SMO Modification Committee


MEETING MINUTES
MEETING No. 07, 22 October 2007
	Attendee
	Role
	Company

	Members 

	Tanya Gill
	Modification Panel Chairperson & Supplier Member
	BGE

	Rhiannon Jones
	Supplier Member (Alternate)
	BGE

	Karl Leavy
	Supplier Member 
	ESB CS

	Eugene Maguire
	Supplier Member 
	NIE Supply

	Stephen Walsh
	Generator Member
	ESB Power Generation

	Frank Leetch
	MDP Member
	ESB Networks

	Colin Spain
	Generator Member
	Tynagh Energy Ltd

	Garrett Blaney
	Generator Member 
	Viridian Power Ltd

	Gill Nolan
	MO Member
	MO, EirGrid

	Niamh Delaney
	MO Member (Alternate)
	MO, EirGrid

	Liam Ryan 
	SO Member (Alternate)
	TSO, EirGrid

	David Naughton
	RA Member
	RA: CER

	Philip Newsome 
	RA Member (Alternate)
	RA: CER

	Observers/Other Proposers

	Jon O’Sullivan
	Observer
	SMO (SEMIT)

	Claire Keirans
	Observer
	ESBI

	Mary d’Arcy
	Modification Panel Secretariat
	SMO, EirGrid

	Emeka Chukwureh
	Observer
	Airtricity


Modification Proposal Discussion 
	Item
	Mod.
	Proposer
	Discussion Points
	Actions/Comments
	Outcome/Vote Result 

	1
	Mod_54_07 Modification to the upward revision of Modified Interconnector Unit Nominations subsequent to an increase in the Available Transfer Capacity


	Emeka Chukwureh  - Airtricity
	E Chukwureh presented this mod.  G Nolan:  For Day 1 it’s the Interconnector Admin (SONI) who should look at this. SONI is bound with BETTA on trading how Interconnector is run. 
J O’Sullivan: MO have obligations to publish revised ATC asap. Issue is gate closure times, BETA market is 1 hour ahead. Operational notice required so Participant can manage notice from Beta. What is the material impact of this? Need to understand cost/benefit; balance between amount of times event happens vs cost to consumer?  Committee should not vote in principle to recommend without cost benefit analysis.
Does not think Mod Panel has authority over contracts IA enters into. Automatic texts from IA when there are changes. Does not believe it is manned 24/7.
G Blaney: is function of IA covered? need to make this user friendly.
T Gill: does change to SEM disadvantage the User?
JO’S: Imbalance prices in BETA at short notice can be prohibitive. Rules for BETA have not changed.

· Now: Participants get nominations by what they put into MITS day aheadthey have more direct control and have capacity as a right 

· In SEM, Participant has to bid in a price to make sure he gets capacity nomination
G Blaney: Is there a rep for Interconnector? Ans (RA) SONI is the IA and is represented on the Mod Panel. RA’s have no position on this Mod. May be appropriate to approach SONI in regard to enduring solution as it would increase obligations on SONI .
	Airtricity to contact SONI directly with a view to reformulating a Mod that can be approved


	Outcome: Deferred
Committee agreed that Mod may warrant sufficient merit for more analysis but as it currently stands, it cannot be progressed or agreed in principle.



	2
	Mod_72_07 Correction of Excessive Credit Cover Requirement


	Emeka Chukwureh  - Airtricity
	E Chukwureh presented this Mod.  This affects the way credit cover is calculated; If 2 sites are part of same participant, they believe algebra should be such so that Gen can take benefits.
G Nolan : Does Settlement reallocation cover this off?
Ans (E Chukwureh) Not completely. If Supply unit defaults, penalise them not giving them benefits of having Generation under their Participant..
G Nolan : If netting in place, amount on invoice may not be fully collateralised. From cash flow perspective you still need to pay money one day and get it paid back next day.
 J O’S: This would be a fundamental change in policy, currently it isn’t allowed for individual company to net against itself, if it has exposure, it has to provides money up front. Considerable change (but may be not material) which will have system impacts in many areas. May need RA input; not enough understanding around the table. 
D Naughton; This would represent change in policy, splitting approach of credit cover. Does merit substantial discussion. this can’t be done before go-live. 
E Chukwureh: How, as you still maintain full collateralisation. All you have netted us what Gen receives next day. No risk to other participants other than the 2 units. 
J O’S gave an scenario whereby risk profile would be changed. Collateral is to cover guys not acting in good faith. 

