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Modification Committee meeting No. 15 minutes

MONDAY 28th JULY 2008 @ 10.00 am
	Attendee
	Role
	Company

	Members/Alternates

	Tanya Gill
	Chair & Supplier Member
	BGES

	Garrett Blaney
	Generator Member
	Viridian Power & Energy

	Stephen Walsh
	Supplier Member
	ESB CS

	William Steele
	Supplier Alternate
	NIE Energy (Supply)

	Michael Preston
	TSO Member
	SONI

	Denis Kelly
	MDP Member
	NIE T&D

	Frank Leetch
	MDP Member
	ESB Networks

	Gill Nolan
	MO Member
	Eirgrid - SEMO

	Niamh Delaney
	MO Alternate
	Eirgrid - SEMO

	Shane Rourke
	TSO Alternate
	Eirgrid

	Joan Sheedy
	Generator Alternate
	ESB PGEN

	David Naughton
	RA Member
	CER

	Rory Mullan
	Generator Alternate
	IWEA 

	Emeka Chukwureh
	Supplier Alternate
	Airtricity

	Observers/Other

	Philip Newsome
	Observer RA Alternate
	CER

	Rodney Doyle
	Observer TSO Member
	Eirgrid

	Liam Ryan
	Observer
	Eirgrid - SEMO

	Jonathan Jennings
	Observer
	Eirgrid - SEMO (Day 1+)

	Vivienne Eakin
	Observer
	SONI

	Ian Luney
	Observer
	PPB

	Mark Alexander
	Observer
	Energia

	Jenny McGovern
	Observer
	ESB PG

	MT Campbell
	Secretariat
	Eirgrid - SEMO


	Item
	Mod.
	Proposer
	Discussion Points
	Actions/
Comment
	Outcome/
Vote Result 

	SEM-O Update

	0.1  Welcome to New Members 
	

	0.2  T&SC V4.3 available and changes made to AP1, AP9 and AP12
	

	0.3  Mod_01_08 organisation of Working Group  in progress
	Date to be confirmed

	0.4  Minutes Meeting 14 
	Read and Approved

	Action Items from Previous Meetings

	1
	Mod_01_08: Consumption Adjustments handling long term meter data errors
	Simon Street on behalf of Hugh Mullany
	
	Secretariat to set up forum / working group
	In Progress - Date TBC

	2
	Mod_88_07: Publication of daily actual load summary
	ESB CS
	
	SEMO and ESB CS to arrange meeting to discuss
	Complete

	3
	Mod_03_08: Suspension Delay Period Decision Changes
	RAs
	
	Circulation of viewpoints between SEMO legal and RAs
	Complete

	4
	Mod_13_08: Calculation of MSP Production Cost for use within the MSP software
	SEMO
	
	Mod_13_08 Redrafted and represented as Mod_13_08_V2 for Meeting 15
	Complete

	5
	Mod_19_08: Extension of the temporary manual System Operator validation Technical Offer Data
	SEMO
	
	Paper and slides to be circulated to committee
	Complete

	8
	Secretariat Action Items
	
	Version 4.3 Code issued
	
	Complete

	New Modifications

	13

	Mod_28_08: Commercial Offer Data for Interconnector Units 
	
	G Nolan: Withdrawn and to be resubmitted for next Meeting. 
	V2 to be represented
	Withdrawn

	14
	Mod_29_08: Typo in 4.134
	John Bennett
	MT Campbell: Typo in the T&SC. 4.134 b
	
	Recommended for Approval
(Unanimous)

T Gill

G Blaney

S Walsh

W Steele

J Sheedy

R Mullan

E Chukwureh



	15
	Mod_30_08: SEMO Branding
	
	G Nolan: AIME was adopted for MO. MO should be branded SEMO on invoices. 
E Chukwureh: How is this managed currently?

G Nolan: Stickers are placed on the invoices. This is part of the Day 1+ scope of work and there are no systems implications on participants.
	
	Recommended for Approval
(Unanimous)

T Gill

G Blaney

S Walsh

W Steele

J Sheedy

R Mullan

E Chukwureh

M Preston
F Leetch

D Kelly

S Rourke

G Nolan

	16
	Mod_31_08: Credit Cover Warning Notices via email and no posted copies
	
	N Delaney: Explanation of Modification.
D Naughton: Term Credit Cover Warning Notices is not a defined term. Use Warning Notices.

Questions: 
G Blaney: Is there a provision to ensure emails are received? 

