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SEMO Update

The Minutes from Meeting 52 were read and approved. The final approved version of the Minutes is now published on the SEMO website. 

Secretariat presented the programme of work. 
Chair queried as to the status of Mod_18_11 Definition of Availability. RA Member advised that a decision in relation to the proposal is due to be published, potentially for consultation but could provide more information following the meeting.

SO Member provided an update on Mod_21_12 Amendment to the ATC definition advising that internal discussions are ongoing in relation to the issue of compensation for Participants and that it is the SO intention to have a decision on this issue for the next Meeting.
Secretariat presented slides on the Modifications Committee independent legal support. Secretariat provided background of the provision of legal support to the Committee advising that upon Committee request, McCann Fitzgerald undertook a legal review of Mod_02_13 Registration of Charges, part of which was subcontracted to NI firm Pinsent Masons, due to the fact that the T&SC is governed by NI Law. Discussion ensued as to whether it would be more prudent for a NI firm to provide the Committee with independent legal support, given that the T&SC is governed by NI law. 

Chair queried as to whether there would be any repercussions in changing from the firm currently providing independent legal support, McCann Fitzgerald. Secretariat advised that there should be no repercussions, given that no actual contract was put in place when McCann Fitzgerald were appointed as legal advisors to the Committee in June 2010. EirGrid legal representative confirmed that a contract was put in place for the legal review of Mod_18_10 Intra-Day Trading, however there was no formal contract awarded for on-going work. Chair queried as to whether subcontracting the piece of work to the NI firm was an extra cost. MO Member confirmed that this work had incurred a separate cost. General consensus was that if a reduction in cost would be incurred, a re-tender is prudent and that a firm with NI expertise is desirable.
Actions 

· Re-tender for the provision of independent legal support  to be procured

· Secretariat to circulate proposal to re-tender to Committee when finalised
MO Member presented slides in relation to the May 2014 CMS update advising that regulatory approval for the release scope was published on November 20th. A total of 2,652 vendor hours will be utilised.
The next release is SEM 2.4.0 April 2014. MO Member advised that there are no approved Modification Proposals for this release; however a number of CRs will be included for implementation which amount to 2,652 vendor hours.

MO Member further advised that the release cut-off date for SEM R2.5.0 October 2014 is Friday February 21st 2014.

Review of Actions

	Actions Recorded At previous meetings

	REMIT
	· RAs to facilitate Working Group to progress REMIT outside of the Mods Committee forum- Open: RA Alternate advised that a workshop is being organised for the end of March and Participants will be notified once the details have been finalised
Generator Alternate queried as to which party has an obligation to publish outage data. SO and MO Members advised there is an obligation on the SO to publish the information. Chair expressed the view that the obligation on the SO is different to obligation on Participants. Chair stated that it would be useful if obligations of both SO and Participants were elucidated during the workshop. 
MO Member agreed to investigate the relevant publications.


	Mod_11_12: Definition of Special Units
	· TSO to procure IA-In progress-See deferred section for greater detail.

	Mod_02_13: Registration of Charges
	· Participants to submit comments by COB 6th January-Closed; comments received and collated into spreadsheet. See deferred section for greater detail.

	
	· SEMO to continue to pursue Participants in relation to signing the Deed of Charge-In progress

	Mod_12_13 Amendment to Special units Pumped Storage Definition to include Energy Storage
	· Bi-lateral meeting to take place between AES and SEMO regarding additional information to allow SEMO to conduct an IA-Closed; Meeting held. See deferred section for greater detail.

	
	· AES to present at the next Mods Meeting on the technical analogies between Pumped Storage and Battery storage-Closed. Presentation delivered at Meeting 52. See deferred section for greater detail.

	
	· Participants to consider whether energy storage MWh De-Minimus level should be put in place for energy storage-Closed. See deferred section for greater detail.


