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Introduction and Synopsis
Mod_34_09: Global Aggregation was received by the Secretariat on 11 September 2009 and presented at Meeting 24 of the Modifications Committee on 29 September 2009 where it was deferred pending the formation of a Working Group to ensure the Modification Proposal received the appropriate consideration. It is noted that the Modification Proposal as submitted was intended to generate discussion, rather than received a vote in the first instance.
At the request of the Committee, the Secretariat coordinated a Working Group held on 19 November 2009 with the intention that the Committee receive an update on the outcomes at its next scheduled meeting on 3 December 2009.

The Working Group ascertained that the primary motivation for pursuing Global Aggregation is to put in place rules and associated systems that would allow all Supplier Units to be treated equally in SEM. Currently, this is not the case as ESBCS and NIE ES are settled by difference through the Error Supply Unit whereas other Supplier Units are settled based on their aggregated metered quantities. 
The Working Group considered presentations from a number of stakeholders, primarily delivering two high-level options for Global Aggregation, one complex and potentially expensive, the other significantly less so on both accounts.

A number of Action Items were recorded, including
· that a write up of the two options be provided to the Modifications Committee and Working Group attendees for their further consideration, 
· that an estimation of the potential size of the losses to be addressed under Global Aggregation is provided and factored into any cost versus benefit analysis, and 
· that an offline discussion take place between the parties putting forward the alternative models occur to investigate the potential of a more comprehensive yet inexpensive solution.
Given the time frames available, a second Working Group will be convened post-Meeting 25 of the Modifications Committee.

Presentations

The following presentations were given (slides available at Appendix 4):

CER Retail – Paul Fuller

· Discussions on Global Aggregation have formed part of the Enduring Solution Project.

· Enduring Solution Project will be entering its next phase in early-2010, with an estimated time line of 24 months.

NIAUR – Malcolm Rowley (Consultant, Gemserv)

· Noted that while a Consultant to NIAUR, does not offer an opinion on their behalf.

· As part of Enduring Solution Project the NI MDPs will be able to accommodate Global Aggregation but are not dependent on it.
· Time frame for system availability is late 2011/early 2012.

· Reasons for error may include: meter inaccuracies, estimation errors, use of annual loss factors, theft and profiling error.

· GB Market provided as example market.

ESB CS – Stephen Walsh (Proposer)
· Advised that the Modification Proposal was drafted in association with the Regulatory Authorities.

· Outlined pros and cons of Global Aggregation as proposed in Mod_34_09.
· Briefly proposed alternative to include moving to settling all Supplier Units on their aggregated meter quantities, with residual errors to be held by a non-competing party to the Code.

· Raised for discussion a number of issues in relation to Interval and Non-Interval metering, different rules for the North and the Republic and concerns over non-standard metering.
SEMO – Brendan O’Sullivan
· Described the potential and fundamental impact of the Modification Proposal on the SEM systems – bigger than Day 1+.

· Progressed alternate ‘Smearing’ option with the benefit of being less workload intensive and costly from a SEM perspective which would not require separation of Supplier metering into Interval and Non-Interval quantities.

· Stressed that any movement on Global Aggregation should be considered in light of other systems priorities currently under consideration by the wholesale market.

· Stressed the need for the Working Group and Modifications Committee to consider the cost versus benefit of alternative approaches and the importance of understanding the magnitude of the error.
NIE Energy – Denis Kelly
· Northern Ireland retail market moving away from legacy systems.

· Next phase anticipated to begin early 2010 with ‘Go Live’ scheduled for Q1 2012.

· Supports Global Aggregation for the equitable treatment of suppliers.

· Direction needed from the Regulatory Authorities.

· Global Aggregation not in the scope for ESSG.

MRSO – ESB Networks – James Long
· Outlined MRSO concerns in relation to the Modification Proposal as presented, including impact on the 590 settlement messages currently issued.
· Identified area of difficulty around separation of Supplier quantities into Interval and Non-Interval quantities.

· Estimated 12-18 months worth of work involved with potential delivery early 2012.

· Suggested alternate option similar to that presented by SEMO.

· Estimated 7 months worth of work involved due to less impact on software systems.

Global Aggregation – Original Option

Mod_34_09 is attached at Appendix 3.
In summary, including some associated changes identified that are not outlined in the Modification Proposal, this option entails changes to the Trading and Settlement Code and Market Systems as follows:

· Registration (Section 2 and AP 1)
· Specification of Supplier Units as Interval or Non-Interval.

