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Introduction and Synopsis
Mod_34_09: Global Settlement was received by the Secretariat on September 11th 2009 and presented at Meeting 24 of the Modifications Committee held on September 29th 2009 where it was deferred pending the outcome of a Working Group. An initial Working Group was convened on November 19th 2009, the outcome of which resulted in a number of actions on various parties, including the development of potential options as discussed by the participants for more detailed consideration at a second Working Group. 
A workshop took place on December 1st 2009 with the RA Consultants and SEMO representatives in attendance, following which a final Smearing Options Paper was prepared. The paper included the following four options for consideration:
· Option A Balancing Cost,
· Option B Single Factor Smear,
· Option C Dual Factor Smear and
· Option D Detailed Smear.
The Option Paper was circulated to the Working Group participants for Impact Assessment in advance of a second Working Group (Smearing Options Paper available in Appendix 1). 

The Modifications Committee was provided with an update on the progress of the Modification at Meetings 25 and 26, where the Committee further deferred the Modification to allow its progress via the Working Groups.
A second Working Group was scheduled to discuss the outcomes of the various Impact Assessments undertaken by the relevant participants. The Working Group considered presentations from SEMO, MDPs and PES both North and South. Actions arising from this Working Group require a number of further Impact Assessments to be undertaken by key stakeholders.

Should time frames permit, a third Working Group may be convened in advance of Meeting 27 of the Modifications Committee on the proviso that all necessary information be made available to the Secretariat.

Presentations

The following presentations were given (slides available at Appendix 2):

SEMO – Brendan O’Sullivan

· Briefly summarised Options.
· Noted that while the original Modification Proposal was estimated to involve a substantial amount of work and cost, when assessed by the vendor, implementation of the Modification as proposed is not as complex as initially thought.

· Noted that while the MRSO have suggested a fifth option, it has not undergone Impact Assessment by SEMO.

SEMO – Niamh Delaney
· Outlined the results of Impact Assessment of the options on the SEM systems.

· No systems changes associated with Option A Balancing Costs, but SEMO Finance have stated that the cost of the error would have to be placed in the Imperfections Charge, not the Balancing Cost and that SEMO would need three years of verified data on the error for forecasting.   
· Option B Single Factor Smear would result in CMS changes and incur a medium cost for completion.

· Option C Dual Factor Smear carries a medium impact with a change to the CMS. 
· Option D Detailed Smear would result in medium costs (but higher than Options B or C).

· Changes to Settlement System similar to that of Options B and C combined with additional CMS changes.
· Stressed that these are high level cost indications only, detailed Impact Assessment may vary from the estimates provided herein.
ESB CS – Stephen Walsh (Proposer)

· Presented ROI results alongside displays of Elexon data used to calculate the GB error.

· Estimated materiality of Global Aggregation within ROI to be in the region of €10m.
· Noted that any of the options presented in the Options Paper would address the issue of fairness in distribution of the ESU across all suppliers within the market.

NIE ES – William Steele

· Presented NI results of magnitude of the error in the North based on available market data.

· Outlined a number of caveats in producing a result including apportionment method, use of current DLAF values and use of 6 profiles.

· Trend largely similar to Elexon with variation at peak later in the day.
· Estimated value of the error to be in the region of £2m in the North.
· Stressed this figure is a relatively crude estimate.

MRSO – Aileen O’Connor
· Option A Balancing Cost identified as the simplest to implement by the MRSO. Considered medium impact (18 weeks work).
· Option B Single Factor Smear would require a new report and production of annual analysis for Supplier Units from non-interval metering. Categorised as medium impact (20 weeks work).

· Option C Dual Factor Smear annual factor changed by weekly interval to SEMO, would require a new interface to SEMO. Additional questions regarding aggregation data for data flow. Considered high impact (24 weeks work).

· Option D Detailed Smear would require substantial changes to registration and billing in the CMS. A number of process amendments identified. High impact (22 – 32 weeks work).

· Suggested a fifth alternative option (Option A+ D) with estimated medium impact (20 weeks work). MDPs would provide a daily NQH factor to SEMO for each Supplier Unit. Noted the MDP systems are currently designed to facilitate this. 
· Uncertainty around compatibility of alternative Option with SEMO systems.