Deferred Modification Proposals

I. Mod_11_12 proposal to extend the definition of special units to include caes
Proposer: Gaelectric

Secretariat provided brief background on proposal advising that at the previous Meeting, the SO Member suggested that EirGrid and SONI investigate internalising the work by conducting the modelling and relevant analysis on the existing Plexos and RCUC systems. 
SO Member advised that a scope is being developed to examine the effect of the storage on various aspects of the system. SO Member further advised that the IA is at early stages and that no indication of timescales could be confirmed.
Actions 

· N/A

Decision

· The proposal was deferred

	Deferred 


II.
Mod_02_13 registration of charges_v2
Proposer: EirGrid

Secretariat advised that at Meeting 52 an action was placed on Participants to submit comments in relation to the proposal by 6th January. Participant comments in relation to the proposal were received and had been addressed by SEMO and External Counsel. The finalised spreadsheet was issued to Participants on 5th February. MO Member presented slides on the background of the proposal, stating that the independent legal advice sought by the Modifications Committee advised that the current provisions may not be enforceable and provided three alternative options for Committee consideration:

1. Do nothing

2. Stricter enforcement and additional security around existing and future registration of charges.

3. Title transfer

The Committee previously agreed that Option 2 was the preferred option to pursue, hence the alternative version of the proposal was drafted accordingly to reflect this option and was submitted at Meeting 52.
 MO Member advised that many of the Participant comments received in relation to the proposal had previously been addressed and voted on at previous Meetings. MO Member emphasised the importance of considering the comments in context of the various preceding discussions and not solely on the alternative version of the Modification Proposal in isolation. MO Member proposed to work through the comments spreadsheet at the Meeting. Consensus at the Meeting was that the Committee did not expect the spreadsheet to be addressed at the Meeting, and advised that more time was necessary to review the spreadsheet content. 
Generator Member drew attention to one of Viridian’s comments stating that a charge is not necessary. MO Member advised that the original proposal Mod_02_13 Registration of Proposal sought removal of the obligation to register a charge over the Collateral Reserve Accounts however upon receipt of legal advice and agreement of the Committee, it was decided to pursue Option 2 as set out above. MO Member re-iterated that it is imperative to consider the proposal in the context of the previous discussion and decisions made on the proposal to date.

Chair suggested that as the Committee had not yet had time to review the material circulated within the spreadsheet, it may be sensible to hold a Working Group prior to the next Modifications Committee Meeting, where all issues pertaining to the proposal could be considered and discussed.
MO Member reiterated the suggestion of addressing some of the comments at the Meeting. Chair advised that it would be more prudent to address the comments during the dedicated WG.
Supplier Alternate expressed the view that as this is a legal issue which needs to be resolved, it is necessary for the relevant legal representatives to be present at the WG or to have provided significant input in relation to the issues in question.
Chair summarised that a WG is to be scheduled and that Participants must review the necessary material prior to the WG. MO Member reiterated that it is necessary for Participants and those attending the WG to review all of the historical content in relation to the proposal such as previous Meeting minutes, the legal advice received etc. and not the alternative version of the proposal is isolation.
Generator Member expressed disagreement with this suggestion, advising that it is an unfavourable restriction. MO Member advised that is not intended to be a restriction, merely to ensure that all relevant parties have full information of all discussion and agreements made to date regarding the proposal. Chair expressed agreement advising that it is important to discuss the proposal within its historical context otherwise; it will be difficult to make progress.
Secretariat requested that in the interest of having an informed discussion as possible at the WG, that Participants submit the various presentations they intend on presenting at the WG to the Secretariat in advance, to allow for circulation.
Generator Member expressed agreement that the historical context of the proposal is relevant however expressed concern that this will be the first WG on the issue and that it may be necessary to re-visit some of the previously discussed issues.
Chair advised that the legal advice was procured for the Committee as a whole and should be treated as such.
MO Member reiterated that the legal advice received is contrary to what the original proposal had suggested initially. 
Chair summarised that all the relevant Participant internal legal advice and opinions received should be considered by Committee at the WG.
Actions 

· Secretariat to schedule Working Group for further discussion of proposal as soon as possible
· Participants to submit slides to be presented to Secretariat in advance of WG to allow for circulation prior to the WG taking place
Decision

· The proposal was deferred.
	Deferred


II.
Mod_12_13 Amendment to special units pumped storage definition to include energy storageProposer: AES

Secretariat provided background advising that the proposal was raised and discussed at Meeting 52.  
Proposer presented slides providing more technical information on the proposal. Proposer stated that this type of energy storage is useful for islanded systems. Further advised that the storage can be transmission distribution connected which is effective where there are wind farms.
SO Member queried as to the capacity of the individual containers. Proposer advised that there is 5MW per container and that there is ample space for the containers at power stations.