· Central Market Systems will require changes to identify this categorisation, which will require Market Tests.
· Changes to Masterfile Import.
· Meter Data Transfer (Section 3, Appendix L and AP16)
· Details on the registration of Non-Interval Supplier Units.

· Central Market System changes to identify this categorisation (separate to Registration change).

· Changes to Meter Data Transfer will impact on TSO file submissions with no direct benefit.

· Settlement Rules (Section 4)
· Insertion of rules on the apportioning of the residual error.

· Deletion of rules on Error Supplier Units.

· Reconfiguration of Central Market Systems settlement calculations (addition of Non-Interval Supplier Unit will require configuration across existing design for all current payments and charges under the Code as well as for the new calculations relevant to this modification).

· Credit Risk (Section 6 and AP9)
· It is likely that current provisions for Fixed Credit Requirements will need amending to accommodate Suppliers registering both Interval and Non-Interval Units, otherwise, as provisions stand, the Supplier is likely to double their Fixed Credit obligation.
· Data Publication (Appendix E and AP 6)

· Publication of error smearing factors.

· Publication of residual error quantity.

Global Aggregation – Alternate Options
SEMO Proposed Alternative

The alternative option proposed by SEMO would see the smearing of the error evenly across all Supplier Units. In brief, the SEMO systems would calculate the Residual Error Quantity and then apply a smearing calculation in each Billing Period/Capacity Period to apportion this quantity across all Suppliers irrespective of whether they are Interval or Non-Interval Units.

This option would likely limit cash flow risks and may be fully implemented within the system processes.
There is no requirement for an Error Supplier Unit in the SEM under this solution.

ESBCS Proposed Alternative

The alternative option proposed by ESBCS would maintain the Error Supply Unit in its current state. However, the obligation of managing this would fall to SEMO, thereby transferring any cash flow risk onto SEMO.

As proposed, SEMO would then recover the costs of the Error Supplier Unit through an additional tariff, as yet undefined but possibly in the model of imperfections.

Details of how this proposal would impact on the licensing and legal constraints currently placed on SEMO under the Code would need to be considered.
Discussion Summary and Key Issues
The following issues of note were discussed:
· The Enduring Solution Project should not drive the move towards Global Aggregation but provides the opportunity to do so.

· The main stated objective of moving towards Global Aggregation is the creation of a level playing field for Market Participants.

· The separation of Interval and Non-Interval metering is not fundamental to Global Aggregation; 

· It was pointed out by MR that in his experience in the UK, the primary source of the error is due to profiling non-interval meters. As such, to introduce Global Aggregation without separation of Interval and Non-Interval metering would socialise the cost of the error across both Interval and Non-Interval meters.
· Concerns raised as to the accuracy of profiles given they are imported from the UK and generally do not take into account unique weather situations from within Ireland. Possibly require refinement.
· Queries as to the impact of Smart Metering.
· Global Aggregation strategies need to be considered within the context of other wholesale market undertakings and commitments (such as the accommodation of increased interconnection).

· Adoption of the Modification Proposal as it stands would likely require two Systems releases to complete. The alternate option proposed is likely to require up to one release.

· Further information on Global Aggregation as implemented in the UK was provided.

· Queries in relation to models used in other jurisdictions were raised, in particular jurisdictions more akin to the SEM as opposed to the bilateral trade of the BETTA market.

· Queries raised as to the size of the error to be addressed by Global Aggregation. Noted that this error is caused by a number of factors; however, for RoI and NI these are as yet not known or estimated. Concerns over inability to make an effective cost versus benefit analysis without this information.

· Suggestion that the errors of concern are primarily from within the retail market, and the costs of attempting to remedy these should not be borne by the wholesale market. Should the issue be pushed back to the Meter Data Providers.
· Concerns raised as to whether a different solution (algorithm) would be required for each North and South, if so, does this breach the Trading and Settlement Code objectives of non-discrimination within the all island market.
Recommendations and Action Items
The Working Group resolved that a second Working Group would be scheduled, however not before Meeting 25 of the Modifications Committee on 3 December 2009. 
Attendees agreed that the primary motivation for the pursuit of Global Aggregation is to create a fairer marketplace for all Supplier Units.

The Working Group also noted that there are significant costs and resource implications relating to the current incarnation of the Modification Proposal, but that it is intended to facilitate discussion on potential options for the Global Aggregation for the SEM.

The following actions are to be undertaken prior to the next meeting of the Working Group:

· Secretariat to prepare a detailed Working Group Report to include an outline of the two proposals discussed at the initial meeting of the Working Group.

