SMO Modification Committee


MEETING MINUTES 
MEETING No. 02,  20th August 2007
	Attendee
	Role
	Company

	Members 

	Tanya Gill
	Modification Panel Chairperson & Supplier Member
	BGE

	Mary d’Arcy
	Modification Panel Secretariat
	SMO, EirGrid

	Gill Lalor
	MO Member
	SMO, EirGrid

	Liam Ryan 
	SO Member (Alternate)
	TSO, EirGrid

	Michael Preston
	SO Member
	TSO, SONI

	Colin Spain
	Generator Member
	Tynagh Energy Ltd

	Iain Wright
	Supplier Member
	Airtricity Ltd.

	Eugene Maguire
	Supplier Member
	NIE Supply 

	Stephen Walsh
	Generator Member
	ESB Power Generation

	Garrett Blaney
	Generator Member
	Viridian Power Ltd

	Frank Leetch
	MDP Member
	MRSO, ESB 

	David Naughton
	RA Member
	CER

	Observers

	Ann Ruddy
	Observer
	ESB Customer Supply

	Rhiannon Jones 
	Supplier Member (Alternate)
	BGE

	Terence McGovern
	Observer
	Synergen

	Niamh Delaney
	MO Member (Alternate)
	SMO, EirGrid

	Ciara Corby
	Modification Panel Secretariat 
	SMO, EirGrid


Agenda items
1 Meeting 01 Minutes were accepted.

2 Modification Proposal Discussion (below)
	Item
	Mod.
	Proposer
	Discussion Points
	Actions/Comments
	Outcome/ Result of Vote

	1
	Mod_08_07: Application of Pumped Storage Ramp Rates (deferred from Meeting 01)

	Gill Lalor (MO)
	The MSP Software is based on the principle of convexity. This was agreed in discussions with participants in April/May 2006. In order to have a convex problem, a single ramp rate is implemented for each Generator Unit. The T&SC V2.0 caters for a single ramp rate being applied for Pumped Storage when the Unit is generating, and an infinite ramp rate being applied when the unit is Pumping. However, in order to have a convex problem, the single ramp rate is required to be implemented across the full range of the Pumped Storage Generator Unit.  
G Lalor stated that to do a full Impact assessment would require a Change request which would take 5-7 weeks to formulate through discussions with the RAs and the Participants, before giving to the Vendors, this would impact on Market Trial resources. SEM Paper has been drafted giving assurance that the MSQs will be unaffected by the application of the Single Ramp Up Rate or Single Ramp Down Rate.
Participants noted that another Modification could be raised later if required.
	· MO Member to circulate Paper on Ramp Rates via Secretariat
	Approved

	2
	Mod_18_2007 Seven Errors in Designated TSC


	Philip Newsome (RA’s)
	Participants were not happy that this Proposal had to be raised; they understood they had legally signed up to a version of the Code which was different to the ‘designated’ version, as the designated version was subsequently found to be wrong.  An ongoing lack of clarity and version control was highlighted as well as the importance of version control in future.
A word version of the Code is required by Secretariat to include the Approved Modifications. Until this is available, SMO cannot comply with duties under AP12. 
 

M Darcy: Mods may be ‘approved’  but not yet ‘implemented’. Should approved Modification Proposals only be published in the Code after they have become effective in the systems?  (Also see AOB)
	· D Naughton to publish 

· Code Version 2.0 showing markup of differences between v2.0 May 31st and V2.0 July 3rd 

· A note explaining why two versions of v2.0 exist and what is the difference between them

· A Word version of the Code to the SMO
· M Darcy to add a new field on the AIME Modification Proposals webpage ‘Effective Dates of Proposals’
· (Also see AOB)
	Approved

