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MEETING MINUTES V0.4
Meeting Name:
Modifications Panel



    Meeting No:  25
Date of Meeting:
3rd December 2009



 Time: 10.30am – 3.00pm
Venue: Hilton, Belfast


In Attendance
	Name
	Member Type
	Company

	Members/Alternates

	Iain Wright 
	Supplier Member & Chairperson
	Airtricity

	Emeka Chukwereh
	Supplier Alternate
	Airtricity

	Stephen Walsh 
	Supplier Member
	ESB Customer Supply

	William Steele
	Supplier Member
	NIE Energy (Supply)

	Jill Murray
	Supplier Alternate
	BGE Supply

	Garrett Blaney
	Generator Member
	Viridian Power & Energy

	Kevin Hannafin
	Generator Alternate
	Viridian Power & Energy

	Grainne O' Shea
	Generator Member
	ESB Power Generation

	Sheenagh Rooney
	Regulatory Authority Member
	CER

	Dana Kelleher
	Regulatory Authority Alternate
	CER

	Juliet Corbett
	Regulatory Authority Alternate
	NIAUR

	Jean Pierre Miura
	Regulatory Authority Alternate
	NIAUR

	Denis Kelly 
	MDP Member
	NIE Transmission & Distribution

	Aileen O’Connor
	MDP Member
	ESB Networks

	Niamh Delaney
	MO Member
	SEMO

	Aodhagan Downey
	MO Alternate
	SEMO

	Vivienne Price
	TSO Alternate
	SONI

	Shane Rourke 
	TSO Alternate
	EirGrid 

	Observers

	Andrew Burke
	Observer
	ESBI

	Carole Devlin
	Observer
	Endesa Ireland

	Donal Lucey
	Observer
	ESB Power Generation

	Joseph Collins
	Observer
	Bord Gais

	Patrick Liddy
	Observer
	Activation Energy

	Sean Mackin
	Observer
	SEMO

	Ian Luney
	Observer
	AES Kilroot

	Sinead O’Hare
	Observer
	NIE Energy PPB

	Secretariat Function

	Aisling O’Donnell
	Secretariat
	SEMO

	Stephanie Fargher
	Secretariat
	SEMO


1.
SEMO Update
Minutes
· Minutes from Meeting 24, read and approved.
Legal Support for the Modifications Committee
· An update on the progress of procuring legal support for the Modifications Committee was distributed by the Secretariat, including a copy of the RFP.

· The Secretariat has not received any comment or objections in response to the distribution of this information.

· Barring any objections from the Committee the Secretariat will progress the tendering of professional services.

· A generous estimation of timeframe for completion of the procurement process is March 2010.

· The Secretariat will provide further update on the progression of this process at the next meeting of the Modifications Committee.

Ad Hoc Election Announcement
· The Secretariat announced that an Ad Hoc Election would go ahead following the resignation of a Generator Member and her nominated Alternate.

· Queries were raised as to how the elections process works and whether an Alternate may take the place of the elected member.

· Advice from the Secretariat is that as both the Member and Alternate are no longer active within the Committee and in the interest of maintaining the fairness and transparency outlined within the Code Objectives an Ad Hoc Election would allow Parties the opportunity to nominate a new Member.
· The Secretariat briefly outlined the Ad Hoc Elections process and will provide a more thorough break down of the process following the Meeting – this information is outlined in AP12.
· In summary, nominations will be called for, from which a ballot will be formed, upon which votes may be cast.

· The Secretariat anticipates the election process will be completed within the coming weeks with a new Member and Alternate in place by the next meeting of the Committee.