MDP Member queried as to the connection voltage for the technology. Proposer clarified that the connection voltage is specific for each location.
DSU Member queried as to whether a cycling or storage cost would be incurred and whether there is a level that would cause damage to the equipment.
Proposer clarified that the equipment would be cycling with an  85 % efficiency, further advising that losses incurred are due to what cycling the units are requested to perform.
DSU Member queried as to whether the proposer will be actively trying to prevent cycling. 
Proposer advised that as market does not provide for energy storage to receive constraint payments, the plan is for utilisation of the technology in ancillary services.
Chair queried as to how the energy storage would operate in PJM. Proposer advised that AES are looking for a contract for the storage specifically in ancillary services. 
Chair queried as to the differences between pumped storage and the battery storage. Proposer advised that although there is a direct comparison between the two, the AES project does not have the same storage capacity as Turlough Hill, reiterating that it is highly suitable for islanded countries such as Ireland.
MDP Member queried as to whether AES had considered the possibility of a fire hazard occurring within a container. Proposer advised that the containers are air-conditioned, sealed and modular in design and that AES dot foresee this as a tangible risk. Further advised that the standard fire and health and safety precautions will apply as is the case for any equipment warehouse.
Chair queried in relation to the meeting that took place between SEMO, the TSO and AES. MO Member confirmed that the meeting took place in December 2013 at which AES provided similar information to that presented at the meeting and that SEMO had initial discussions on whether there would be any issues with putting a second pumped storage unit into the market with the systems vendor. ABB said that in principle the market systems should be able to handle an additional pumped storage unit, but that it would have to be tested and had some concerns regarding the special implementation of pumped storage in RCUC. Separately, the MO has asked ABB about their experience with similar units in other markets and whether the existing pumped storage rules were the best way for them to be incorporated into the market or whether alternate rules would be more suitable. 
Proposer advised that the units must enter the SEM due to their size and this was the reason why the proposal was raised. 
Chair queried as to the length of time it will take for the testing to complete. MO Member advised that the testing will be completed as quickly as possible, however it is not possible to advise how long it will take.
Proposer queried as to what the testing results will indicate. MO Member advised that the testing would identify whether any system changes were necessary to incorporate a second pumped storage unit in the market systems and if so the associated cost. 
MDP Member sought clarification with the issue around introducing more units to the system. MO Member advised that it may be appropriate to look at the Capacity Payment rules for Pumped Storage and whether they are appropriate for battery storage. MO Member advised that that the proposal needs to be investigated thoroughly in order to be fully informed. 

MO Member advised that the Committee must decide whether the proposed inclusion of battery storage using the same rules as pumped storage is the correct way to include battery storage in the market. 

MO Member asked whether any of the Committee had a view on the question asked by the SO member at Meeting 52 - whether an energy storage MWh De-Minimus level should be put in place for energy storage. Supplier Alternate advised of the view that although the MWh capacity is relatively small, the MW output is significant and therefore it probably should be in the market.
DSU Member expressed opinion that the Committee should modify the market rules first, with SEMO adapting the systems subsequent to the rules change
Chair advised that standard procedure advocates that the Committee have full information of the system implications of any proposal prior to approving any proposed legal drafting changes. Chair further advised that it is important to have the results of the testing to ascertain how much implementation of the proposal will cost the market and the customer.
Chair and proposer expressed the view that the decision on a De-Minimus level for energy storage is a Regulatory decision. 
Lengthy discussion ensued as to whether it was necessary for SEMO to procure an IA or whether the proposal should be voted on prior to receiving the IA results.  The Committee decided that it was necessary for SEMO to begin an IA on the proposal. 
Secretariat advised that a vote could take place if the Committee wish, however, it is in the interest of the proposal to wait and receive the IA results in order to allow for the Committee to fully consider all implications of the proposal and to cast an informed vote once all the relevant information has been received. 
RA Member confirmed that from a Regulatory perspective, in order to make a decision on an FRR, it is imperative that full detail of all aspects of a proposal including costs must be included in the FRR.