· An update on the progress of the Working Group to be presented to the Modifications Committee at Meeting 25.

· A high level estimate of the magnitude of the error to be provided by ESBCS/NIEES preferably to include both a figure and methodology.

· Malcolm Rowley to meet with Brendan O’Sullivan offline to consider a ‘common ground’ solution, taking into consideration cost and resource constraints as well as the requirements of Global Aggregation.

· Information to be sourced on the Global Aggregation strategies utilised by other jurisdictions with features similar to SEM (UNASSIGNED).

· A second Working Group to be scheduled to consider the outcomes of these action items post-Meeting 25 of the Modifications Committee.
Appendix 1 – Working Group Agenda
	
	Agenda Item
	Proposer 
	Time 

	
	Sandwiches / Tea / Coffee on Arrival
	
	1pm – 1.15pm

	1. 
	Introduction / Timetable / Notification of Chair / Terms of Reference of Group
	AOD
	5 mins

	2. 
	CER Retail Section
	Paul Fuller 
	15 mins

	3. 
	NIAUR Consultant
	Malcolm Rowley
	15 mins

	4. 
	ESB Customer Supply
	TBA
	15 mins

	5. 
	SEMO Presentation 
	Brendan O’Sullivan
	15 mins

	6. 
	MDP Presentation (NIE T&D)
	Denis Kelly
	15 mins

	7. 
	MDP Presentation (MRSO) 
	James Long
	15 mins

	8. 
	Questions and Answers/ Discussion Session
	All
	60 mins

	9. 
	Recap / Actions
	Chair
	20 mins

	10. 
	Agreed Recommendations for December Modifications Committee Meeting
	Chair
	10 mins 

	11. 
	Post Working Group Timetable
	AOD
	5 mins

	12. 
	Close
	
	4.25pm


Appendix 2 – Working Group Terms of Reference
Terms of Reference for Modifications Committee Working Group

Background

The Modifications Committee requested at Meeting 24 on 29 September 2009 that a Working Group be set up to develop Mod_34_09: Global Settlement. 

There was a general consensus at the Modifications Committee that the SEM Trading and Settlement Code (T&SC) Modifications Process should not drive the changes necessary to enable Global Aggregation in the Retail Market. However, it was agreed that a Working Group of the Modifications Committee should consider how the T&SC could best respond to the changes driven by the Retail Market, but which have implications on the Wholesale Market for which the T&SC provides the terms of trade. 

There are a number of options available for responding in the T&SC to the issues of concern to both the Wholesale and Retail Markets, some of which have been identified in Mod_34_09. Best practice requires that where possible the Working Group should consider other options available to it, particularly in the case that they may be a greater cost/benefit balance.

Objectives

The objectives of the Working Group are: 

a) to identify and understand all causes of concern for both the Retail and Wholesale Markets;

b) to consider possible options for amending the T&SC in the context of best practice in the facilitation of T&SC objectives;

c) to, based upon the understanding of the issues at hand,  analyse the potential impact of the options presented on the current (v 6.0) T&SC;

d) to determine the impact of options in terms of costs and timescales for development and implementation, and whether these costs are negated by the potential benefits to the market;

e) seek to determine the most efficient and effective way of incorporating the requirements of the Wholesale and Retail Markets into the T&SC, with due consideration of costs, timeframes and benefits to the Wholesale Market.

f) to undertake analysis of the current version of the modification, to consider, but not limited to, the following:

1. whether it is necessary to classify Supplier Units as “interval” and “non-interval”;

2. whether Suppliers should be required to register a Supplier Units of each type in a Currency Zone;

3. whether Meter Data Providers should be subject to further obligations under the T&SC;

4. whether there should be any restriction on which sort of Supplier Unit de-minimis generation should be registered to;

5. whether Residual Meter Volume Errors should be calculated separately for each Currency Zone;

6. how Residual Meter Volume Errors should be determined;

7. how Residual Meter Volume Errors should be shared between Supplier Units;

8. whether there is any issue with Supplier Units having negative energy volumes associated with them;

9. the potential impact on Participant systems.