Secretariat Programme of Work
· The Secretariat provided the below tables of information on the progression of Modification Proposals since Meeting 24 of the Modifications Committee.
	Status as at 3 December 2009

	Modification Implemented in V6.0 of T&SC (published October 30th 2009)

	Title
	Sections Modified
	Effective Date

	Mod_15_09 Modifications Committee Operations - Section 2 Changes
	T&SC  Section 2
	Sept 1st 2009

	Mod_17_09 Interim Provisions to correct misaligned DLAF/CLAF/TLAF timelines
	T&SC Section 4 & 7, Appendices E and K
	Jul 10th 2009

	Mod_19_09 Change to Currency Costs Smearing Rules
	T&SC Section 6
	Jul 10th 2009

	Mod_20_09 Temporary extension of time allowance for submission of Formal Settlement Queries
	T&SC Section 7
	Sept 11th 2009

	Mod_21_09 Credit Cover SRA Cancellation via email
	T&SC Section 2
	Jul 10th 2009

	Mod_23_09 Additional Extension of Section 7 Clauses for calculation of Eligible Availability for Energy Limited Units
	T&SC Section 7
	Sept 1st 2009

	Mod_28_09 Clarification on Settlement Statement – Full Settlement Period Republished
	T&SC Section 6 & AP15
	Aug 18th 2009

	Mod_31_09 Unit and Interconnector Forced Outage Rate Modifications
	Appendix M & Glossary
	Oct 29th 2009

	Mod_32_09 Clarification to definition and use of Monthly Load Forecast
	T&SC Section 2, 4, Glossary, Appendix M & AP6
	Aug 21st 2009

	Mod_33_09 Force Majeure
	T&SC Section 2
	Oct 29th 2009

	Mod_36_09 Extending Interim Provision for Error Supplier Unit Calculation
	T&SC Section 7
	Oct 29th 2009

	Mod_38_09 Clarification of Application of Resettlement Currency Costs
	T&SC Section 6, Appendices 2, 15 and Glossary 
	Oct 29th 2009

	Mod_39_09 Housekeeping
	T&SC Section 5, Appendix E and Glossary
	Oct 29th 2009

	Mod_54_08 Individual Warning Limit Above the Default Warning Limit
	T&SC Section 6 and Glossary
	Oct 30th 2009

	Mod_49_08 Aggregate Payments for Invoices
	T&SC Section 2, 6 and AP 17
	Oct 30th 2009

	FRRs for Modifications Recommended for Approval

	Title
	Status
	Sent/Achieved By

	Mod_24_09 Definition of Tariff Year and correction of Loss Factor timelines
	Awaiting RA Decision
	October 29th 2009

	Mod_25_09 Publication of two-year generation outage plans
	Awaiting RA Decision
	October 29th 2009

	Mod_34_08 Dual Rated Generator Amendment
	Awaiting RA Decision
	November 13th 2009

	RA Approved Modifications

	Title
	Sections Modified
	Effective Date

	Mod_27_09 Change to Letter of Credit Template wording for payment of charges 
	T&SC Appendix A
	December 1st 2009

	RA Approved Modifications with System Impacts

	Mod_47_08 Validation of Technical Data: Enduring Validation Process
	T&SC Section 3 & AP4
	October 30th 2010 TBD

	Mod_88_07 Publication of daily actual load summary
	T&SC Appendix E & AP6
	April 29th 2010 TBD

	Work in Progress

	3 Approved Modifications
	2 with Systems Impacts
	1 in implementation phase

	Next Release of T&SC January 30th 2010


2.
Review of Action Items from Meeting 24
All Action Items complete and updates provided at the Meeting.
3.
SEMO IT CMS Release Schedule Update
At Meeting 24 held on 29 September 2009 the Modifications Committee requested that information be provided in relation to the available ‘headroom’ for upcoming Central Market Systems releases.
The following advice was provided by Sean Mackin from SEMO IT.
Overview

· Bi-annual release schedule – April and October

· Release capacity is 6,125 hours – 30% is allocated to testing activities.

· Some flexibility around the release capacity, however is dependent on the vendor and SEMO resource constraints.

· Early planning and approval is key to reduce risk and increase efficiency of service.

· Early visibility for stakeholders to undertake any associated modifications to their own systems.

· Appropriate time can be provided for testing.

Commercial Agreement with Vendors

· RAs approved a 3 year (6 release) agreement between SEMO and the vendor.
· Key features of the agreement include:

· 25% reduction in prevailing rate over 3 years.