MO Member reiterated that no vote is necessary for the IA to progress. 

Supplier Alternate expressed agreement that an indication of cost is necessary before voting. 

Generator Member expressed opinion that the Committee must decipher whether what is proposed is the correct modification and whether it is appropriate. Proposer expressed AES desire to have the proposal included within the October 2014 release, the cut-off date for this is the 21st February. 
Proposer sought clarification as to whether it is necessary to IA every proposal with systems impacts and expressed the opinion that SEMO should initiate an IA as soon as proposals with systems impacts are raised. 

MO Member advised that SEMO cannot initiate an IA without Committee approval as there are associated costs, for example the IA for CAES cost €13,900 in vendor costs plus SEMO’s additional resource costs. 
Proposer advised that when AES raised the proposal, they did not believe that an IA would be necessary. 
MDP Member reiterated that a vote at the Meeting would be premature and that voting on the merit of a proposal that may or may not fit the system is simply not prudent. 

DSU Member queried as to whether there are any other issues or barriers that should be addressed to facilitate a vote for example from the TSO or RA perspectives. 
SO Member advised that a RCUC IA would also be required as is standard practice for any proposal that may affect the systems. Chair summarised that the testing would include addition of another Pumped Storage unit and options for incorporating the unit into the market. 
Actions 

· SEMO to initiate  IA

· TSO to procure a RCUC IA
· Participants to identify/address any necessary requirements for facilitation of a vote on the proposal
Decision

· The proposal was deferred
	Deferred


New Modification Proposals
I.
Mod_01_14 Removal of obligation to publish ex-ante marginProposer: SEMO

MO Member provided overview of the modification advising that the proposal proposes to remove the requirement to publish an ex-ante value for Margin in advance of a given month. There is a requirement in the T&SC (Appendix M.20) for the System Operators to determine values for the System Margin (Mh) in each Trading Period h in each Capacity Period 5 Working Days prior to each Capacity Period. This calculated Margin is subsequently used in the determination of the Loss of Load Probability table which is published. Currently, there is no facility to publish an ex-ante value for Margin in the Central Market System.  
MO Member further advised that the issue was identified during the compliance audit and that the publication requirement has not been published since market go live and would require system change. 

DSU Member queried as to whether it was necessary for an IA to be procured. MO Member advised that if Participants wanted the ex-ante value for Margin published, system changes would be necessary and an IA would be necessary. MO Member further advised that an IA could be arranged if Participants felt it was necessary.
Actions 

· N/A
Decision

· The proposal was Recommended for Approval
	Recommended for Approval by Unanimous Vote 

	Aine Doran
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Brian Mongan
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Connor Powell
	Supplier Alternate
	Approved

	Jill Murray
	Supplier Member
	Approved

	Mary Doorly
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Patrick Liddy
	DSU Member
	Approved

	Philip Carson
	Supplier Alternate
	Approved


III.
Mod_02_14 housekeeping 7Proposer: SEMO

Secretariat outlined proposal advising that the cross-referencing errors were identified in the compliance audit. 
Chair sought clarification that the proposed changes are a reflection of current practice. 