· Stressed concern in relation to timelines for delivery, unable to deliver any of the options this year.
· Preferences identified as A, B and/or E.

· Estimated additional costs of €0.5m - €2.3m, additional work may be necessary to determine any additional costs relating to performance implications and testing.
NIE Energy – Denis Kelly
· Based on current systems in place Option A Balancing Costs is simplest to implement with very low impact on NIE MDP. Enduring Solution designed includes provision for aggregation of one million MPRNs.

· Option B Single Factor Smear is estimated to have a medium impact requiring the MDP to provide an annual non-interval factor to SEMO per Supplier Unit via manual email.

· Option C Dual Factor Smear would require the MDP to provide a weekly non-interval factor to SEMO per Supplier Unit, a manual DA report could be sent via the existing website interface with SEMO. 

· Option D Detailed Smear involves a high initial set up costs with low operation impact thereafter. The separation of interval and non-interval units  supplier units requires significant data migration and changes to the website interface is classed as high impact.
· Option A, followed by Option B presented as preferred options based on NIE current systems, however, NIE is currently in the process of designing an enduring solution and therefore can accommodate any of the options the market requires.
Discussion Summary and Key Issues
· Any of the proposed options would be viable given the comparative difference between the indicated size of the error and the estimated costs of implementation presented.
· Any of the options outlined would address the issue of fairness in settlement of error across the SEM.  
· The overall preference is for the smear to be undertaken on a jurisdictional basis. 
· Three options – Options A+, D and E – should be further explored to gain greater insight into the possible benefits in terms of implementation, operational costs and degree or risk associated around manual solutions.
· The issues of cost of data conversion, parameters, smear factors important for future proofing design were raised as requiring consideration as the processed continues.
· The importance of striking a balance between accuracy and risk when considering Options A+, D and E was also noted.
· A suggestion was made that it might be of benefit to see a detailed breakdown of the error in order to understand its causes.
· Questions were raised as to who is best placed to manage the risks associated with the residual volume post the removal of the error supply unit.

· The Group also discussed the commercial impacts on Suppliers, future risk in relation to managing the error identified and the necessity for all Suppliers to manage this risk going forward. General awareness that the customer will likely carry any costs and the necessity to balance to cost versus commercial impact.
· Recognition that Options B, C, D and E will provide visibility of the volume of the error. 

· A consultation may be necessary prior to the final draft of the Proposal going to the Modifications Committee for a vote. Discussion around who is best placed to run a consultation, the Modifications Committee or the RAs.

· It was noted that costs from NIE T&D related to changes to current systems. However, Global Aggregation arrangements will be built into the new NIE T&D system currently in the design phase. The close-out for detailed design of the new enduring solution is in May 2010. Any Global Aggregation solution can be included in this phase without incurring extra costs above those already approved. If the GA solution is not completed by this stage, it will begin to incur extra costs. The timelines for Global Aggregation solution in the SEM will not result in this being implemented prior to the implementation of the enduring solution for retail in Northern Ireland.

· Other areas for consideration in assessment of options include long term consumption adjustments, the impact on TUoS charging and the jurisdictional nature of the retail arrangements.

· A Participant suggested a further option of addressing the Global Aggregation from the retail rather than wholesale side of the market. Discussion around difficulty of MDPs to smear, participant to investigate if this option may be possible.

· Chair summarised the issues under headings as follows:

· Balance of cost of implementation.

· Re-aggregation done M+4, M+13.

· Weekly, monthly, hourly factors.- Issues with short or longer periods of smearing.

· Supplier risk.

· General impact on customers. 

Recommendations and Action Items
The Working Group recommended stakeholders undertake more detailed discussions of Options A+, D and E in advance of a third Working Group.

An update on the progress of the Working Group is to be presented to the Modifications Committee at Meeting 27 on March 30th 2010.