· Fixed rate for 3 years protected against CPI.

· Guarantee of vendor capacity.

· Increased transparency.

· Alignment of delivery with release strategy.

· Streamlined approval process.

April 2010 Release Summary
· Cut off date was 24 July 2009.

· Two Change Control Board (CCB) meetings have been held to consider the content of the release.

· The CCB Prioritisation Process is (in order of priority):

1. All approved Modification Proposals as at the cut off date;

2. All changes that support approved projects (e.g. SEMO Website);

3. All other changes prioritised based on CCB rankings.

· Software delivery required mid-end January 2010.

· Advice from the vendor is that the earliest delivery time for Mod_47_08 (VTOD) is early March.

· SEMO rejected the vendor delivery proposal due to restrictiveness of the time frame.

· SEMO submitted a revised April 2010 scope proposal to the RAs on 29 October 2009 requesting a reallocation of the annual release capacity and the approval of a lighter April 2010 release of 3,209 hours and a heavier October 2010 release of approx 9,041 hours (current estimate).

· April 2010 will have minimal impact on Participants:

· 1 new report – D+4 Daily Actual Load Summary.

· 1 modified report – 4 Day Load Forecast switching from Trading Day to Settlement Day.
October 2010 Release Summary
· High impact on Participants.

· This release will include:

· Validation of Technical Data – Enduring Process (Mod_47_08).

· Registration Additional Validations.

· Cross Boarder VAT.

· Capacity has been considered and is available for Mod_34_08: Dual Rating. This is due to be presented to the SEM Committee for decision at their next meeting, end-January 2010.
· It is not anticipated that any further Modification Proposals will be approved prior to the cut off date of 15 January 2010.

· SEMO will engage Participants through provision of a programme forum, MOUG updates, technical and functional workshops and interface documentation to ensure appropriate delivery of scope.

Reallocation Objectives and Benefits

· Proposed delivery of all outstanding Modification Proposals and Legislative changes within 12 months.

· Mitigation of risk to SEM due to invasive nature of the changes.

· Opportunity for early visibility and engagement of external stakeholders to plan development.

· Synergy in the delivery of changes affecting participants.

· Alignment of delivery across stakeholders.

· Increased flexibility with the possibility of securing more hours.

· Certainty of delivery.

· Maximisation of available resources.

· Quality assurance.

Discussion Points

· The proposed allocation of hours for future releases is 80% capacity for Modification Proposals and 20% for other non-Trading and Settlement Code changes.
· It is noted that the Committee would benefit from visibility of upcoming SEM projects in the pipeline, including the East-West Interconnector, Dispatch and Scheduling, Locational Signals and Global Aggregation.
· The RA Member advised that the SEM Committee is acutely aware of the potential impact of these larger projects on the implementation of other Modification Proposals.

· Concerns raised over the specific impact of the East-West Interconnector and requested advice of timelines. RA Member advised that this information would not be available until after the publication of the decision paper following consideration of responses to the public consultation on SEM Regional Integration.

· The Committee expressed similar concerns in relation to Global Aggregation. The RA Member advised that as a number of options are being considered by the Working Group, no timeline can be allocated until a course of action has been chosen.

· The Committee noted that Modifications would chronologically join the queue for implementation on the basis of the date on which the final approval is given (i.e. from the SEM Committee), unless otherwise specified.

· Where too many Modifications exist the Committee may be required to prioritise their requests. SEMO IT to come back and advise the Committee where and why a Modification will not be included in the next release (may be communicated via the Secretariat).

· While the Committee concedes that the contract for 6,000 hours per release is optimistic it acknowledges that SEMO had to be conservative with their estimate of requirements – option exists for the purchase of more hours at same rate subject to RA approval.
· The MO Member noted that Mod_47_08: Validation of Technical Data had been prepared with the expectation that it would be included in the April 2010 release. A new Modification Proposal will be required to ensure the interim solution does not expire prior to the inclusion of the enduring solution in the October 2010 release.

Actions and Outcomes
At the request of the Modifications Committee, advice on upcoming releases and projects will be included as a standing item for discussion at future meetings.

