel run:
May 20th: Extremely high prices in Belgium both under FB and FBI. Larger than usual difference between FB and FBI. Likely welfare destruction. Export profile of Belgium under FB/FBI much different from the “infinite” case, whereas the profile under ATC is close to the “infinite” case
· On TSOs’ side, the operational process was not correctly performed and some CBs were corrupted. As a consequence, high pre-congestions and a drop of welfare were noted and normally this day should not have been provided to PXs for market simulations. 
· For Go Live, the management of pre-congested cases will be implemented.

18/05 (France exporting less despite being the cheapest country) and 07/05 (high prices in OP1 in Belgium)
· 18/05: A CB limiting the export of FR on this day has been found which was more constraining than the one under ATC but this does not explain the full picture. Probably some other trades were possible. MPs suggest that the publication of commercial flows on the border would be helpful instead of only net exchanges per country. Project Partners explain that the decomposition of NPs into BECs is done via an arbitrary linear operation and that from the project’s point of view the information given in NPs and BECs is basically the same. BECs are only calculated for a technical purpose in order to handle the cross border nominations. The usage of this information should be expressed by MPs via the Q&A and more importantly via the public consultation. Then the project can assess to what extent this request can be satisfied.
The project will evaluate the possibility to publish the bilateral exchanges in the parallel run. The question if NPs should be published in general by PXs needs to be further assessed.

Some global import or export constraints seem to appear overnight (e.g. mid-February in the Netherlands, mid-March in Germany):
· For the time being it seems that the global import/export constraint could be hidden/overrun by more classical CBs before it was possible to identify it. A more precise analysis is however needed and will be clarified via the Q&A Forum. 


Data quality in the Utility Tool
· The problem was due to a technical problem in the tool but not linked to the input of data. Normally, the IT bug should be fixed by now and a new, clean version of the tool is available.
· If additional functionalities are needed, MPs are invited to inform the project who then will assess the possibility for improvements.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Q&A forum:
· Regarding the delay of answers, the project will try to react sooner on technical questions. However, political or sensitive questions need to be escalated and to be approved by the all project partners which may take longer.
· Concerning the interface, MPs would appreciate the possibility to follow a conversation and to ask new questions on an already provided answer. 
The project will check for this functionality.

CWE and CEE:
· Does FB in CWE take into consideration significant loop flows in CEE from CWE and CEE critical branches (impact on CEE on PTDF of CWE)?
· Do 50Hz and Tennet identify critical branches for CWE and CEE based on the same method? Do they use the same GSK for CWE and CEE? What is the mechanism and transparency for splitting capacities on Critical branches between CWE and CEE as significant market information?
· German TSOs are part of the CWE region which will use FB MC and at the same time part of the CEE region using NTC (using 2 PTDF matrixes). The final target of the ENTSO-E Network code is one PTDF matrix. How do you interact/connect 2 PTDF matrixes for CWE and CEE for transparent allocation of capacity?
· Did CWE analyses results of available FB MC capacity in CWE in case of disaster/installation phase-shifters on DE/PL or limitation of physical flows in CEE due to security reason (loop flows through CEE, most of North Germany production flow to south Germany and Austria through Poland and Czech republic)?
· These questions cannot be answered by the CWE project but will be forwarded to the mentioned German TSOs.

Transparency
· The project is working on a proposal on more transparency regarding the CBs which will first be discussed with regulators before being shared with the market.
· The publication of the split of capacities for ATC outside CWE is not foreseen for the time being. Even if the project does not see the need for the daily market operations it understands the request in the light of market anticipation.


Format of next FBUG meetings
· MPs welcome the proposition to reopen this meeting for other market players in order to avoid accusations of exclusions and to have a broader representation in terms of players.
· It has been agreed that the next physical meeting should be organized for end of September in order to share a status report on the project’s side and to prepare the next market forum which is foreseen for November. A conference call in order to follow up today’s actions should be planned for July.


Any other Business
No further comments.
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