Mod_34_08: Dual Rated Amendment Fourth Working Group Report to the Modifications Committee
Date: 28th January 2009
Time: 14.00pm - 16.00pm
Place: Eirgrid Conference Centre, The Oval

Attendees: 
	Name(s)
	Organisation

	Andrew O’Hare
	AES Kilroot

	Brian Mongan
	AES Kilroot

	Emeka Chukwureh 
	Airtricity

	Aidan Keely 
	BGES

	David Naughton
	CER

	Sheenagh Rooney
	CER

	Philip Newsome 
	CER

	Dana Kelleher
	CER

	Mark Alexander
	Energia

	Stephen Walsh
	ESB CS

	Dara Connolly
	ESB PGEN

	Juliet Corbett 
	NIAUR

	Kevin O'Neill
	NIAUR

	Ian Luney 
	NIE PPB

	Ivan Purvis
	PPL (Premier Power Ltd)

	Brendan O’Sullivan
	SEMO

	Liam Ryan
	SEMO

	MT Campbell
	SEMO

	Niamh Delaney
	SEMO

	Colm Gaffney
	SEMO

	Michael Preston
	SONI

	Vivienne Price
	SONI

	Rodney Doyle
	TSO

	Shane Rourke
	TSO

	Jonathan Jennings
	TSO Day 1+

	Mary D’Arcy
	TSO Day 1+

	Ciara McCloskey
	Tynagh Energy

	Eamonn O’Donoghue
	Tynagh Energy

	Garrett Blaney
	Viridian P&E


1. Introduction / Background

This Working Group was convened due to an action from Meeting 18 of the Modifications Committee on December 1st 2008. This is the fourth Working Group to be held on Mod_34_08_V3: Dual Rated Generator Amendment

2. Review of Actions
	Action
	Responsible
	Status

	To restate the problem – what are we actually trying to solve?
	CER
	Complete

	Full detailed SEMO Analysis (detail on SO / SO Trades / picture to date on Kilroot setting price) 
	SEMO
	Complete

	Full detailed and clear cost benefit to include Manual / Non-Manual / RCUC / EDIL costs


	SEMO
	Complete

	To propose alternative solution (COD proposal / Modification of bids / outside Market Mechanism)
	NIE PPB / VP&E / Input from NIAUR
	No alternative proposal will be presented from parties responsible


3. Regulatory Authorities Statement
Restate the problem – what are we actually trying to solve?

D Naughton (CER) restated the problem as follows:

“In the special case where a generator has more than one fuel type and a distinctly different rating corresponding to each fuel type, the problem is that, through limitations in the market rules and software, the outcome is a schedule of prices that is neither economic nor reflective of the underlying technical characteristics of the generation units available to meet demand at least cost in the market”.
4. 
Modification Walk through (34_08_V3) / Recap on Issue


· Recap and explanation of Modification was given by SEMO
· Issue of case where Actual Availability value exceeds the bid step where switchover of fuels is incorporated was raised. If this were to occur, the proposed solution would not have any effect.  Some monitoring may need to be put in place to ensure that this does not occur.
Costs:

· MSP €189k

· RCUC €68k

· EDIL €30k

· SEMO Internal testing = 8 weeks 

· Manual Solution = One full time resource for interim period until enduring solution available. SEMO has requested caveats to be in place.
5. 
SEMO Update – Interim Report
· SEMO circulated an interim report on the analysis carried out on the MSP Demand Issue on 26th January 2009, specifically addressing the impact of this issue on the studies previously carried out by SEMO.
· Changes to the interim report due to the following issues were discussed:
· Autonomous – work around at the start of the market meant that this data was not reflective of this for the first two studies completed.
· Measure of impact on market was based on MSQ by SMP by TP analysis and not Production Costs.
· An updated interim report has been included as an attachment to this Working Group Report

· The data resulting from the analysis will be available on the SEMO website at:

http://www.sem-o.com/market_publications/Adhoc_Publications/
6. Interim Report Discussion Points
· Query on the impact on magnitude of spike

· Materiality of situation was questioned

· The overall average trend of the SMP is not decreasing significantly

· It was noted that there is a difference between Dual Fuel and Dual Rated, where Dual Rated would have a significant difference in capacity
· The CER will determine the Dual Rated Status of plant 

· The MSDP (Market System Development Plan) mentions a Dual Fuel Consultation

7. Alternative Proposed Solution

· An alternative proposal was presented by the TSO

· The proposal has not been fully developed but is seen as a viable alternative and should be investigated further 
Synopsis of Alternative Proposal:

Dual Rated Units submit:

· Two sets of Commercial Offer Data to SEMO (one for each fuel type).

· A single Default Data set of Commercial Offer Data, reflecting operation on the primary fuel.

TSO will collect and store:

· Availabilities on Primary and Secondary fuels (as per current proposal).

· On which fuel the Dual Rated Unit operates, for each Trading Period (simple selection rules for when operating on 2 fuels in a single Trading Period).

TSO data submitted to the Market Operator for use in Ex Post MSP and Settlement.

· Higher availability used for Capacity Payments.

· Availability for fuel on which the Unit is dispatched used as the upper limit for the MSQs in Ex Post MSP Software Runs.

· MSP Software to schedule Dual Rated Units in a similar way to Interconnector Units currently, i.e. COD per Trading Period.

· MSP Software to use the COD that corresponds with the dispatch fuel type supplied by TSOs.
The slides on the Alternative proposal presented were circulated to Working group Members on 30th January 2009.

8. Alternative Solution Discussion Points

· Query on the cost of changeover from coal to oil

· Cost of alternative proposal have not been investigated 
· AES Kilroot were to consider the impact of the proposal
· Does this Alternative proposal get rid of the composite fuel price curve?
· Changeover costs, start up costs and  running cost are a concern
· Possibility of submitting two sets of PQ Pairs

· The impacts on the Market engine are as yet unknown

· Manual workaround – implementation of 34_08_V3 as a manual workaround is suggested

· The issue is “Non cost reflective price spikes”

· The Implementation Cost of the alternative solution is  likely to be more expensive than the original. 
· This proposal still has no solution for the problem of the Ex-Ante schedule.
9. Working Group Recommendations

The Working Group was inconclusive in recommending one course of action to the Modifications Committee. 

The following is a list of (in no particular order) of proposed recommendations to the Modifications Committee:
1. Recommend that Mod_34_08_V3 is voted on as is at the next Modifications Committee meeting on Feb 10th 

2. Recommend that Mod_34_08_V3 is voted on at the next Modifications Committee meeting on Feb 10th as a manual solution with the caveat that timelines be placed on the duration of this interim solution while an enduring solution is found

3. Investigate the Alternative Solution proposed

4. The RAs issue an extension on the current Modification 34_08_V3 as it is due to expire following the 8 month period on March 8th 2009

It is noted that the course of action taken could be a combination of two or three of the recommendations above.