The Committee understands that unless otherwise specified Modification Proposals will be placed into a queue based on the chronology of their approval from the SEM Committee.

MO Member to raise Modification Proposal for consideration at the next Modifications Committee meeting extending the provisions associated with Mod_47_08 for a period until the enduring solution may be included in a systems release, namely, October 2010.

	4.   New Modification Proposals

	Item
	Modification Proposal
	Proposer
	Discussion Points
	Actions/Comment
	Outcome/Vote Result

	I.
	Mod_40_09
RA Modification Proposals

	RA 

	· The Proposer advised that the intent of the Proposal is to expedite the Modifications process for those classed as ‘RA Modifications’.
· The Chair expressed concerns as to whether this was intended to create a ‘way around’ process for all Proposals put forward by the RAs and suggested that the current provisions may be adequate.

· The MO Member remarked that the legal drafting of the Glossary definition as proposed may be somewhat circular.
· The Chair queried whether the new classification was intended to refer to the upcoming major projects in the pipeline.

· The RA Member noted that the new classification of RA Modification would be specific to those issues that have already undergone a public consultation, such as major upcoming SEM projects, and is intended to avoid further delay through discussion of policy issues already addressed via the consultation process, instead prioritising implementation.

· A Generator Member acknowledged that there was no real alternative to creating a new classification for these types where expedience is key. 
	Actions:
N/A

	Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)
Iain Wright
Garrett Blaney

Jill Murray

William Steele

Grainne O’Shea

Stephen Walsh

	II.
	Mod_41_09

Aggregated Generator Unit Capacity Change
	TSO

	· The Proposer advised that the current provisions within the Code allow for additional capacity to be added to an Aggregated Generator Unit, however it cannot be reduced. This Modification Proposal aims to amend this to allow for upward or downward movement in the number of individual Generators within an Aggregated Generator Unit.
	Actions: 
N/A

	Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)

Iain Wright

Garrett Blaney

Jill Murray

William Steele

Grainne O’Shea

Stephen Walsh

	III.
	Mod_42_09

Removal of Reference to Administered Settlement in Force Majeure Paragraphs

	SEMO

	· The Proposer advised that it was not appropriate for Section 2 of the Code to have provisions for Administered Settlement in instances of Force Majeure as Section 6 already outlines the distinct provisions by which Administered Settlement may be undertaken.

	Actions: 
N/A
	Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)

Iain Wright

Garrett Blaney

Jill Murray

William Steele

Grainne O’Shea

Stephen Walsh

	IV.
	Mod_43_09

Clarification on Invoice SRAs and Currency Costs
	SEMO

	· The Proposer advised that the Modification proposes to give greater clarification to the inclusion of Currency Costs in the Invoicing process. AP15 currently includes these details. However, the proposal amends AP 10 to provide greater clarity as to current practices.
· Concerns were raised as to the impact on SRAs, the MO Member advised these will not be affected. This is just a clarification modification, detailing the practice as it is currently carried out.
· The Chair recommended some changes to the wording as proposed, in order to simplify the working – to be emailed to the Secretariat.


	Actions: 
· Chair to email recommended changes to the wording of Modification to the Secretariat.

· Secretariat to draft an AP final report to include the suggested changes for Committee’s approval.

	Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)

Iain Wright

Garrett Blaney

Jill Murray

William Steele

Grainne O’Shea

Stephen Walsh
Niamh Delaney

Shane Rourke

Denis Kelly

Aileen O’Connor

	V.
	Mod_44_09
Process for Withdrawal of Modification Proposals

	SEMO

	· The Proposer advised that there are currently no provisions relating to how and when a Modification Proposal may be withdrawn or who has ownership of said Modifications.

· The Chair suggested that once a Modification Proposal had been raised at a meeting of the Committee ownership should fall to the Committee, as such the option to withdraw a Modification Proposal should be with the Committee.

· The general feeling of the Committee was in agreement with the Chair’s comment.

