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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 formation of a Working Group to ensure the Proposal received the appropriate consideration. 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 for Global Settlement ahead of 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 distributed to participants for Impact Assessment (Appendix 1). The Paper included the following four options for consideration by the Working Group:
· Option A Balancing Costs,
· Option B Single Factor Smear,
· Option C Dual Factor Smear, and
· Option D Detailed Smear.
The Modifications Committee was provided with an update on the progress of the Modification at Meetings 25 and 26, where it was further deferred to allow its progress via the Working Groups.
A second Working Group convened on February 23rd, featured the outcomes of Impact Assessments from SEMO and the MDPs along with an update on the magnitude of the error from the Host Suppliers North and South. Actions arising from the Working Group required a number of further Impact Assessments to be undertaken by key stakeholders. The Working Group concluded further assessment of the following options:
· Option A+ Enhanced Balancing Cost,
· Option D Detailed Smear, and
· Option E  Enhanced Dual Factor Smear.
A workshop took place on March 5th 2010 following an action recorded at the second Working Group with SEMO, MRSO and NIE T&D in attendance. Discussions were held with regard to further developing Options D and E prior to procuring Impact Assessments. Sample data was provided to SEMO for analysis with results presented at the third Working Group.
A third Working Group was held on April 27th to present the results of Impact Assessments on Options A+ and E. A number of actions were recorded with a recommendation to consult on options A+ and E.
Presentations

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

SEMO – Recap - Brendan O’Sullivan
· Four options for Global Settlement were initially developed by SEMO and RAs following the first Working Group.
· Option A+ presented by PESs at the second Working Group as further enhancement of Option A Balancing Cost.

· Option E proposed by MRSO at the second Working Group as a further enhancement of Option C Dual Factor Smear.

· High level Impact Assessment results for Options A through to D presented by SEMO, MRSO and NIE T&D at the second Working Group.
EirGrid – TSO impacts on TUoS and Metering – Sonya Twohig
· Presented impact of the options on TUoS and Metering.

· EirGrid TSO requested to impact assess Options D and E. Both of these options require interface changes for TSOs and SEMO in regard to the supply of the JESU data feed for TUoS billing.

· Option A considered unworkable due to the absence of a solution for TUoS.

· Options D and E favoured by EirGrid TSO subject to outcome of further analysis in association with SEMO. 
SEMO – SEMO Report - Brendan O’Sullivan
· Presented a proof of concept undertaken by SEMO and the two MDPs on Options D and E.
· Option E requires SEMO to disaggregate between interval and non-interval. 
· The estimated cost for Option E is medium impact and deliverable at a lower cost to that of Option D.
· Noted small rounding variances associated with Option E but not considered to be material to the outcome.
· Outlined the benefits associated with Option E, which appears to be as accurate as Option D, however delivered at a lesser cost.
· Stressed that any Impact Assessment undertaken to date is a high level cost indication only and that detailed Impact Assessment may vary from the estimates provided herein.
Discussion Summary and Key Issues
· A Participant queried the impact of TUoS Billing in SONI, EirGrid TSO representative was unable to advise on SONI TUoS calculations other than to say the process is different.
· ACTION: EirGrid TSO to follow up with SONI TSO and provide feedback to the Secretariat on the impact on TUoS calculations.
· NIAUR representative advised of his understanding that the grid bulk supply point has a TUoS charge, the information received could be presented differently.

· Option A considered unfeasible by EirGrid TSO due to lack of clarity as to which Participant would be billed for the remainder. Preference expressed by PES that TSOs meet with RAs to address concerns around billing with SEMO. Options D and E feasible subject to further analysis with SEMO regarding data feeds.

· ACTION: EirGrid TSOs to discuss potential implications on TUoS calculations with RAs with a view to assessing the viability of Option A+. 
· ACTION: EirGrid to discuss changes to JESU data feeds with SEMO.
· Concern expressed by Suppliers  that Options D and E would result in changes to the reporting feeds from SEMO to Suppliers. 
· Queries raised in relation to the affect Options D and E might have on individual TUoS billing Suppliers, EirGrid TSO advised that the remainder would be apportioned in MW hours across all Suppliers as provided by SEMO. i.e. a JESU file for each supplier.
· Question in relation to the netting off of non-Participant Generation demand. SEMO confirmed this would be an issue with Option D, but not as significant an issue for Option E as SEMO would be in receipt of the absolute netted value. Uncertainty around who is best placed to determine the meter netting type going forward. Currently there are Supplier Units with three metering types. Concern voiced around whether it is a decision for the Modifications Committee or are the RAs better placed to determine the netting type.
· The group also discussed the increase in workload from a Supplier perspective associated with Option D. This Option would require Suppliers to disaggregate information on an interval/non-interval basis, have potential impacts on the registration process due to the requirement for Suppliers to register twice (as interval and non-interval Suppliers). It was stressed that Option D is not preferred by Suppliers given the level of changes required.

· ACTION: SEMO is to provide a brief outline of the impact on data feeds from SEMO to Suppliers and what extra data will be included in the feeds. Provision of such information is limited to how Supplier systems interface with SEMO. Noted that  SEMO cannot guarantee any level of certainty at this stage.
· It was recognised that Options D and E would meet the overarching aim of the Working Group, that is to provide a level playing field for Suppliers. Question raised as to whether Option E could facilitate future SEM modifications, for example, Smart Metering. This Option is not considered an obstacle to future development from a SEMO IT perspective as there would be no change to information received regardless of number of Supplier Units registered.