G Nolan : Can you put SR for full amount to cover this. 
E Chukwureh: SR serves some purposes but cannot use it entirely, it could serve to actually increase your credit cover. 
D Naughton : Invoices wouldn’t change but this would facilitate suppliers managing credit cover. Exposure still the same.

J O’S: There needs to be a complete Industry review of Collateral due to current lack of understanding, this has merit but needs to be part of a considered approach. This is all part of Market understanding; MO happy to engage in wider discussion in 3 months, Need financial people looking at Collateral. 
G Blaney: an early analysis of risk profile would help.

	 RA’s to discuss directly with Airtricity in context of wider issues with a view to resubmitting Mod;
SRA should suffice at the moment for Airtricity purposes

	Outcome: Deferred (with objective of Industry forum after 3 months operational experience)
Committee support objective but without a fuller understanding could not approve in principle.


	3
	Mod_73_07 Payment Details Required for Same Day Payments


	Nigel Thomson  (MO)
	G Nolan /  J O’S presented Mod:

1. Formatting issue: an omission from final Version AP17;

2. 4 lines of free text available which some Participants cant make use of; MO needs Participants to include (at the very least) both Invoice number & Participant ID within 18 character reference; 
 J O’S: This ensures a payment reference is available to identify payments, it is a practical workaround to operational issue. No change to the MPUD 5.0.
	(in response to Q from T Gill). J O’Sullivan to confirm when MO makes a payment to a Participant whether there a corresponding reference #.

	Outcome: Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)


	4
	Mod_74_07 Currency cost in Calculations for the Undefined Exposure Period for a Standard Participant


	Jon O’Sullivan  (MO)
	G Nolan presented mod. This amendment ensures Currency Cost charges should be incorporated in the Undefined Potential Exposure calculations. 

This should have been included in  Mod 70_07 so it is proposed as an extension to Mod 70_07
Committee: No Comments
	
	Outcome: Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)


	5
	Mod_75_07 Changing of the Settlement Reallocation window close to 12:00 in both the TSC &  AP10


	Brendan O’Sullivan  (MO)
	N Delaney presented mod:
Mod 55 changed AP10 to align with the Code time (17:00) . Code currently set at 17:00 hours. However the SMO’s position was that  the change should be made to the Code rather than to AP10 and that the timing should be 12:00. As Mod_55_07 was approved, the SMO is now raising a new modification to alter the SRA close to 12:00. The SRA is part of the MI to Settlement daily push of data (i.e. ABB to Navita systems). If SMO wanted to change this would have to change timing, content and order of what is pushed from ABB systems (i.e. take out settlement reallocation) and content and timings of what Navita import to their systems.
 J O’S:  SMO require data at 12:00 for Systems and practical operational reasons. On a Friday : 3 initial statements have to be run,  Physically impossible to issue invoices. Would have to work outside business hours to do achieve settlement timelines but there is cost implication
G Blaney: making this less flexible for MPs due to invoice payment time.  J O’S: it has to be workable, MO could run late settlements . Most information by 14:00 hours, buthe  cant run until all SRA’s are in.

N Delaney: Do Participants have a problem with timeline? This would require a systems change if MO had to use the 17:00 timeline. 
T Gill why cant this be in S. 7?

 J O’S: We would then be committing to systems change at a later date. If this is not approved look at running later timetable. To give operational flexibility. MO happy to discuss further.


	
	Outcome: Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)


	6
	Mod_76_07 Temporary Change to SRA submission rules


	Brendan O’Sullivan  (MO)
	Introduced by Niamh Delaney: this is a transitional Mod; 

Discussion at Meeting 04 around a current limit of field size for the value of Settlement Reallocation Agreements to 1 cent short of 1 million.There is also a limit in AP10 which allows only 6 SRA transactions per trading day: Combined, this limits Participants with large trades. To facilitate participants, this Mod temporarily removes the limit on no. of SRA transactions (by putting in Section 7 change whereby AP10 is superseded by the proposed text).The enduring change will be to 

increase the SRA  field size  This is part of Day 1b work (to be delivered within 6 months). 