Secretariat and MO Member advised that the proposal is rectifying a cross-referencing error and that the proposed changes do align with current practice.
Actions 

· N/A

Decision

· The proposal was Recommended for Approval
	Recommended for Approval by Unanimous Vote 

	Aine Doran
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Brian Mongan
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Connor Powell
	Supplier Alternate
	Approved

	Jill Murray
	Supplier Member
	Approved

	Kevin Hannafin
	Generator Member
	Approved

	Mary Doorly
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Patrick Liddy
	DSU Member
	Approved

	Philip Carson
	Supplier Alternate
	Approved


IV.
Mod_03_14 change in timeline for submission of mo report on annual capacity exchange rateProposer: RAs

RA Alternate presented slides on the proposal advising that the proposed change to the T&SC and AP is to amend the Code to reflect the current practice for the publication of the Annual Capacity Exchange Rate (ACER), which has been in operation (but not in line with the Code) for several years.  
Chair queried as to why the RAs are proposing to move the timeline. RA Alternate advised that the value could change if it is set too far away from the start of the year. 
RA Member advised that industry expressed the desire for this change to be implemented.
RA Alternate advised that all parameters are assessed each year and that the T&SC provides that the RAs consult annually.
Generator Alternate queried as to whether the exchange rate values used in the SEM are consistent. RA Member advised that this will not be an issue for the proposal however agreed to further investigate.
Actions 

· N/A

Decision

· The proposal was Recommended for Approval
	Recommended for Approval by Unanimous Vote 

	Aine Doran
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Brian Mongan
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Connor Powell
	Supplier Alternate
	Approved

	Jill Murray
	Supplier Member
	Approved

	Kevin Hannafin
	Generator Member
	Approved

	Mary Doorly
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Patrick Liddy
	DSU Member
	Approved

	Philip Carson
	Supplier Alternate
	Approved


V.
Mod_04_14 change to uplift parameters determination timelineProposer: RAs

RA Alternate presented slides on the proposal advising that the modification is proposing to change the Uplift parameters from time to time instead of the current Code requirement that they change only at the start of a year. RA Alternate further advised that the Modification Proposal retains the current Code requirement that the parameters will be determined 4 months before the parameters take effect. The Regulatory Authorities will consult on any proposed changes to Uplift parameters.
Chair drew attention to the issue of undue distortion. 
Observer advised that Power NI PPB carry out their own CFD modelling and that if there is a change in SMP throughout the year this would affect the CFDs.
RA Alternate advised that there would be 4 months notice as the modification is not proposing to modify the timeline. Generator Alternate expressed concern that the proposal as currently written does not preclude frequent changing of the parameters. RA Member reiterated that there still needs to be four months notice in advance of the change. 
Supplier Alternate expressed concern advising that the proposed change would also affect Suppliers. 
RA Member advised that it is not the intention of the RAs to change the parameters every month. 
Chair expressed concern that the change would impact on Generator and Suppliers ability to forecast hedging.  Chair further advised that the possibility of the parameters changing ad-hoc is not desirable and that it is possible to plan adequately under the current Code provisions.
RA Member advised of a possibility of having a change to the parameters apply for 12 months if it mitigated the risk and uncertainty issues raised by observers and members. . 
Observer drew attention to the importance of making a prompt decision once the relevant analysis has been carried out. Observer further advised that the parameters need to be built into the relevant model so that the CFDs are correct. 
RA Member drew attention to the fact that hedging is now quarterly and that the tariff year occurs from October to October.
Generator Member reiterated that the proposal as currently drafted appears to introduce an element of uncertainty. RA Member reiterated that if the parameters applied for 12 months it would provide certainty.
Observer drew attention to concerns around timelines for getting the analysis done and published

RA Member advised that a consultation paper in relation to this will be published in March 2014.  
RAs agreed to consider the views and comments of the Committee when drafting an alternative version of the proposal. RAs requested that Participants provide as much detail as possible when submitting comments in relation to concerns about how a change may affect Participant hedging activities.
Actions 

· Participants to submit comments and suggestions in relation to the proposal to the Secretariat by Thursday 20th February

· RAs to draft alternative version of the proposal
Decision

· The proposal was deferred.
	Deferred


VI.
Mod_05_14 Update of agu and dsu registration provisionsProposer: RAs

RA Alternate outlined proposal advising that the intention is to update the TSC provisions relating to the registration of Aggregated Generator Units (AGU) and Demand Side Units (DSU) to clarify the requirements for Parties seeking to register such Units and to enable the two Regulatory Authorities to impose obligations on such Parties through mechanisms which are consistent with the differences in their statutory positions.  
The proposal also seeks to clarify and simplify the provisions in the TSC regarding such registration.  