Can you streamline number of warning notices or to prioritise them in some way? 
E Chukwureh: When you have crossed the limit do you get a letter every day you have crossed the threshold?

N Delaney: Yes

T Gill: Is proposal to email only instead of posting?

L Ryan: Continue email OR fax but would not post the credit cover warning notices out to market participants.

G Blaney: Issue raised about  Mods are being discussed at the MOUG. 

N Delaney: The MOUG has no decision making capabilities. The reason for discussing at the MOUG is to reach a large amount of participants.
T Gill: The minutes of the MOUG are published.
G Blaney: It would be helpful to make a distinction between suppliers and generator notices.
	Mod voted on subject to change from 'Credit Cover Warning Notices to defined term 'Warning Notices'.
	Recommended for Approval
(Unanimous)

T Gill

G Blaney

S Walsh

W Steele

J Sheedy

R Mullan

E Chukwureh



	18
	Mod_32_08: Format of Invoices
	SEMO
	N Delaney: Explanation of Modification.
G Blaney: Clarification sought on implication that it should apply to the VAT agreement, excluding those invoices. Are those invoices being excluded from the VAT agreement?

N Delaney: No.
W Steele: Fixed and variable MO charges would be subject to the currency zone rate and not the blended rate.
N Delaney: This proposal amends the code and reflects that VAT agreement. 
L Ryan: Appendix G 18 has  VAT rate applies to variable MO charges.

G Blaney: We want to be sure that the wording does reflect the VAT agreement. 
How does this wording affect the VAY authorities? Does the VAT agreement take precedence over the code?

E Chukwureh: There is no conflict between the two documents.

T Gill: For clarification the MO charges, fixed and variable should be charged at the relevant jurisdictional rates. 
	
	Recommended for Approval
(Unanimous)

T Gill

G Blaney

S Walsh

W Steele

J Sheedy

R Mullan

E Chukwureh



	
	Mod_34_08: Dual Rated Generator Amendment
	SEMO
	N Delaney: A number of bilateral meetings have taken place and a MOST (Market Operator Special Topic) was conducted.
L Ryan: Explanation of modification and 
presentation.
A Question & Answer session on MIP V LR ensued:

S Walsh: Can you confirm that  you would run MIP if you had an infeasible solution?

L Ryan: In general we would run Lagrangian relaxation, however on a number of occasions MIP has been run. 

There is MOUG on August 26th which will explain these issues. 

N Delaney: There is a business process outside the code on MIP v LR.

J Sheedy: How often would you expect to see that infeasible solution if you have taken 10 days analysis?

L Ryan: I would not expect it to happen as frequently.
J Sheedy: How many times has this happened in the new market?

Do you know how many times MIP has been run?

L Ryan: We have ran MIP 12 times since the beginning of the market.

L Ryan: We would look at an alternative solution to LR if it produced an infeasible solution or if the price went over 500 euros which is half the price cap. We will be giving a more detailed MOST on this issue.
T Gill: Where the T&SC refers to software, are there are actually two engines?
L Ryan: Yes there are two certified engines and either one can be run. Approximately 98% of the time Lagarangian relaxation has been used. 

T Gill: The process of what engine is used is not currently available to the public is this correct?

L Ryan: The process allows for one case where we would run MIP.

S Walsh: Two process - infeasible or > 500. Although infeasible is > 500
L Ryan: From a prudent MO perspective we have the right to choose one over the other.

G Blaney: On a subjective basis without any details?

L Ryan: Under prudent practice we would do this.

G Blaney: What is prudent practice, a high price or a low price?

L Ryan: If one was infeasible we would move to MIP. If we got a lower price spike but over 500 we would move to MIP. We are trying to ensure that we get a consistent signal from the market. We would not do this if this was not the correct thing to do. We want a more transparent relationship with participants going forward. We will be publishing this in the MO monthly report so everyone will be aware of the dates. 

D Naughton: Is there a possibility of bringing a future modification to the code on this?

L Ryan: The commitment is to is to hold meeting on 26th. Towards the end of the year some further analysis will be done.
J Seedy: Are you going to do further analysis on Kilroot or on the market in general?

L Ryan: We will we doing further analysis on MIP v LR.
G Blaney: I have a concern in terms of transparency in the market. It is concerning to find out after the event that you have made a decision unilaterally 12 times and that it has affected the price in the market. A good process should be more transparent. 