This gives MO obligation to amend the system limit within a year. New text will have precedence for 1st 6 months, this requires RA Approval as this is amendment to S.7.
	MO to reflect change with ‘6 month or less’ reference in FRR (also see Mod _62)
	Outcome: 
Recommended for Approval subject to change in Proposed text ‘effective for 6 months’ and Mods 62 and 76 being combined in the same FRR
(Unanimous)



	7
	Mod_79_07     Treatment of Commercial Offer Data by the MSP Software in the last six hours of the Optimisation Time Horizon
	Jon O’Sullivan  (MO)
	G Nolan introduced mod. In Code, it was not clarified what is used for last 6 hours for  Optimisation Time Horizon for remaining commercial data.Proposes to set out clearly how remaining COD is used for last 6 hours of ex post of Optimisation Time Horizon and to bring it in line with what is being done in the system
G Blaney: Did this come up in certification? No. This is for clarification and was spotted in Pricing Outcomes by the MO, it is an extension of Mod _04 and Mod_56_07.
	
	Outcome: Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)



	8
	Mod_66_07 VAT 

	Niamh Delaney  (MO)
	Deferred Mod (Approved in Principle) from Meeting 04:  
Request to resubmit with wording change if appropriate
in relation to change to 6.264 which allows MO to make end of year adjustments to payments to reflect differences resulting from blended rate application. SMO Finance Dept. report that Mod as originally stood is correct.
N Delaney: Revenue Authority understand blended rates are
best estimates will cause imbalances. We have to always do end of year adjustment –otherwise will be cash imbalance which MO cant correct, can’t treat it as expense or revenue through our revenue submission as it relates to VAT amount not the amount on which VAT is calculated. A Summary on the VAT Agreement will shortly be made available to participants.

S Walsh clarity required on Participants payment of interest on final VAT statement; are Participants charged interest on late interest or on difference between initial and revised interest.
	MO  to provide  the clarification on the interest applied to VAT adjustments (answer to be given before Thursday 25th Oct)
MO to resubmit Modification with amended text if this is appropriate.

	Outcome: Recommended for Approval subject to clarification on interest
(Unanimous)

	9
	Mod_62_07 Maximum Amounts for Settlement Reallocation Agreements


	Gill Nolan (MO)
	N Delaney introduced this Deferred Mod From Meeting 04:  this is an interfaces issue (see Mod_76_07). Mod is proposed to bring Code into line with System. 

 Discussion on how this is going to be handled in the Code and via MO User Group and other forums; G Blaney: If we put in 6 month or less clause on this, it does not need to come back to Mod Committee on this? D Naughton: will make decision on whether this is S. 7 change or AP10 change
	MO: This Mod should be linked with Mod_76_07. Mod 62 will become S 7 change.
	Outcome: Recommended for Approval,
subject to redraft Mods 62 and 76 being combined in the same FRR.
(Unanimous)

	10
	Mod_71_07 Timing of Capacity Invoice 

	Jon O’Sullivan (MO)
	Deferred From Meeting 04: Main reasons for Mod from systems perspective:
1. Some Settlement values required as input to capacity calcs are not available until Settlement calcs run by 12 on D+5. (e.g. Pumped storage and Hydro optimisation done on trading day basis: MSQs needed) . The system won’t have the information in capacity engine in time, as it stands. 
2. Trading day 6 am - 6 am, Settlement carried out 5 days after that day, settlement for last 6 hours wont be carried out until D +1. (Settlement for 30th Sep needs the last 6 hours for 1st Oct). Earliest we can start Capacity process is D+5. D+6 information will be in systems when capacity run could start. If deadline does not change, there would be inconsistency in Code and other timelines may have to change e.g. metered data needed earlier, would be significant systems impact.