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

· Secretariat to prepare and distribute a Working Group report following the meeting.
· SO’H to investigate potential options for addressing the concerns of Global Aggregation at the retail side of the market, if possible.
· SEMO to meet with the MRSO and NIE T&D to further develop Options D and E prior to procuring Impact Assessments.
· SEMO to discuss Option E with EirGrid and SONI MDPs and procure a high level Impact Assessment relating to changes to the common SEMO metering interface.
· ESB CS and NIE ES to develop Option A+ and report back to SEMO and MDPs on the detail which can feed into further impact assessment.
· Timeframes permitting, Secretariat to schedule a third Working Group in advance of Meeting 27 of the Modifications Committee on the proviso that all other Action Items have been completed to inform the Working Group.

Appendix 1 – Smearing Options Paper
SEM Trading and Settlement Code

Mod_34_09: Global Aggregation Modification Proposal
Smearing Options

This paper summarises the discussions and agreements in a meeting on 1 December 2009 at The Oval attended by Brendan O’Sullivan & Mark Downey of SEMO and Malcolm Rowley (consultant for NIAUR) and Simon Street (consultant for CER/NIAUR). It was agreed at the Global Aggregation Working Group meeting held on 19 November 2009 that such a discussion would take place. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss options (including those suggested at the previous working group meeting) for the “smearing” of the residual difference in the Error Supplier Units (ESUs) after the ex-PES demands had been allocated to separate Supplier units and to seek a range of options with a range of likely implementation costs.  The options and some of their implications are set out below:
Option A- Simplest

The very simplest approach, which would require no Central Market System (CMS) changes except associated with publication of both the ESU results, is to remove the registrants of the ESUs and allow the resultant financial effect to fall into the Balancing Cost, which is SEMO’s responsibility under the Code.  This would not change the role of SEMO; only the scale of the Balancing Cost.  In particular it would not make SEMO a Participant under the Code and therefore subject to the Credit Cover Requirements.  Since SEMO manages the Credit Cover arrangements under the Code, it must not be put in the position of having a conflict of interest between its administrative role and a role as a holder of Credit Cover.

The Balancing Cost is treated as an element of the consideration of the SEMO price control.  Therefore this option would smear the residual difference through the Market Operator charge and therefore predominately on Supplier Units (through the Variable Market operator Charge). 

Apart from the provision of data for the ex-PESs new Supplier Units, there would be no impact on MDPs from this option.

Option B - Simple 1

Under this option, it is assumed that the MDPs would produce annually a factor for each Supplier Unit identifying the proportion of energy sourced from Non-Interval metering in that Supplier Unit.  In addition, the Regulatory Authorities would determine an annual parameter which would set the proportion of the residual ESU costs that should be smeared in respect of Non-Interval volumes in Supplier Units (as opposed to Interval volumes in Supplier Units).  These factors would be combined outside the CMS to comprise a single factor to be applied to each Supplier Unit.

The CMS would be amended to take the ESU costs in each Jurisdiction for each Billing Period and smear them for each Supplier Unit (pro-rata based upon Billing Period Costs) in accordance with the non-Interval proportion for that Supplier Unit and the RA parameter for smearing
.  It is thought that this is a similar calculation process to the current one for Currency Costs and is not unduly complex.

This option would smear the residual difference on Supplier Units based upon their proportion of non-Interval energy in the previous year.

In addition to the provision of data for ex-PES new Supplier Units, the MDPs would have to provide an annual analysis for each Supplier Unit of the proportion of energy from non-Interval metering systems.

Option C – Simple 2

This option is a variant of the Simple 1 option with the addition of a flow of data from the MDPs to SEMO each week identifying the proportion of energy from non-Interval metering systems in that Supplier unit in that week.  This weekly proportion would be used in place of the annual value used in the Simple 1 option.  The two factors would be combines in the CMS.

This option would require additional changes to CMS to receive and process the additional weekly data flow from each MDP and the calculation of the combined factor for each Supplier Unit.

It would result in smearing of the residual ESU costs in the same way as Simple 1, except that the data relating to the proportion of non-Interval meter data would be much more up-to-date and would respond rapidly to changes in metering configurations.