Scope

The Working Group will:

· address issues raised by Mod_34_09 and consider alternative options to determine the approach most likely to further the objectives of the T&SC;

· having understood the issues facing the Wholesale and Retail Markets, limit its discussion to the consideration of potential changes to the T&SC;

· consider the impact of possible T&SC changes both in terms of the Central Market Systems and Participants’ systems;

· determine a timetable for the completion of the agreed work; said timetable is to be consistent with the Modifications Committee meeting its obligations under the T&SC [delivery of its report (FRR) to the Regulatory Authorities within 8 months of the submission of the Modification Proposal – 11/9/2009] in light of the resources required to achieve this undertaking

Deliverables

A report to the Modifications Committee setting out the T&SC options considered; those recommended and the reasons for such recommendations.  The report to be in a form that the Modifications Committee could publish it for consultation prior to preparing its Recommendation Report to the Regulatory Authorities. 

Any consultation by the Modifications Committee to be included in the draft Modifications Committee Final Recommendation Report (FRR) for submission to the Regulatory Authorities.

Stakeholders 

Market Participants, Regulatory Authorities, Meter Data Providers, Market Operator, Interested Parties.  

Roles and Responsibilities

· Chair to direct the Working Group – TBD

· SEMO to identify (or estimate if appropriate) the impact of options on the CMS.

· Stakeholders to feed into the group - analysis of problem, opinion (including justification) and recommendations.

Resources

Independent Chair 

SEMO Secretariat

Initially representation from RA Retail to provide information about Global Aggregation project and

· SEMO 

· Suppliers 

· Meter Data Providers

· Interested Parties from Industry

Resources should ideally to attend, present and participate in all scheduled meetings and carry out required preparation and follow up action on action items assigned.

Work Breakdown Structure

a) Retail Market presentation of approach and objectives for Global Aggregation project.

b) Retail Market information on timetable for regulatory decisions to provide certainty on requirements. 

c) Supplier representatives to present an overview of options for meeting Retail Market requirements in the Wholesale Market (T&SC).

d) SEMO to outline current capabilities of Central Market Systems and where changes would be required.

e) Discussion of options and determination of where impact assessments and estimates of timescales and costs will be required.

f) SEMO to undertake required estimates and/or impact assessments (between meetings).

g) Produce first draft of paper for Modifications Committee identifying preferred options and reasons for those options.

h) Following impact assessments to produce final draft report for the Modifications Committee that can be used for a consultation if necessary.

i) Following consultation, to draft Modifications Committee Recommendation report (FRR) to Regulatory Authorities.

Schedule

Initially, a half day Working Group meeting is proposed at which the concerns and requirements of the Retail and Wholesale Markets can be explained and members can consider T&SC modification options.  

Following this meeting and prior to any subsequent meetings, it is proposed that SEMO undertake the necessary impact assessments and Participants consider the scale of impacts of various options on their own systems. It is recommended that going to impact assessment at this stage only be considered if the proposed way forward is strong enough to warrant the costs associated with taking the request to the vendor.

In addition a first draft of the report to the Modifications Committee will be prepared and consulted upon as appropriate.

At the second meeting, perhaps the impact assessments and the draft report would be considered and the requirements for the final report agreed.

After the second meeting the report to the Modifications Committee would be updated and circulated for the comment of members before being submitted to the Modifications Committee.

It is anticipated an update will be provided to the Modifications Committee at their December 2009 meeting.

Risks and Restraints

There is significant risk that the scope of the Working Group stretches beyond any requirements within the T&SC, in that it is looking to address issues that have come about primarily due to inconsistencies within the Retail Market. While it is not the undertaking of the T&SC to address issues within the Retail Market, those issues that fall within the Wholesale Market may be considered.

There is also a significant risk that the resources required to properly develop the encompassing change of policy are not provided for within the resources of the Modifications Committee and its Secretariat, SEMO or the vendors, thus from a practical point of view, any commitment to progressing this as a topic of serious discussion needs to be considered in the greater context of the ongoing development of other areas of the Market Rules and Systems.

Appendix 3 – Modification Proposal Mod_34_09
	MODIFICATION PROPOSAL FORM


	Submitted by:
	Date Proposal received by Secretariat:
	Type of Proposal
	Number:
(to be assigned by Secretariat)

	ESB PES
	11th September 2009
	Standard
	Mod_34_09

	Contact Details for Modification Proposal Originator

	Name: Tony Dunlea
	Telephone number: 
01 6765831
	e-mail address: Tony.Dunlea@esb.ie

	Modification Proposal Title:
	Global Settlement

	Trading and Settlement Code
	Section(s) affected by Modification Proposal

	Code and  Agreed Procedure 
	Various depending on option chosen

	Version Number of the Code/Agreed Procedure used in Modification drafting: 
	5.1

	Modification Proposal Description
Clearly show proposed code change using tracked changes, & include any necessary explanatory information 