L Ryan: Going forward we want to sit down with you to discuss what has happened to date and what we are doing going forward. There may be an occasion where I have to choose one solution or the other and have to wait and get agreement from everyone around the table. That would mean that we would not be publishing in accordance with the requirements. 
My concern is that this would be not be efficient. We have a business process in place that can be made known to everyone here.  
G Blaney: I am not suggesting that you suspend the market as that would be quite concerning. When was the first time it occurred?

L Ryan: I am not sure of the first time this occurred. 

G Blaney: I am assuming this is not something that happened last week?

L Ryan: No, the first occurrence would have happened early in the market. 

P Newsome: You could insert text in relation to infeasible solutions. How would that take away your ability to act in a prudent manner? You could word it in such a way that it is transparent but also have flexibility.

S Walsh: I would like the MO to have a certain amount of prudent flexibility.
G Blaney: Market Participants should be aware of these processes.

L Ryan: I will be making it very clear to Market Participants when we run MIP. LR is our base program. It is transparent, it is open but my concern is losing the flexibility that is there at present.

T Gill: As Philip has stated something could be inserted in Appendix N to state what is the norm with deviations for required flexibility. We should be able to come up with some kind of wording that has transparency but retains flexibility.
L Ryan: I can commit to bringing a mod forward and having further discussions after Aug 26th.
D Naughton: It would be helpful to release some of that process prior to the meeting so everyone is aware.

L Ryan: Yes we would usually release a discussion paper in advance.

W Steele: This analysis is quite a small sample.

L Ryan: Yes we have a limited number of resources to bring this forward.

M Preston: How many days was there in total? 10 days were taken from a sample of how many days?

I Luney: 2% of overall settlement periods since the start of the market.

G Blaney: Underlying change sounds very expensive. Concern is that if you try and change for unit and other units have to adopt this there will be knock on effects or unforeseen consequences. 

M Preston: Long history to this. Solution at start of the market was best available. Kilroots bidding is modified within the rules but still produces the spikes.

D Naughton: This is really a limitation to the market rules
G Blaney: Have you looked at how this will affect other generators?
N Delaney: You must get approval from the regulators to register as a dual rated generator.

D Naughton: You must register with regulators if you want to become a dual rated generator. The limitation of the current rules is that the SMP is not reflective of the marginal cost of producing electricity which is a specific objective in the code. 
G Blaney: What criteria will the regulatory authorities use to establish if a generator is dual rated or not?

D Naughton: We have not set out any criteria at this stage.

I Luney: Could you make this change specific to Kilroot?
P Newsome: Legally this is not feasible.

J Sheedy: How are you going to cap Kilroot and what kind of timeframe are you looking at?

L Ryan: We will cap Kilroot if they are operating on coal. We would use a manual workaround to get this in as quickly as we can.

J Sheedy: The conditions around a manual workaround can be onerous for participants.
L Ryan: If there is an error we will resettle or we will re-price, but we don't want to get into a situation where there are disputes raised with us when we are trying to do something for the good of the market. We are assisting in reducing volatility.

T Gill: Is the proposal giving people a choice to be a dual rated or a normal generator?

L Ryan: Dependent on regulators approving the status.

G Blaney: Assuming that most of us are dual rated do we have an obligation to be dual rated?
N Delaney: There is a difference between dual fuel and dual rated.

P Newsome: The modification says 'may' register. There is no obligation to register as dual rated.

D Naughton: There will be some kind of obligation from the regulator for Kilroot to register as a dual rated generator.

I Luney: As a point of clarification, Kilroot is not a party to the code and is represented by PPB. Kilroot have an interest in this modification and they have no access to it. They are limited in their access to this modification.
T Gill: Observers and non member parties are welcome to attend. The members of the committee should be bringing issues of non member parties to the table.

W Steele: Given the complexity of this mod and the size of the sample is this the type of mod that lends itself to a working group?

L Ryan: Concerned that this will go to a working and disappear for a couple of months. TOR and a detailed timeline is required.
W Steele:: Concern is that this sample is only up to March of this year. and not reflective of the market since then.

I Luney: Data is not up to date.

G Blaney: My concern is that all generators are treated equally. Whatever is being applied to Kilroot should be applied across the board.

D Naughton: There will be a regulatory framework in place that sets out criteria for unit to register. It will be outside the code and subject to RA approval. This modification requires a consultation.

I Luney: We are an intermediary for Kilroot. Kilroot are very keen that a working group be set up on this modification.

D Naughton: I do not think we are in a position to vote on this today. The impact has to be considered. Is it possible to consult and have a working group by September?
T Gill: Participants need to think about the impact to them. Possible way to move forward quickly is to go to a consultation and then a working group.