K Leavy/ T Gill: not happy at any curtailment on invoice payment time from 3 days to 2.5 days. J O’S: Revised proposal to issue Invoice 12:00 D+7.  Increases credit exposure time & delays payment of capacity to Participants. 
	MO to reflect timing change from D+5 to D+7 in FRR
MO to check credit cover impact
	Outcome: Recommended for Approval subject to change of timing from 12:00 CP+5 to 12:00 CP+7
(Unanimous)

	11
	Mod 77_07  Temporary manual System Operator validation of MPR Technical Offer Data used in EPUS (Agreed Procedure 4)
	David Naughton (MO)
	Redraft of Mod: Mod now reflects 4 months change & primary and alternative dataset and Review process.
L. Ryan: data in central market systems to be primary dataset Participants to submit any alternative dataset by 5pm 24th Oct.
Primary dataset if needs to be changed by 5 pm on 22nd Oct.

If any new data doesnt match it is sent to SO to validate outstanding data. Due to tight timelines SO may come back at later date to highlight any concerns with either dataset. 
S Walsh: Q1. data to be verified for go–live?  Q2. If you submit  TOD in one of the templates will it be accepted that day?
 J O’S: A1. This week we are taking copy of TOD, passing to the appropriate SO, which  will be reviewed internally and processed, Any issues will be highlighted to Participants by Wed 24th, once reviewed there will be a process of getting to Mode Change parameters approved. A2. Process: If you submit TOD by D-2 12:00 and in templates it will be accepted . If you do not (e.g. by 17:00 hrs) it may be accepted (this not guaranteed). 
G Blaney: Is it a range of values?  J O’S: It is a pre-set ‘Either/Or’ value; if the value it is submitted to SO’s, these are known characteristics. 
G Blaney: Will GenCo be unavailable for that period if value is refused?  J O’S, No, the value is rejected and the previous value used.

C Spain: SO is making a judgement call , at what point does SO debate this with GenCo may be a genuine mistake. –  J O’S: needs to be dialogue,  Communication on derogations process under Grid Code still stands. 
G Blaney: When will SO come back? L Ryan: as quickly as possible. 

G Blaney: Could we hard code automatic acceptance?  J O’S not in time for Nov 1st: enduring solution to have A List for 30 day approval and B list operational parameters which change on daily basis.
	MO and SO recommend that enduring solution should be looked at by Industry as early as possible
	Outcome: Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)


	12
	AOB
	
	Breaches of the Code
G Blaney: Is Mod Committee the forum to raise any suspected breaches of the Code or else Code Interpretation issues? 

  J O’S: Yes or could raise this at MO User Group. 
Mod 65: 

N Delaney: Mod 65: overpayment notice clarification: On 6.64 point 1. Q from G Blaney: whether ‘invoice’ should be replaced with ‘overpayment notice’ Ans: yes.
Mod_20_07 and Mod_68_07

 J O’S: Mod_20_07 and Mod_68_07 were both recommended for approval and FRR report was sent to RA’s:  MO requests that the effective date be pushed out for 6 months. RA’s to take this into account in decision making.
Discussion on Technical Forum & MO User Group
A Release strategy exists (with releases every 3 months). 

It was recognised that a technical forum is required as none exists now;  the TLG is gone as this was a project forum. There is nothing explicit under the Code about how changes are communicated, discussed and implemented . Changes to interfaces are managed under AP11 and this is deficient. If there is a change to an interface, it has to go through emergency Mod Panel.

 J O’S: Mod User group exists for practical implementation issues but this has no authority. Mods Panel will discuss policy issues . Can organise a special Technical forum arising from this group. Issue is more prevalent in this market; more money involved. E Maguire suggested a central Design Authority should exist to manage technical changes. Equivalent to Retail Market RMDS.G Blaney: we need to include impact on IT in Mods Group and to know to what extent this affects Code.  J O’S: this is in the Code. Certain technical items do not have to come to Committee.  G Blaney: the more transparency more efficient the market.  J O’S only the necessary transparency, a reasonable level of knowledge is required which does not make Market Ops unwieldy.
	RA’s to take effective dates for Mod_20_07 and Mod_68_07 into account in decision making.
SMO to organise a Technical forum discussion with SMO IT/ Sean Mackin /Mod Committee
	Committee recognised that a Participant technical forum (and processes) are required to manage releases and ongoing technical issues affecting the Market systems. 



	13
	Arrangements for Next Meeting(s)
	
	Next Scheduled Meeting Dec 3rd
Mods to be in by Nov 14th (13 days in advance of meeting)


	Secretariat: Fixed Yearly schedule meetings to be prepared for 2008

	