	Introduction

This Modification Proposal seeks to effect arrangements in the SEM Trading and Settlement Code (the Code) such that the metered volumes for all suppliers are determined in a consistent manner; that is, it seeks to remove the process for determining the metered volumes for the PES suppliers by differences.  As part of the changes it proposes the present use of an Error Supplier Unit is discontinued and any residual energy volumes are allocated to all Supplier Units. 
Classification of Supplier Units

This proposal seeks to separate the demand data derived from “Non-Interval” based metering systems from that derived from “Interval” based metering systems.  This is necessary to enable more complex methods for allocating the residual errors in the calculation of Supplier Unit volumes.  To do this it is proposed to introduce a new classification of all Supplier Units into “Non-Interval” and “Interval” Supplier Units:

2.34A  A Party (or Applicant, as applicable) shall, on registration of a Supplier Unit, specify whether the Unit is a Non-Interval Supplier Unit or an Interval Supplier Unit.  Supplier Units may be classified as Interval or Non-Interval but all Trading Site Supplier Units shall be classified as Interval Supplier Units. [It is for consideration whether this last requirement is necessary or desirable].  It is also for consideration whether the following additional obligation is needed:

2.34A  A Party (or Applicant, as applicable) wishing to register a Supplier Unit in a Currency Zone, shall register at least one Non-Interval Supplier Unit and at least one Interval Supplier Unit in that Currency Zone.

It is for consideration by the Modifications Committee whether there should be any restriction, and if so why, on the ability to allocate generation below the De-Minimis limit to either a Non-Interval or Interval Supplier Unit.  SEMO may also need to review the impact of a Supplier Unit having negative aggregated meter readings allocated as a result of the inclusion of small generation.

Meter Data Providers (MDPs) Obligation

Since a large proportion of the half-hourly aggregated demand submitted by MDPs in respect of Supplier Units will have been derived by profiling calculations, it is proposed that a new obligation on MDPs to ensure that all such “Non-Interval” based values have been calculated in accordance with the relevant code:

3.71A  Each Meter Data Provider shall ensure that all data for each metering system included in each Non-Interval Supplier Unit in its Currency Zone has been calculated in accordance with the methodology set out in the applicable Metering Code. [Note that it may be necessary to review the Glossary definition of Metering Code and the provisions of paragraph 3.76].

In order to give proper effect to these changes in the Code, the following Glossary definitions need to be reviewed:

· Interval Metering

· Associated Supplier Unit

· Metered Demand

In addition new Glossary definitions will need to be produced for:

· Non-Interval Metering;

· Non-Interval Supplier Unit;

· Interval Supplier Unit

Residual Meter Volume Errors

The Code will need to recognise that there will be a residual error resulting from errors in the calculation of Non-Interval Supplier Unit volumes; from errors in Distribution Loss Factors and from errors in Transmission Loss Factors as well as any thefts of electricity.  This residual error can be calculated by the algebra used to calculate the Error Supplier Unit volume.  The Code contains two such algebraic expressions; one in paragraph 4.91 (the enduring provision) and one in paragraph 7.12 (the Interim Provision, which is currently in effect).   It is for consideration by the Modifications Committee, with the support of SEMO to advise on the impact upon the Central Market Systems, which of these alternative calculations would better facilitate the Code Objectives.

The residual error (for each Jurisdiction e and Trading Period h) could be entitled the Residual Meter Volume (RMVeh), which would need to be included in the Glossary list of variables.  Once each Trading Period Residual Meter Volume has been calculated it will need to be allocated to relevant Supplier Unit types by a smearing process using ‘Jurisdiction Consumption Correction Factor’ factors. 

The Code changes would need to remove every reference to Error Supplier Unit and to replace paragraph 4.91 with the calculation of Residual Meter Volume for each Jurisdiction.  It is proposed that the RMV should be calculated for each Jurisdiction separately as the methodology for the calculation of Non-Interval Supplier Unit volumes is similar but different in the two jurisdictions.  However, it would be possible to calculate a single error for the SEM.

Jurisdiction Consumption Correction Factors 

Once a Residual Error Volume is determined, that energy will have to be allocated between Supplier Units.  There are many ways in which this could be done, but on the basis that some of the error applies only to Non-Interval Supplier Units it is suggested that such Units should bear a greater proportion of the error than Interval Supplier Units.  If such an approach was thought by the Modifications Committee to be appropriate, there are two alternative ways in which it could be implemented.  The relevant proportions could be written into the Code, so that they could be amended only through the Code Modification Process, or the Code could specify that such proportions should be determined from time to time (or annually) by the Regulatory Authorities.  Whichever approach the Modifications Committee determines will affect the legal drafting to be recommended to the Regulatory Authorities.