I Luney: It would better to have a forum first to understand how the consultation will be taken forward. 

L Ryan: The main concern from around the table is that we don't have enough and the data analysis may not be strong enough for people to be able to make a decision on this.  
G Blaney: What is the timeframe for the regulatory process that is going to run in parallel?

D Naughton: We will feed into the working group and the modifications meeting in September. I see it as drafting a consultation paper on the criteria for registering as a dual rated generator and trying to get this through in the next two to three months. 

P Newsome: There are three conditions mentioned in the proposal in relation to the process. 

L Ryan: If we want to wait for a system solution then we can wait for a system solution. 

N Delaney: The modification reflects what we would do if we were going to implement in the system. If we decide that we are going with a manual process there would be an amendment.

L Ryan: This has been discussed informally and briefly with vendor. It would impact on Day1+. A manual workaround is possible.

R Doyle: Is the regulator not in support of this or have they discussed this previously with the Market Operator?

D Naughton: SEM Committee has met and they are very interested in this modification and it is a big priority.

R Doyle: If the RA do not want to push this and the modifications committee has an issue pushing this forward then SEMO could back away.

T Gill: We do understand this issue and would like to see this progressed as soon as possible.

I Luney: One concern is data issues. 

T Gill: We could ask that more data analysis be supplied with the consultation paper.

I Luney: In terms of liaising with Kilroot it may be easier to have a working group first and then a consultation so that issues can be discussed.

J McGovern: If you implement a manual workaround then everyone ends up with more work. If we wait a long term solution could be implemented in the system.
T Gill: Is there more work involved on participants with a manual workaround other than re-pricing or re-settlement?

L Ryan: There would be some manual intervention on changing availabilities in the capacity end of the market which is work for SEMO and the SO.

I Luney: We may have to change our systems so it will have an impact on us.

L Ryan: Limited amount of work with PPB and some work with the system operator. I don't think it should impact on any other participant.

T Gill: Would members be happy with a working group?

S Walsh: There is a lot of information out there so I am confident to vote on this today but no one else seems to be in that position.

G Blaney: Are we clear on how the regulators will deal with this process in parallel? 

D Naughton: We are specifically trying to deal with Kilroot at present. We would be interested in your views. Do you see a possibility where you would want to register as a dual rated generator?

G Blaney: We need to future proof this process and make sure we clearly understand the process by which people elect to become dual rated.

J Sheedy: I would support the mod there is no question but I would rather see an enduring solution. We are 'quick fixing' after 10 days worth of data. This is a dangerous precedent that we are setting.

N Delaney: We don't have, as part of our support contract, a position where we can go and ask ABB without a cost.

M Preston: To come up with a final enduring solution to this it could be an enormous change to the engine itself. We are looking at this as part of Day 1+ with the outcome in Nov / Dec.

P Newsome: By not registering as a dual rated unit you are not missing out on anything. 

G Blaney: We should make sure that we have thought this through before other situations arise in the future that require change. 

T Gill: Our position is that we would not be in favour of waiting for enduring solution. 

N Delaney: The sooner we know how many more days analysis we need to do the work the better.

I Luney: Would you be in a position to provide information up to the end of June on how many days this occurred?

L Ryan: Yes

I Luney: The working group can sit down and do a study of 20 of 30 days. The core issue is around extra data. We would like to see what has happened since March. We would like to know what those days were. The number of days and periods are required.

W Steele: For example, 'How many days did Kilroot set the price since the market started?'.

L Ryan: I want to get this moving as quick as possible. I would like to see a working group within one week.
T Gill: How quickly can you turnaround additional data requests?

L Ryan: I can turn them around quickly.

T Gill: All data requests should be in by 5pm on Wednesday. We will try and organise a working group next week.

I Luney: What is your driver? We want to ensure this is right.

L Ryan: Limited resources will get pulled away into other areas so as I have resources now it is the best time to get it done.

T Gill: In terms of code objectives we need to move this forward. We will meet not next week but early the following week. 

L Ryan: If the data is showing the same trend as it is now will people be comfortable in progressing with this modification?

J Sheedy: Your recommendations are very onerous 'The Market accepts the operational risk of the process'.

P Newsome: This solution would be subject to a market audit.

L Ryan: Are you saying at this point that a manual solution isn't going to run?

P Newsome: I'm not saying that. But those conditions are going to be decided by outside forces like the Market Audit scope.
L Ryan: To be clear, are the RAs directing us to implement a solution without criteria being in place?