Option D – Detailed Smearing 

This is the original proposal option, which would identify the proportion of non-interval metering by setting up separate non-Interval Supplier Units.  As with the “Simple” options, the RAs would determine an annual parameter which would set out the proportion of the residual ESU volumes which should be allocated to non-Interval Supplier Units.  It is judged that this option might most effectively been performed in the Billing processes of the CMS, but it is to be seen how the systems vendor proposes it should be done. 

The effect on the MDPs is to require an additional data flow to the non-Interval Supplier Units.  There will need to be substantial changes to the CMS both in terms of registration and Billing

It was the view of the meeting that, following the Modifications Committee Meeting on 3rd December (and subject to its decision), high-level impact assessments should be sought from the CMS vendors for each of the options except the Simplest (for which no impact is needed).  The MDPs should also be asked to consider the impact of each of those options on them.  Following the receipt of those high-level impact assessments and the receipt of estimates of the residual ESU values from the ex-PES suppliers, the Mod_34_09 working group should meet again to consider the cost/benefit of the options and to identify which option should be proposed to the Modifications Committee.

Mark Downey, Brendan O’Sullivan, Malcolm Rowley, Simon Street

1 December 2009

Appendix 2 – Presentations

Please see attached presentations presented to the second Working Group:

· SEMO – Brendan O’Sullivan
· SEMO – Niamh Delaney
· ESB CS – Stephen Walsh (Proposer)
· NIE ES – William Steele

· MRSO – ESB Networks – Aileen O’Connor
· NIE Energy – Denis Kelly
Appendix 3 – Estimate of size of GA Error (ESB CS) 

To: - 

Karen Kavanagh, CER
From: - 
Shane Boland, Customer Supply Regulation Manager, ESB

Date:

18-Feb-10

Re: - 

Global Aggregation (GA) - Estimate of size of GA Error in RoI

Background
Discussions on potential GA solutions are progressing and a sub-group of the Working Group (WG) consisting of Brendan O’Sullivan (SEMO), Mark Downey (SEMO), Malcolm Rowley (NIAUR Consultant) and Simon Street (CER Consultant) was established to develop a number of options for consideration and impact assessment. A paper on these options was circulated by the secretariat after the December meeting for consideration by all members of the MODs Committee and the sub-group will consider all feedback received.  

 

ELEXON data, relating to the observed GB market ‘error’, was presented to the WG by Malcolm Rowley.  However at the 3rd December MODs Committee meeting there was a query as to its relevance to the Irish market, and a suggestion made that a more accurate Irish estimation would better provide context for the WG.  The agreed action was for the RAs & PES’s to discuss the provision of information on the magnitude of the error to inform the WG.

 

There are many factors which contribute to the error including metering inaccuracies, unmetered supply estimation errors, electricity theft, profiling inaccuracies, loss factor inaccuracies, etc., and the PES (or indeed any supplier) does not have access to all the necessary data to be capable of determining the scale of each of these elements in relation to GA. 
ESB Customer Supply has considered the issues discussed at the December MODs Committee meeting and proposed that the following methodology, using data available to ESBCS, would be used as a basis for estimating the magnitude of GA scaling factors and will provide a useful output to inform the WG. 
Methodology for measuring GA scale

The methodology used to carry out this analysis is summarised as follows:
· For each tariff category we profiled the PES accounting records of billed retail sales to derive half-hourly sales. 

· Scaled the half-hours sales output upwards using published loss factors to derive trading boundary values.
· Aggregated the trading boundary values from each tariff category to obtain pool net demand loss factor adjusted (NDLF).
· Compared this derived NDLF to the actual pool demand assigned to the PES.
· Calculated the GA scaling factor = [1+((Assigned - Derived)/Total RoI Pool)].
· Plotted the outputs in similar format to the ELEXON charts to enable comparison:

· Annualised scaling factor or demand ratio (Appendix 1).

· Distribution of HH scaling factors (Appendix 2).