· It was recommended that the wording of the Modification Proposal be amended to reflect withdrawal of a Proposal subject to agreement by the Committee.
· It was also felt that where the Proposer of a Modification was no longer represented at Committee Meetings, the Secretariat would administer the Modification. To be reflected in the legal drafting in the FRR.
	Actions: 
· Legal drafting section of FRR to include change to wording “to” and “withdrawal subject to the agreement of the Modifications Committee”.

	Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)

Iain Wright

Garrett Blaney

Jill Murray

William Steele

Grainne O’Shea

Stephen Walsh

	VI.
	Mod_45_09
Loss Adjustment in the Calculation of the Costs of Running in the Procedure to Calculate Final Uplift Values

	ESB PG

	· Mod_45_09 has been put forward as an alternative to Mod_12_09, as such both Modification Proposals were considered together. Both consider the same issue, however offer different approaches to the manner in which it is addressed.
· The Proposer illustrated Mod_45_09 with examples to aid in the explanation of the Proposal.

· The intent of the Modification is to correct for non-recovery of Generator costs through the Uplift calculation.
· It was acknowledged that the current provisions within the Code prevent Generators from recovering full costs through Uplift payments. It is proposed that a change be made at cost of running in the Uplift calculation. 
· Mod_12_09 modifies the Uplift revenue by adjusting Generator bids by Start Up and No Load via TLAF, in this case Generator bids are changed to achieve correct Uplift.
· The MO Alternate presented a post-Working Group recap on both the options contained within Mod_12_09 and the Mod_45_09 alternative with the use of sample scenarios.
· The Committee noted that Mod_12_09 was put forward following SEM Direction in December 2008.
· In summary, both options address the overall issue but in different ways – the final decision of the Committee would be one based on principle.

· MO Alternate presented the results of a high level Impact Assessment for both options, it is noted that the costs provided to the Committee are high level indicative costs only.

· Mod_12_09 cost estimate is less than €37k, however, additional costs may be incurred by Generators in adjustment of their own systems/processes, approx 200 hours required for systems implementation. 
· Mod_45_09 is estimated to cost between €37k and €92k, requiring full recertification of MSP software and will require 200 to 500 hours not including recertification. 
· SEMO IT representative advised that either option may be included in the October release and noted that recertification will increase costs quoted by approximately €20k. 
· An Observer commented on the preference of NIAUR, as expressed at the Working Group, for Mod_12_09 as being the correct option going forward and expressed agreement with the view that loss adjustments should be applied to all cost components of Commercial Offer Data that are considered in unit commitment and Uplift.
· A Supplier Member noted that from a perspective of fuel efficiency, it is more realistic to use actual Start Up costs and loss adjust the Incremental bid.
· The Committee was in general agreement with this view.
· An Observer queried whether there is a risk to Security of Supply as dispatch to a power station may be threatened resulting in loss of incentive for new build.
	Actions: 
N/A

	Recommended for Approval (Majority)
Iain Wright

Garrett Blaney

Jill Murray

Grainne O’Shea

Stephen Walsh

William Steele

(Abstain)



	VII.
	Mod_46_09

Treatment of UIs in Pumped Storage Units when Pumping
	ESB PG

	· The Proposer advised that, in part, the motivation behind this Modification Proposal is the apparent and significant financial losses experienced in relation to Turlough Hill due to the inability to control flows during pumping.
· The Proposer advised that Turlough Hill (the only pumped storage plant in SEM) is an extremely fast acting responsive plant which in generation mode is significantly more flexible than other plant on the system. The motivation behind this mod is to address a material financial issue which occurs when Turlough Hill is pumping i.e. acting like a large load. Pumping is a binary operation, either pump or don't pump, no other control is possible but due to the way the market dispatches Turlough Hill, the plant incurs UI's every time it enters pumping mode

· The Proposer requested for an immediate manual work around to be put in place pending the approval of the Modification Proposal.
· Queries were raised as to whether this was an issue inherent to the mechanics of Turlough Hill or whether it is common to other pumped storage units.

· Concerns were raised as to the impact of this Modification Proposal on any future pumped storage units, given that changes to the Code should ideally be considerate of future arrangements.