	3
	Mod_20_2007 Publication of Commercially sensitive data – Supplier Volumes


	William Steele (NIE Supply)
	E Maguire introduced this Modification (previously raised via PRC). Participants require the facility to replicate calculations exactly to allow Suppliers to validate charges levied upon them, in fulfilment of audit and compliance requirements. Data is required through the MPI, not the website, by November 1st. The current code does not include a previously issued RA decision.
G Lalor reported that an Impact Assessment would require a low-medium effort. Mod needs to show exact detail before MO can assess or commit to any work on this item. 
	· E Maguire to resubmit Version 2 of this Mod (with input from MO) with comprehensive list of PES requirements; the exact parameter values (e.g. MGLF) and the medium of data provision.
· M Darcy to publish version 2 of Mod 

	Deferred: (Approved in Principle)

	4
	Mod_21_2007 Modification to the expiry date provision of the Standard Letter of Credit in Appendix A of TSC.


	Karl Leavy (ESBCS)
	A. Ruddy introduced this Modification; the Standard LOC is required to have an explicit expiry date as banks cannot provide open-ended LOC.
ESB PGEN registered concern about expiry date; if not renewed, a Participant could terminate LOC before a dispute is resolved. (Could the old LOC be drawn down to fulfil outstanding liabilities? Ans: No.) An LOC should be in place for the lifetime of the Code as is the mechanism to get money. Generators will be exposed to loss from a participant who defaults,as bank will not look at expired LOC.  

Other comments: If Participant does not renew LOC, they are in breach of the Code; which will be a Suspension event.   Amendment proposed by ESB PGEN: extend time of LOC renewal provision from 30 Days to 60 days.This will enable participants LOC to be put in place initially.
	· K Leavy to resubmit Modification with amended wording in Section 6.162

‘At least 60 calendar days before expiry of the current letter of credit the Participant must put a replacement letter of credit in place …..  ‘
· M Darcy to publish version 2 of Mod 

	Approved (subject to change to wording to 60 days)

	5
	Mod 22_2007 Modification to the same day valuation provision of the Standard Letter of Credit in Appendix A of TSC.


	Karl Leavy (ESBCS)
	A Ruddy introduced this Modification which was required due to difficulties with same day valuation provision. This is a serious problem for ESB CS whose multi bank facility will not accommodate same day valuation within current Invoice due date timescales. 
MO could facilitate mod; there is minimum requirement of 2 hours between time payment due and time to make credit call.  Impact assessment was 1 wd to change business processes. MO cannot reduce the 2 hours or implement a workaround as requested by ESB CS, as MO timescales are set out by the Code; MO would be in breach of code if it deviates from these timelines.
Other Suppliers (incl. Chair) disagreed with the proposal as the timeframe between issue of and authorisations/ payment of invoices is already tight. G Blaney sees no benefit to losing hour in the morning, a Mod should not be approved due to inflexibility of only one Participants banking system. 
	
	Rejected (Majority against; 1 Participant (ESB PGEN) in favour)

	6
	Mod_23_2007 Market Operator Charge Invoices
	Gill Lalor (MO) 
	Rules on Invoices currently state that Fixed and Variable charges are in same invoice. Variable MO charges feeds into Credit Cover calculation, Fixed MO charges does not. Systems implement these calcs separately therefore it would not be possible to have both on the same invoices unless there was system change.  This Modification is to be resubmitted, redrafting G.18.
	· G Lalor to resubmit version 2 of Mod with clarification on 
· Billing Period
· Renumbering of G.18 1-6
· Check Fixed Charge Settlement rerun reference in G18 

· M Darcy to publish version 2 of Mod 
	Deferred: (Approved in Principle, subject to clarifications)

	7
	Mod_24_2007 Dispatch Instructions for VPMG and VPTG Units


	Gill Lalor (MO)
	Under current Code, VPTG and VPMGs are assumed to be un-curtailed at the start of the Trading Day. If a variable unit is constrained down, prior to 6 am on trading day, all calculations will be based on metered output only. Proposal to delete clause which suggests that last status change of unit would not be taken into consideration in IP.
This approach would ensure that the last status change of the Unit endures. Mod was accepted as a more accurate & realistic representation of what should happen, in line with principles in the Code. 
	