Commentary
In Appendix 1 we have presented our assessment of the materiality of Global Aggregation in the RoI market for comparison with ELEXON data from the GB market.  The charts show the annualised scaling factor corresponding to an ELEXON annual demand ratio (ADR) of around 1.002.  While the ELEXON index is calculated from a fully functioning Global Aggregation system, and is therefore more robust than our estimated data, there is a consistency observed.  For instance, this ADR falls well within the ELEXON target range of 0.985 to 1.015 as presented.  In annual value we estimate the variation to be of the order of €10m.

In Appendix 2, where we compare the half hourly volatility of the correction factors, we again see similar trends between both sets of data, with ELEXON data showing greater volatility.
The lower ADR value and volatility exhibited in the RoI case is in part due to the ELEXON data being scaled only for the non-interval customers while all customers are included in our methodology.

Because our resulting estimates are similar to the more robust published ELEXON data presented to the working group we believe that the ELEXON data is a sound basis for estimating the likely materiality of Global Aggregation.

Appendix 4 – Impact Assessments 

MDP NIE

	Impact Assessment and Implementation Form
(TO BE COMPLETED BY Modifications Committee)

	Modification Reference:
	Mod_34_09 Version 2

	Impact Assessment Performed by:
	Modification Meeting Approval

	Name:
	Denis Kelly
	Meeting:  
	Smearing Options Paper

	Date:
	12th January 2010
	Date:    
	11th December 09

	Party/ Participant  
	NIE T&D Meter Data Provider
	Comment
	This is an indicative assessment only, covering NIE MDP systems and processes.

	Impact Assessment Summary

Global aggregation requires any difference between generation energy and demand energy to be smeared across Supplier units. Four options are under consideration and this high level indicative impact assessment considers these. The present view is that NIE MDP would be impacted least by Option A. The working assumption is that any smearing will be applied on a jurisdictional basis.   

	System or Software Impacts

Option A

This has a low impact on NIE MDP apart from the volume of MPRNs which must be processed in its retail systems as a result of global aggregation. The enduring solution has been designed to cope with these volumes.

Option B

If an annual HH/NHH factor per supplier unit is to be provided in a manual DA report (i.e. e-mailed rather than via an interface to SEMO) the impact would be medium. On a specified date, the MDP would e-mail this new report using the latest data available i.e. there would be no re-aggregation. A low impact option would be to take an annual view from the retail billing system of the HH/NHH split not by supplier unit. This would be less accurate than the DA report alternative.

Option C

The weekly HH/NHH factor per supplier unit would be provided in the DA report sent via the present interface with SEMO. The impact would be high due to the changes necessary to this interface and the creation of a new report. A decision is required as to whether this report simply uses the latest data available on the scheduled date or if a re-aggregation of the HH/NHH factor for that date would be required.

Option D

The separation of metering data into HH and NHH supplier units would require a significant data migration effort and therefore would have a high impact. After this initial work load, the ongoing business impact would be low.

	Business Process Impacts

	Item
	Detailed description

	1. Option A
	Low business process impact.

	2. Option B 
	Low business process impact.

	3. Option C
	Medium business process impact.

	4. Option D
	Initially high but ongoing low business process impact

	Documentation Impact

	Item
	Detailed description

	1. Business Process
	Minor changes required to NIE internal business process documentation.

	Impact Summary 

The preferred options for T&D MDP on the basis of initial and ongoing costs are Options A followed by Option B. We can however accommodate any of the options should the market determine. 



	New Modules Not Applicable
	Modified Modules Not Applicable

	e.g.
	S
	M
	C
	V
	S
	M
	C
	V

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals:  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note:
S=Simple, M=Medium, C=Complex, V=Very Complex.

	Proposed Modification Estimated Cost 

This section contains a summary of the cost associated with implementing the proposed modification(s).  

	Item
	Description
	Cost (€)
	Total



	
	Enquiries on detailed costs have not been made at this time – Indicative Only
	
	

	1. Option A
	Low
	
	

	2. Option B 
	Medium
	
	

	3. Option C
	High
	
	

	4. Option D
	High
	
	

	Proposed Modification Estimated Effort Time

This section contains details of the effort time required to implement the proposed modification(s).