Proposer advised that the proposal is seeking to future proof the T&SC in an effort to ensure that the relevant sections are clear.
Discussion arose around the necessary licenses and whether a consultation would be required. Proposer advised that the intention of the proposal is to allow for consistency between North and South in relation to registration of AGUs and DSUs.
Chair queried as to what the differences were between section 2 and section 5. MO Member advised that the legal drafting proposed sits more logically in section 2.
Secretariat drew attention to a typo in Section 2 of the proposal incorrectly referencing Section 2.34A, as opposed to Section 2.34.
Actions 

· N/A
Decision

· The proposal was Recommended for Approval (subject to legal drafting)
	Recommended for Approval by Unanimous Vote 

	Aine Doran
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Brian Mongan
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Connor Powell
	Supplier Alternate
	Approved

	Jill Murray
	Supplier Member
	Approved

	Kevin Hannafin
	Generator Member
	Approved

	Mary Doorly
	Generator Alternate
	Approved

	Patrick Liddy
	DSU Member
	Approved

	Philip Carson
	Supplier Alternate
	Approved


I. AOB/Upcoming EventsSO Alternate presented slides outlining a proposed modification on Unit Under Test (UUT). SO Alternate advised that a Conventional Generator Commissioning and Testing Workshop took place on 8th October 2012 which saw the SO agree to review the timeframe for cancellation of a UUT. SO Alternate advised that feedback was received indicating that the current timeframe of 2 days is too long. SO Alternate advised the revised timeline as for cancellation of a UUT is D-1 before EA1 run. Generators submit cancellation request by email and complete the data entry cancellation submission in the MPI by 07:30 D-1. This will be processed by 8:00 D-1 and the Participant will be e-mailed to confirm that the cancellation has been accepted or rejected. The Generator has until 09:30 D-1 to submit updated Commercial Offer Data (COD). MO will inform SO that the test has been cancelled.
Generator Alternate queried as to whether this would provide more flexibility. SO Alternate confirmed that it would. Generator Member queried as to whether the new process would be available on weekends also. SO Alternate confirmed that it would. Generator Alternate sought clarification in relation to what exactly the SO’s are proposing to remove. SO Alternate clarified that the intention is to reduce the notice time required to cancel a test. SO Alternate advised that it would be necessary to submit cancellation requests no later than 07:30, in order to comply with tight MO timelines for the EA1 run. SO Alternate will draft a Modification Proposal for the next Meeting.
Calendar updates

· Meeting 54 is scheduled for 3rd April 2014 (Dublin)
· Modification Proposal submission deadline is 20th March 2013
Appendices

Appendix 1 - Secretariat Programme of Work
	Status as at 06 February 2014

	FRRs  ‘Recommended for Approval’ without systems impacts awaiting RA Decision

	Title
	Sections Modified
	Sent

	Mod_18_11 Definition of ‘Availability’
	T&SC Glossary
	08 September 2011

	RA Decision ‘Further Work Required’

	Mod_21_12 Amendment to Available Transfer Capacity (ATC) definition
	T&SC Section 5; T&SC Appendix K 
	21 November 2012

	RA Decision Approved Modifications with System Impacts

	Title
	Sections Modified
	Effective Date

	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	RA Decision Approved Modifications without System Impacts

	NA
	NA
	NA

	AP Notifications

	Mod_11_13 Amendment of AP5 to Update the Encryption Key Standard from 1024 Bit to 2048 Bit
	AP5
	10 January 2014

	Mod_13_13 Update to AP14 Disputes
	AP 14
	10 January 2014

	Mod_14_13 Update of reference to the SEM Bank  in  AP17
	AP 17
	10 January 2014

	Modification Proposal Extensions

	Mod_11_12 Proposal to extend definition of Special Units to include Compressed Air Energy Storage
	Extension Granted
	31 March 2014 

	CMS cut-off date

	October 2014 CMS Release
	RA Decision Approved Mods only
	21 February 2014
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