P Newsome: I am not sure how the manual workaround will be implemented.

L Ryan: This was circulated in a paper which details manual workaround.

T Gill: If you have a properly fleshed out manual workaround that is explained to participants then there should be no reason for a dispute. If we have information on cost and time for implementation then people can decide on this.

N Delaney: Are the committee happy that we incur the costs of assessment of enduring solution by vendor.

L Ryan: Until the enduring solution is in we will facilitate a manual workaround solution. We will not be supporting a manual workaround solution long term.

T Gill: How much cost is incurred in asking the vendor?

G Blaney: This is a major change to the code so we need to understand full cost.

T Gill: We require a cost and a timeframe at the working group.

N Delaney: In advance of the working group we can get a cost from the vendor on how much an IA would cost.
T Gill: In terms of actions, any data requests should be in by Wednesday and meeting within a fortnight. We need to have the cost of the enduring solution by then.

L Ryan: There are some resourcing issues but should be able to make that happen. 
	Secretariat: Presentation will be circulated with the minutes. Please see presentation for explanation of possible solutions and analysis done.
1. Working Group to be set up

2. Cost from vendor to be supplied

3. Data requests to be in by Wed 30th July (Complete).
	

	
	Mod_35_08: Extension of amendment to existing provisions in relation to the application of Distribution Loss Adjustment Factors 
	Michael Preston
	M Preston: (Slides and Explanation of how DLAFs are applied)
Option paper in development at present to bring forward at a MOST meeting.

Proposal seeks to push the date forward from Nov 1st to ensure that we are complaint with the code.
Purpose of modification is to delay the implementation to ensure we have solution.

R Mullan: Question:

Does a generator currently get paid to include DLAFs?
M Preston: Generators which are non price affecting or distributed generation.
S Walsh: Question:

Is this an interim solution?

M Preston: Philosophy of application of DLAFs and TLAFS has been different in practice.

S Walsh: Question:

The enduring solution might be the alignment of the application of TLAFs and DLAFs?

M Preston: Yes

R Mullan: Question:

In the interim would generators get paid? 
Is this proposal giving you more time to implement full solution?

M Preston: This proposal seeks more time for implementation.
T Gill: Question:

You mentioned that the TSOs would not be in a position to comply due to lack of clarity. What do you mean by this?

M Preston: The code needs to be changed to get clarity. This proposal is asking for extra time to implement a solution to get clarity.

S Rourke: It is not known what the interim solution will be but this modification will give more time to set out solution.

A Market Operator Special Topic on August 20th will result in a further modification.
T Gill: Question: 

Is 30 months considered to be the required timeframe to get this into place?

M Preston: No, this was seen as a parking place to give time to work out solution. There was an expectation that participants come Nov 1st would be getting an increase in payment so commercially this is of interest.
R Mullan: The enduring and the interim solution are being discussed along the same timelines. 
Question: Can the interim solution be implemented quite quickly?
M Preston: This extension is to set up a working group to give more time for an interim solution.

D Naughton: In the next few months you may be proposing a modification to this modification.

M Preston: Yes. The outcome of the working group will be either to put in an interim solution or a solution accepted to be a long term solution.

E Chukwureh: The Working group will define a timeline for implementation. 
E Chukwureh: There is support extra time but when we have the principles of what we are implementing then we can judge the time allowed.

T Gill: A vote will take place at the September meeting
	Slides will be included as an attachment to the minutes.
	Deferred

	
	Mod_36_08: Agreed Procedure 15 Incorrect Title
	Mary D'arcy
	MT Campbell: Incorrect title on AP. Banking and Participant Payments instead of Invoicing. No impacts.
	
	Recommended for Approval
(Unanimous)

T Gill

G Blaney

S Walsh

W Steele

J Sheedy

R Mullan

E Chukwureh

M Preston

F Leetch

D Kelly

S Rourke

G Nolan


	
	Mod_37_08: Extension of the application of Capacity Adjustment Factor in the calculation of Required Credit Cover until implementation of Day 1+
	SEMO
	G Nolan: Explanation of modification given - to extend interim solution clauses 7.22, 7.23 and 7.24 from 12 - 15 months. The enduring method for calculating the undefined potential exposure for new/adjusted participants as outlined in TSC 6.201A, 6.203 and 6.205 can be implemented in the systems. It was also a discussion topic at the MOUG.