	Description
	Effort Time (man days)
	Total
	

	Administration & Data Prep
	Not Calculated
	
	

	Expected Implementation Date:
If different from above 

	Not yet determined


MDP - ESB Networks

	Mod 34_09 Global Aggregation – Review of Smearing Options

	Assessment By 
	ESB Networks Meter Data Provider
	Date 
	27th January 2010

	Options Summary Description
	Review
	Assessment
	Estimated Work Effort

	Option A - Simplest

To remove the registrants of the ESUs and allow the resultant financial effect to fall into the Balancing Cost, which is SEMO’s responsibility under the Code.  

The provision of data for the ex-PESs new Supplier Units by MDPs
	Would need to add the PES JESU (Settlement Units S00A1* - External Supplier Unit SU_400071 (or new unit)) to the Data Aggregation selection variant. Change current parameter which excludes the PES JESU from the validation in the settlement step. We would also need to consider the following:

Performance

Adding PES JESU to the selection variant will see the amount of installations included in data aggregation increase from just over half a million to almost 2.3 million. If current run times were to increase then MRSO would find it extremely difficult to meet deadlines for Market Operator.

Clarification on the following could impact on work effort:

· Use new or existing SUs

· Would Non Participant Generators still be required to be netted from the appropriate Supplier Unit

· Go Live Options

· Reporting Requirements


	· This option would be the simplest option for MRSO to implement but before this could be implemented Networks ISC would need to complete the SAP IS-U performance review project. This project is currently in the scoping stage. Networks ISC would also need to run extensive performance testing specifically for Data Aggregation 


	Medium

18 Weeks

	Option B – Simple 1

The Regulatory Authorities would determine an annual parameter which would set the proportion of the residual ESU costs that should be smeared in respect of Non-Interval volumes in Supplier Units (as opposed to Interval volumes in Supplier Units).  These factors would be combined outside the CMS to comprise a single factor to be applied to each Supplier Unit.  The CMS would be amended to take the ESU costs in each Jurisdiction for each Billing Period and smear them for each Supplier Unit.

In addition to the provision of data for ex-PES new Supplier Units, the MDPs would have to provide an annual analysis for each Supplier Unit of the proportion of energy from non-Interval metering systems.


	In addition to the comments made for Option A, the following also need to be considered:

· When would this report be required for and for what period?

· Would it be based on a calendar year?

· Would the end factor for each supplier unit be for the entire year, or would it be per 30 minute interval, or per day?

· Should Unmetered demand be excluded?

· How is this data communicated to SEMO? (assumed in the assessment that it would be via email)


	· We need to find out more information regarding what exactly is required as part of the “Annual Analysis” but the extraction of the factor itself should be a fairly simple task, the existing table contains both the NQH and QH totals per supplier unit per settlement date.  New Report required.


	Medium

20 Weeks

	Option C – Simple 2

Is a variant of the Simple 1 option with the addition of a flow of data from the MDPs to SEMO each week identifying the proportion of energy from non-Interval metering systems in that Supplier unit in that week.  This weekly proportion would be used in place of the annual value used in the Simple 1 option.  The two factors would be combined in the CMS.


	In addition to the comments made for Option A, the following also need to be considered:

· New interface/Market Message

· The timing of when MRSO calculate the factor is critical in how accurate the factor will be.  If a factor is calculated at the end of each week for the preceding week then this factor would not be as accurate if MRSO calculated that factor e.g. at settlement date +13 months.


	The extraction of the factor itself should be simple enough, the concern here would be regarding timing, procedural aspects and the impact of a new Market Message 


	High

24 Weeks

	Option D – Detailed Smearing

This is the original proposal option, which would identify the proportion of non-interval metering by setting up separate non-Interval Supplier Units.  

The effect on the MDPs is to require an additional data flow to the non-Interval Supplier Units.  There will need to be substantial changes to the CMS both in terms of registration and Billing


	In addition to the comments made for Option A, the following also need to be considered:

Presumably there would be a requirement to ensure that QH MPRNs are added to a QH Supplier Unit and NQH to an NQH supplier unit and not the registered supplier.