· The MO Member recommended to the Committee that an Impact Assessment would be advised prior to any decision being made.

· A Supplier Alternate suggested there may be an alternate mechanism for addressing the issue, such as by setting the DQ=MG.
· A Generator Member queried whether this change would remove the incentive for pumped storage units to pursue accuracy and controllability.

· Queries raised as to whether the TSO can improve dispatch instructions.

· TSO Alternate not sure as to how this could occur, as a pumped storage unit is just directed to pump. The PUMP instruction is not sent out with a level at which to pump.
· MO Alternate advised that a number of issues required addressing such as whether the change would have systems impacts, if so, an Impact Assessment would be advised, whether there is another way of achieving the outcome requested by the Proposer, and whether it would be appropriate to make a change to the Code preferring one Participant.
· Would approving this Modification Proposal set a precedence?

· There was a general consensus that consideration need be given to the impact on the rest of the market.

· MO Member advised that a manual work around would not be recommended at this stage as any changes would preferably be enduring.

· The RA Member (NI) suggested that the issue may not be specific to pumped storage but one of negative generation overall.
· The RA Member (RoI) noted that according to the Code pumped storage is treated as a special case anyway.
	Actions: 
· SEMO to undertake an Impact Assessment on the current Modification Proposal and any identified alternatives.

	Deferred


	5.   Deferred Modification Proposals

	Item
	Modification Proposal
	Proposer
	Discussion Points
	Actions/

Comment
	Outcome/

Vote Result 

	I.
	Mod_65_08
Short Term Test Status

	TSO

	· The TSOs believe within day testing is vital for system safety as can facilitate early detection of issues to the system.
· Prior to SEM go live, it was agreed the issue of testing should be addressed. 

· Originally a temporary work around was put in place. However errors can occur and the current situation not as transparent as preferred to be by the TSO.

· The Modification if approved would allow Generators to cancel tests at relatively short notice.

· Chair indicated that the Committee is not opposed to the principle of Short Term testing.

· The SEMO Member advised the Committee of disagreements arising from the Working Group on the detail of the Modification, suggested that the original Modification needed to be redrafted based on subsequent discussions and noted that only a high-level impact assessment had been obtained from the vendor.
· Concern expressed by SEMO that testing may be difficult and the outcome unknown until a solution is developed.

· It was noted that SEMO had previously advised the Committee that the Impact Assessment indicated an implementation cost in the vicinity of €274k.

· The Committee agreed to vote on this Modification as it currently stands.
	Actions:
· FRR to include views of Committee. 

· Further investigation of full costs and implementation to be carried out by SEMO.
· TSO to re-examine wording and determine if any updates to drafting are necessary.
	Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)

Iain Wright

Garrett Blaney

Jill Murray

William Steele

Grainne O’Shea

Stephen Walsh

	II.
	Mod_12_09

Loss Adjustment in Constraint and Make Whole Payments
	NIAUR 
	· This Modification was discussed together with Mod_45_09, please see section VI of the minutes for details.

	Actions:
N/A
	Recommended for Rejection
(Majority)
Iain Wright

Jill Murray

Grainne O’Shea

Stephen Walsh

Garrett Blaney

(Recommended for Approval)

William Steele

(Abstain)

	III.
	Mod_30_09

Removal of Restriction on Associated Site Supplier Unit to DSUs
	Activation Energy 
	· The MO Alternate advised that a Working Group was undertaken to consider this Modification Proposal, the outcome from which was distributed in the Working Group Report.
· The Working Group had recommended that the current provisions of the Code were sufficient to facilitate DSU participation within the market.

· The Committee noted that the Proposer had expressed some confusion as to the outcomes of the Working Group and did not agree that the matter was closed.

· MO Alternate indicated that a meeting will be scheduled by SEMO with the Proposer to address his outstanding questions.

· The proposer suggested that interested parties may like to attend the meeting to work through any outstanding items. 
· An update will be provided on the Modification Proposal at the January Modifications Committee meeting.
	Actions: 
· MO Members to meet with Proposer and any other interested parties to discuss any outstanding questions with the view to providing an update to the Committee at its next meeting.