· Discussions around implementation timelines was entered into, with SEMO IT indicating it expected the Modification could form part of the October 2011 CMS Release.
· The Participants were also made aware that NIE is currently entering design phase for its new systems, with a deadline of September 2010 for final sign-off – any changes required beyond this timeframe may have additional cost implications for NIE.
· ACTION: Secretariat to contact the relevant parties regarding impacts around timelines and extensions and formulate a timeline plan for inclusion in the Working Group Report.
· MDP representative advised that Option D would result in Supplier process changes and possibly further changes whereas Option E would require a change to the aggregation process only. 
· Uncertainty around who is best placed to determine the meter netting type going forward. Currently there are Supplier Units with three metering types. Concern voiced around whether it is a decision for the Modifications Committee or are the RAs better placed to determine the netting type?
· A query was raised as to whether charges will be drawn from published loss factors or on a jurisdictional basis. SEMO advised that a more detailed Impact Assessment should provide clarity around the detail.

· Discussion around the accuracy of high level Impact Assessments, with concern expressed in relation to the potential for significant cost increases on a more detailed Assessment. Agreement among Working Group Participants that its recommendations to be made to the Modifications Committee at its next Meeting be based on the currently available high level Assessment. Should costs deviate significantly from this estimate, the group should have an opportunity to reconsider the Options.
· The Participants acknowledged an overall preference is to for a consultation to be undertaken for Options A+ and E.
· Query as to why a consultation is deemed necessary. Group felt it may be in the industry’s best interest as the changes proposed impact on the Market across the board.
· Discussion around who is best placed to run a consultation, with concern expressed that the Modifications Committee may not reach a wide enough audience, and general agreement that the RAs may be better placed to run the consultation. Suggestion that the Secretariat prepare the consultation paper with assistance from group participants, however, that the RAs undertake the distribution and collection of responses.
· ACTION: Modifications Committee to consider how to best approach a consultation. Secretariat to begin drafting consultation paper in parallel.
· ACTION: RAs to assess legal implications around licences to include in consultation.

Recommendations and Action Items
An update on the progress of the Working Group to be presented to the Modifications Committee at Meeting 28 on May 25th 2010.
The Working Group recommended the Modifications Committee draft a consultation for publication by the RAs.

The following actions are to be undertaken:

· EirGrid TSO to follow up with SONI TSO and provide feedback to the Secretariat on the impact on TUoS calculations. 
· EirGrid TSOs to discuss potential implications on TUoS calculations with RAs with a view to assessing the viability of Option A+. 
· EirGrid to discuss changes to JESU data feeds with SEMO.
· SEMO to provide a brief outline of the potential impact on Suppliers systems, with the caveat that as only a high level assessment of potential impacts to SEMO systems has been undertaken to date, any potential impacts for Suppliers will be best guess solutions with no guarantee of certainty at this stage. 
· Secretariat to contact the relevant parties regarding impacts around timelines and extensions and formulate a timeline plan for inclusion in the Working Group Report. 
· Modifications Committee to consider how to best approach a consultation. Secretariat to begin drafting consultation paper in parallel. 
· RAs to assess legal implications around licences to include in consultation.
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Appendix 2 – Presentations

Slides from the following presentations are available on the SEMO Website:

· SEMO – Brendan O’Sullivan
· EirGrid – Sonya Twohig
· SEMO – Brendan O’Sullivan
Appendix 3 –  Option A+ Detail
Option A+ - Simple

The very simplest approach, which would require no Central Market System (CMS) changes, 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.  Any over or under recovery is included in the SEMO k factor and included into the following years tariff.  This option therefore would smear the residual difference through either the Imperfections Charges or the Variable Market Operator Charge.  As these values are fixed and published annual in advance of a Suppliers tariff setting processes this option provides certainty to the market 

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

In addition a new report would be required to publish on a jurisdictional basis the MWh residual quantities. This report would be publicly available, mirror the current rules for calculating the two Jurisdictional Error Supplier Unit volumes thereby minimising the additional work, and display the results at a half hour level. This level of information would allow the market visibility of the true error and allow comparison and analysis of apportionment and gross errors as well as giving a jurisdictional comparison between MDPs.  This new report should be considered as an output from all the considered global aggregation options.
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Working Group: Mod_34_09: Global Settlement

Tuesday 27 April 2010

EirGrid Conference Centre | The Oval | Shelbourne Road | Ballsbridge
10.30am – 1.30pm

	
	Agenda Item
	Speaker
	Time

	
	Tea/Coffee/Pastries on Arrival
	
	10.30-10.45

	1. 
	Introduction/Brief Re-Cap/Schedule/Intended Outcomes
	Secretariat
	10 mins

	2. 
	SEMO – Re-Cap 
	Brendan O’Sullivan 
	20 mins

	3. 
	TSO impacts – TUoS and Metering 
	Sonya Twohig
	10 mins

	4. 
	SEMO – Impact Assessment results Option D & E
	Brendan O’Sullivan 
	40 mins

	5. 
	Discussion Session
	All
	60 mins

	6. 
	Recap/Actions
	Chair
	15 mins

	7. 
	Post Working Group Timetable
	Secretariat
	5 mins

	
	Close
	
	1.25pm


	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).
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