The following processes/functionality would need to be amended to maintain this relationship:

· Change of Aggregation Details Process (015 Message)

· Supplier Registration Processes

· Meter Exchange Processes

· New Flag on the Service Provider Agreement to distinguish between, QH and NQH Supplier Units.

· Data Aggregation would probably need additional validations to ensure that there is never QH data in a 591 message or NQH data in a 595 message.

· The 590 (Import) message would need to be broken out into QH and NQH units. Would the format of the 590 also need to change? Would any change be replicated in the 596?

Other Considerations:

· Create new QH supplier Units or else change the classification of existing units to either QH or NQH.

· MRSO would need a way of transferring all of the existing QH MPRNs into QH supplier units.

· Any new settlement units would need to be generated.

· We would need a process to ensure that in progress switch documents use the correct supplier unit.

· There would also be a performance impact as we would now need to check if a unit was QH or NQH. There is also a performance impact with an increase in supplier units.

· Can suppliers have multiple QH and NQH supplier units?

· Will the supplier unit format remain the same i.e. SU_NNNNNN?

· How will SEMO inform the MDPs of the Supplier Unit type?


	This would by far require the largest amount of changes.

An alternative however could be:

We already aggregate QH and NQH separately and then we then go on to roll these figures up and send the combined figures in the 590 message, we would just need a way to separately place the QH and NQH figures in the correct format, flag which is QH and which is NQH and send the data in the 590 message. This would have the following benefits:

· Changes are only made to the aggregation procedures (and potentially in the hub), changes would not be required in other areas such as supplier registration etc.

· A supplier would not be required to have a QH and an NQH supplier unit. One will suffice.

· The Go Live solution should also be less arduous.


	High

32 Weeks

Alternative

22 Weeks



	Alternative Option

Option A plus MDPs to provide a daily NQH factor to SEMO for each Supplier Unit in line with and based on the current Data Aggregation procedures.
	The proposed method for providing this factor would be to use the current 590 message that is sent to SEMO as part of each data aggregation procedure. 

The code that creates this message would need to be amended to include the following functionality:

· Check if the Settlement Date is after Global Aggregation Go Live, if YES then

· Calculate the NQH factor from the figures in table 

· Populate a new (optional) field on the 590 message in the UNIT_ID segment


	The advantages of this solution are:

· There is no additional impact (other than Option A) on the Data Aggregation procedure.

· This does not impact other processes in SAP IS-U.

· We already have the raw data to calculate the factor 

· The accuracy of the factor would be in line with Data Aggregation results.

· We do not need to create a new interface merely tweak an existing one.

· There is no additional information for MRSO to manually provide to SEMO on a periodic basis.

· It would remove the need for MRSO to send SEMO both QH and NQH figures separately
	Medium

20 Weeks


Appendix 5 – Working Group 2 Agenda 
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Working Group: Mod_34_09: Global Settlement

Tuesday 23 February 2010

EirGrid Conference Centre | The Oval | Shelbourne Road | Ballsbridge

10.30am – 1.15pm

	
	Agenda Item
	Speaker
	Time

	1
	Tea/Coffee/Pastries on Arrival
	
	10.30-10.45

	2
	Introduction/Brief Re-Cap/Schedule/Intended Outcomes
	Secretariat
	10 mins

	3
	SEMO – Re-Cap and Impact Assessment
	Brendan O’Sullivan & Niamh Delaney
	15 mins

	4
	ESB PES & NIE Supply – Indication of Error
	Stephen Walsh & William Steele
	15 mins

	5
	ESB MDP – Impact Assessment
	Aileen O’Connor
	15 mins

	6
	NIE MDP – Impact Assessment
	Denis Kelly
	15 mins

	7
	Questions and Answers/Discussion Session
	All
	60 mins

	8
	Recap/Actions
	Chair (Sonya Twohig) 
	15 mins

	10
	Post Working Group Timetable
	Secretariat
	5 mins

	
	Close
	
	1.15pm


	Modification Working Group
	means a group comprised of Modification Committee Members and Interested Parties formed for the purposes of working out the detail and implementation plans for Modification Proposal(s).


� The algebra for this is yet to be worked out and where it would need to be done in the Billing process.
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