	Approved

	8
	Mod_26_2007 Eligible Availability for Energy Limited Generation Unit


	Gill Lalor (MO)
	The Eligible Availability (EAuh) for each Energy Limited Generator Unit is calculated in this section (5.108 – Point 2).  SMO understanding is that 
Eligible availability > Max (MSQ, 0)
The incorrect clause is believed to have been inserted in error in Version 2.0 and the correct clause from V 1.2a was omitted. If this persists in the code impact is that for last trading day of month, Eligible Availability for this unit would be spread into trading periods but would not take account whether unit was scheduled in that trading period. Condition Max (MSQ, 0) 
Eligible availability is to be spread over the Trading Periods to maximise revenue from capacity payments, subject to the principle adopted in the CPM that the Eligible Availability would always at minimum equal MSQ in any Trading Period where the unit is scheduled on. If this modification is not implemented, this will not be a binding condition for the last 18 hours of the Capacity Period.
	
	Approved

	9
	Mod_27_2007 Exclusion of Demand Side Units


	Gill Lalor (MO)
	Metered generation for Demand Side units should not be added in for the Jurisdictional error supply unit. This Mod ensures Jurisdictional error supply unit is not picking up demand that does not exist.

Purpose of Jurisdictional error supply unit is to pick up the difference between what is physically metered and what is consumed. MO believes that the Code at present double counts the reduction in demand from Demand Side Units.. Participants feel that this is an improvement to the current wording.

Target for MSP software does take metered generation including demand side units. This Mod does not propose to change this.
	· M Darcy to circulate G Lalor’s slide

	Approved

	10
	Mod_30_2007 Premium for Under Generation Definition
	Gill Lalor (MO)
	A definition in glossary does not reflect Section 4.

	
	Approved

	11
	Mod_31_2007 Technical Offer Data – Cooling Boundary Data


	Gill Lalor (MO)
	Ensure Appendix I is a complete list of what is required from Participants. They are in Clause 120. 

Participants require that there should be alignment between the Approved Modifications, the MPUD and other Systems.
Q from G Blaney: Is there a process underway to ensure Grid Code compliant with T & S Code?
	· MO to ensure that the systems/MPUD are amended in line with the Approved Modifications. MO to look at getting internal MPUD change control process in place

· SMO to examine and update the Participant Registration Pack as above
	Approved (conditional on associated actions being performed)

	12
	Mod_33_2007 Referencing of Trading Day Exchange Rate
	Gill Lalor (MO)
	This was a typo in a reference, section 6.243


	
	Approved

	13
	Mod_34_2007 Fixed Market Operator Charge for Interconnector Units
	Gill Lalor (MO)
	Originally fixed M.O. charge would not apply until 12 months after market start. Systems can apply this now, so the fixed M.O. charge shall apply to all Interconnector units from Day 1
	
	Approved

	14
	Mod_35_2007 Commercial Offer Data for Variable Price Taker Generator Units
	Gill Lalor (MO)
	Clarification that Price Quantity pairs, No load and Start up costs are not expected for VPTs. Text in I 4 
Deemed Urgent on the basis that Participants could make an error which could have impacts
	
	Approved

	15
	Mod_36_2007 Definition of Pumped Storage Cycle Efficiency
	Gill Lalor (MO)
	The Code did not state unambiguously how Pumped Storage Cycle Efficiency was actually defined .This Modification was to clarify how the MO interpreted it. 
	