	Deferred


	IV.
	Mod_34_09

Global Settlement
	ESB CS

	· The RA Member advised the Committee that a ‘sub-group’ of the Working Group consisting of Brendan O’Sullivan and Mark Downey from SEMO, NIAUR consultant Malcolm Rowley and CER consultant, Simon Street, have developed a number of options for progressing Global Aggregation.
· The RA Member suggested that Impact Assessment be sought based on feedback received on the options outlined.

· Secretariat should schedule a second Working Group to consider the outcome of the Impact Assessments on the various options, possibly in January if Impact Assessment results are available.

· Concerns raised as to the extent of the error that would be addressed by Global Aggregation.

· RA Member advised that their retail teams would be required to discuss with the PESs [RSBCS and NIE Energy (Supply)] to provide advice on this at a later time.

· Supplier Member noted that an error based on Elexon data was presented at the Working Group.

· Chair queried the accuracy of Elexon data reflected against the Irish market and suggested a more accurate estimation be provided for context.
· Seconded by a Generator Member who agreed the more detail to inform the decision the better.
· It was suggested that all Suppliers best take an interest in the results of the Impact Assessment as part of the development of this Modification.
	Actions: 
· RA Member to provide options paper to the Secretariat for distribution to the Committee and interested parties.

· Based on feedback on the options, SEMO to procure an Impact Assessment on the options.

· RAs and PESs to discuss the provision on information of the ‘error’ to inform the decision of the Working Group/Committee.

· Secretariat to schedule a second Working Group upon receipt of Impact Assessment results and the outcome of discussions between the RAs and the PESs on the magnitude of the ‘error’, possibly for January prior to the next Meeting of the Modifications Committee.

	Deferred

	V.
	Mod_37_09

Correction of Instruction Profiling Rules for Pumped Storage Units
	SEMO

	· The MO Alternate explained the intention behind the  Modification is to remove any ambiguity in relation to instruction profiling in the Code.

· The Proposer indicated that it will provide clarity to the Code regarding existing practice.
· No change to current practice or systems.

	Actions: 
N/A
	Recommended for Approval (Unanimous)

Iain Wright

Garrett Blaney

Jill Murray

William Steele

Grainne O’Shea

Stephen Walsh



	Section 6  Deferred ‘Dormant’ Modification Proposals

	Item
	Mod
	Proposer
	Discussion Points
	Actions/

Comment
	Outcome/

Vote Result 

	I. 
	Mod_68_07 Additional Market Data Transaction from MO to TSOs

	TSO

	· The TSO Alternate provided the Committee with an update on the status of the Modification Proposal.
· High level Impact Assessment results indicate a cost of €400k, the Proposer expressed concern over implementing the Modification as it currently stands as it may not be considered value for money.

· An alternative option is currently in consideration which may be able to be implemented independent of a future Systems release.

· TSOs considering withdrawal of the Modification pending further work on alternative solution.

· It is noted that the extension on this Modification is due to expire in February 2010.
	Actions: 
· Secretariat to move Modification from Deferred Dormant to Deferred section of agenda.


	Deferred


7
Any Other Business
Upcoming Modification Proposal – Review of AP12

· The Secretariat advised the Committee that they are currently looking at reconfiguring AP12 so as to provide greater clarity of the Committee’s undertaking and to ensure ease of readability.

· The Secretariat does not anticipate any substantive changes to the AP, and will converse with the RAs through the development phase.
Christmas Work Schedule update

· The Secretariat advised the Committee that it will not distribute papers for information or feedback between 18 December 2009 and 4 January 2010 to allow for the Christmas holiday season.
2010 Meeting dates
· The Secretariat has published proposed dates for Meetings of the Modifications Committee during 2010 on the SEMO Website at http://sem-o.com/modifications_committee/meetings/
· Any issues with these dates should be raised with the Secretariat within five Working Days of publication of Minutes in order to make any necessary changes as far ahead of time as possible.
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