	
	Recommended for Approval
(Unanimous)

T Gill

G Blaney

S Walsh

W Steele

J Sheedy

R Mullan

E Chukwureh



	Deferred Modifications

	
	Mod_88_07: Publication of daily actual load summary
	
	N Delaney: Explanation of modification
S Walsh: Data is being received from another source but to get it a second time would be useful

N Delaney: Vendors have agreed to deliver by Feb 20th 2009. Cost associated with change.
	Subject to Clarification
	Recommended for Approval
(Unanimous)

T Gill

G Blaney

S Walsh

W Steele

J Sheedy

R Mullan

E Chukwureh



	
	Mod_93_07: Demand Data Submissions to support Non-Firm Access calculations for all forms of trading site
	
	MT Campbell: Email sent requesting a  proposer to bring modification forward. No proposer found. Modification is set to withdrawn.
	
	Withdrawn

	
	Mod_01_08: Consumption Adjustments handling long term meter data errors
	
	MT Campbell: Status is deferred to enable working group to come to an agreement.
	Working Group Date TBC
	Deferred

	
	Mod_03_08: Suspension Delay Period  Decision Changes
	
	T Gill: Correspondence of viewpoints between RA legal and SEMO were circulated.
P Newsome: Explanation of Modification. We have come to an agreement on all legal issues.

G Blaney: Queried if participants need to check with banks on statutory demand issue.

P Newsome: Legal advice suggests that it should not be an issue. There was a wording clarification sought by SEMO
N Delaney: SEMO were happy with clarification given.


	
	Recommended for Approval : (Majority) 
T Gill

G Blaney

S Walsh

W Steele

J Sheedy

R Mullan

E Chukwureh (Abstain)



	
	Mod_13_08_V2: Calculation of MSP Production Cost for use within the MSP software - revised from 57_07 and 13_08
	
	G Nolan: Presentation and explanation of modification. 
G Blaney: Queried Final Production Cost variable

G Nolan: Start up costs and no load costs are taken into account when you are committing the unit. A text deletion is to be made for insertion to FRR.
T Gill: This modification replaces 57_07 which was previously approved by the Committee
	
	Recommended for Approval
(Unanimous)

T Gill

G Blaney

S Walsh

W Steele

J Sheedy

R Mullan

E Chukwureh



	
	Mod_23_08: Precision of Calculations within the Central Market Systems
	
	N Delaney: Clarification on paragraph 3.89 the words 'without prejudice' was sought. SEMO Legal advised that there was no need to change wording.

E Chukwureh: Issue raised on rounding in participant systems.

N Delaney: This is a clarification modification and does not affect the systems. 
	
	Recommended for Approval
(Unanimous)

T Gill

G Blaney

S Walsh

W Steele

J Sheedy

R Mullan

E Chukwureh



	Modifications Proposals Further Review Required

	
	Mod_20_07: Publication of Commercially Sensitive Data - Supplier Volumes 
	
	W Steele: Discussions are ongoing with RAs. No change in status.
	 No change in status
	

	
	Mod_66_07: VAT
	
	N Delaney: Explanation of modification. Updated version will be presented at September Modifications meeting.

P Newsome: Meeting took place with SEMO finance.

N Delaney: V2 of this modification will be presented at September meeting.


	No change in status

	Deferred

	
	Mod_68_07: Additional Market Data Transactions from MOs to TSOs
	
	S Rourke: No change in status. There is a manual workaround in place at present. 
E Chukwureh: Modification is On Hold
	On Hold
	Deferred


	
	Mod_72_07: Creation of Excessive Credit Cover Required
	
	MT Campbell: The update FRR Version 2 was sent to the RAs for approval on July 15th. 
D Naughton: RAs are currently reviewing this FRR


	FRR currently in review with RAs
	 

	
	Mod_19_08: Extension of the temporary  manual System Operator validation  of Technical Offer Data 
	
	G Nolan: Two further modifications will be raised in due course. August 20th meeting in the Oval to discuss Technical Offer Data.
	 Approved at Meeting 14 and implemented in version 4.3 T&SC. Two further modifications will be raised 
	

	AOB

	
	
	
	 - Next Meeting September 30th 2008

 - Minutes will be circulated in accordance with timeframes.

 - Modifications must be submitted 10 days prior to next meeting.


	
	


	Next Meeting Deadlines:



	Meeting #
	Date
	Mods in by
	Agenda out by
	Observers notified to Secretariat by

	Meeting 16
	Sep 30th 
	Sep 11th
	Sep 16th
	Sep 19th
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