	Approved

	16
	Mod_37_2007 Instruction Profiling: Load Up Characteristics, Ramp Up and Down Characteristics, Validation Rules (redraft of  Mod 14_07)


	Gill Lalor (MO)
	Part 1 of Mod 14 resubmitted.  SMO Impact Assessment estimates a 5-7 week formulation of any change request to comply with the Code for the Vendor. There would be a significant change to IP.  Currently, registered values are being used in the System as a maximum and minimum limit, not profiled values. Any change to this would not be feasible in time for Go-Live. 
If this is not accepted MO will be in breach of the Code. 
Q from Chair on why systems were not in line with code. MO regards this as IP drafting error.
Participants are concerned with this Mod as they have no appreciation of the impact of accepting the Mod,e.g. does it affect Market, SMP, or imperfections charge.
	· G Lalor to organise drafting of MO paper on the overall cost/market implications of Modification. 
	Deferred

	17
	Mod_38_2007 Net Demand in Capacity Charges Settlement Statement


	Gill Lalor (MO)
	This is a request to display Net Demand on Settlement Statements (for Capacity Charges for Supplier Units) not Loss Adjusted values (Invoice Calculation is based on Net Demand).  
MO: Loss adjusted values will effectively be the same as Net Demand due to the TLAF currently being set to 1, so there is no material impact. Change would have impact on settlement & configuration of the Participant interface (PIR).

Suppliers can accept this as an interim arrangement but are concerned with:
(a) inconsistency between Settlement Statements and Invoices 
(b) the possibility of a TLAF value change in the future. (Q: Should there be a TLAF applied to Supplier data?)
(c) consistency check required on similar clauses regarding treatment of loss adjusted/net values 
(d) Request that this be added into Section 7 
	· G Lalor to discuss internally with MO regarding possible provision for this in Section 7.


	Deferred

	18
	Mod_39_2007 Instruction Profiling Time Lag (Mod 14_07)
	Gill Lalor (MO)
	Part 2 of Mod 14 resubmitted and approved

	
	Approved

	19
	Mod_44_07 Required strengthening of procedure to modify banking details
	S Walsh (ESB PGEN)
	This Mod requires a business process around changing banking details. There should be approval from 2 named signatories before banking details are changed. Currently user can change this with automatic approval within 2 WD’s.  Names of authorised banking contacts should be taken at registration stage; this is not data that can be amended.
The MO does not object in principle to change but a detailed proposal needs to be drafted before this can be assessed; 
	S. Walsh to speak to MO and other Members regarding drafting of revision of AP1 Registration & AP4 on Transaction Submission and Validation. This is to be submitted  to Secretariat.

	Approved in Principle (subject to implementation details)

	
	AOB: 
· Final recommendation reports 


	
	M d’Arcy: Provision in Code states that the Committee creates final recommendation reports and submit to secretariat. Is this appropriate?  Secretariat has created template and included the defined set of fields FROM P 34.  RAs believe Secretariat is best placed to fulfil this. Final Reports are to be published on the web (& members advised) as soon as they are sent to RAs.  

Mod to be submitted to clarify that final reports are required for Urgent proposals; this is due process and is required by RA’s.
	M Darcy to raise a separate modification on Final Recommendation report submission for urgent mods.


	

	
	Discussion on Approved Mods forming part of Code 


	
	Qs: 
· Should Code be updated and published before the Approved Modifications take effect in the systems? AP12 states mods become effective 2 wd’s after date of decision but in reality systems will be behind it.
· Clarity was requested from RAs on the matter of what the legal version of the code was and the status of Modification proposals as these (once approved) have questionable legal status until they are published in the Code. Code is not explicit on this.
· Should Secretariat only update baselined version when Mod has been :

1. Approved at Committee level (& Final report sent), 

2. RA Decision made 

3. Mod is Effective in the systems?
· Clarity required on at what stage ‘batches’ of Modifications should be inserted into the Code.
	RAs to send Note clarifying
· the legal status of the Code once modified i.e. once modifications are approved which version of the Code has legal status
· Once done, M Darcy will raise Mod on Code Publication 


	


Proposed Date of Next Meeting: 10:00 p.m – 14:00 p.m on Monday, September 24th 2007 in Belfast (Hilton)