It is assumed that the Modifications Committee (following appropriate consultation with interested parties and consideration of SEMO advice on the likely impact on Central Market Systems) will wish to define a different correction factor for each Currency Zone and for Non-Interval and Interval Supplier Units in each such Zone.  This means that four such factors will have to be calculated and the relevant factor used to adjust the Net Demand for each Supplier Unit.

Correction Factors for Supplier Units

Jurisdiction Correction Factors for Interval Supplier Units (JCFeh) in Currency Zone e and for Trading Period h would be calculated by:


[image: image3]
Where

1. [image: image5] is the sum of the Net Demand for all Supplier Units in Currency Zone e; and

2. RMVPI is the proportion of errors to be allocated to Interval Supplier Units.

3. RMVeh is the Residual Meter Volume in Currency Zone e and Trading Period h
Similarly Jurisdiction Correction Factors for Non-Interval Supplier Units in Currency Zone e and for Trading Period h would be calculated by:
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Where

4. [image: image9] is the sum of the Net Demand for all Supplier Units in Currency Zone e; and

5. RMVPI is the proportion of errors to be allocated to Interval Supplier Units.

It is for consideration whether the correction factors for Interval and Non-Interval Supplier Units would need to be different variables or possibly the same variable with an additional subscript.  The answer is largely a matter for the clarity of the resultant legal drafting.

Such factors would have to be applied to the calculation of Net Demand for Supplier Units in paragraphs 4.84, 4.86 and 4.92.  It will also have to be considered, with the assistance of SEMO, whether these are the right equations to be adjusted.

Other related topics

Credit Cover Requirements

Credit Cover calculations are based on Supplier Units and the basis for the calculation will need to be reviewed, but is not expected to require any changes. 

Queries and Disputes

Participants will need the ability to query or dispute their allocation of the Residual Meter Volumes and the Query and Dispute procedures would need to reflect that.

Party Reports 

Settlement reports will need to be amended to provide a full audit trial of how the residual energy has been allocated. The impact on reporting will need to be assessed when the changes to the Code are agreed?  SEMO input to the options and relative impact upon the Central Market Systems will be required.

Settlement Charges

Because of the increased number of Supplier Units standing charges for each will need to be reviewed.

Implementation 

Looks to be Settlement Day Implementation.



	Modification Proposal Justification
Clearly state the reason for the Modification & how it furthers the Code Objectives 

	This Modification Proposal is believed to better facilitate the achievement of the following Code Objectives:

to facilitate the efficient, economic and coordinated operation, administration and development of the Single Electricity Market in a financially secure manner;

to facilitate the participation of electricity undertakings engaged in the generation, supply or sale of electricity in the trading arrangements under the Single Electricity Market; and 

to promote competition in the single electricity wholesale market on the island of Ireland

This Modification Proposal identified a number of options and issues relating to the way its overall objectives could be met.  It is therefore suggested that the Modifications Committee set up a working group to consider those options and issues.  Such a working group would need involvement from the MDPs and from SEMO and well as involvement from Supplier representatives.  It is further suggested that, in order to provide support to its proposal to the RAs in its FRR, the Modifications Committee should consider undertaking a public consultation on its final proposal. 



	Implication of not implementing the Modification
Clearly state the possible outcomes should the Modification not be made , or how the Code Objectives would not be met

	Settlement by differences can lead to distortions in the market that may impede the emergence of full competition. Leaving all the meter volume variances with one Party can create an environment where one or a group of Parties are advantaged at the expense of others. 

As more retail electricity customers use independent Suppliers the more difficult it becomes to use settlement by difference without providing further special treatment for one, or a group of Suppliers. 

Global Settlements will enable the variances to be equitable allocated to each active Supplier thereby providing no one group of suppliers with any competitive advantage.



	Please return this form to Secretariat by e-mail to modifications@SEM-O.com



Appendix 4 – Presentations
Please see attached presentations presented to the Working Group:
· NIAUR – Malcolm Rowley (Consultant, Gemserv)

· ESB CS – Stephen Walsh (Proposer)

· SEMO – Brendan O’Sullivan

· NIE Energy – Denis Kelly

· MRSO – ESB Networks – James Long

PAGE  
10

