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T&SC Modifications Committee

Final Recommendation Report (FRR)

Mod_39_10:

Change of ESU algebra from Section 7 to Section 4
Version 1.0
15 October 2010

1. Background
This Modification was received by the Secretariat on 16 September 2010 and presented at Meeting 31 of the Modifications Committee on 30 September 2010.

2. Purpose of Proposed Modification
2a. Justification for Modification 
(updated from originally submitted proposal, see Appendix 1 for original proposal)

To calculate the Loss-Adjusted Net Demand for Error Supplier Units, there are two sets of algebra – the algebra set out in paragraph 7.12 has been active since SEM Go-Live.  Whilst paragraph 7.12 is currently active, it was intended that this was an interim provision which would switch to the enduring algebra in Section 4.91 as this is the appropriate way of allocating losses on a jurisdictional basis. Previously, the Regulatory Authorities made a decision to exclude it from the scope of the Day1+ Project until an agreed all island approach to the treatment of losses was implemented. This has now been done. In accordance with the Code, the Central Market Systems currently implement the algebra as set out in paragraph 7.12. 
Given the likely implementation of Global Settlement in ROI in the 9th Scheduled Release of the Central Market Systems (due in April 2011) and the recent Regulatory decision on the treatment of losses in the SEM, effective from 1 October 2010. It is now considered timely to bring the adoption of section 4 algebra forward to be implemented as soon as possible.
2b. Impact of not implementing a solution
If this Modification is not implemented, the “interim” section 7 algebra would continue to be used in the Code and the “enduring” section 4 algebra would not be effective. 

3. Impact on Code Objectives

The Modification aims to further Code Objective 1.3.2:
This furthers the Code objective to “to facilitate the efficient, economic and coordinated operation, administration and development of the Single Electricity Market in a financially secure manner”.

4. Development Process
The proposal was drafted by the RA Member (NIAUR) and presented at Meeting 31 on 30 September 2010. The proposed changes arose at Extraordinary Meeting 30 on 15 September 2010, where the RA Member proposed submission of a proposal to terminate the Section 7.12 provisions and implement Section 4.91 as the enduring provisions at the earliest possible date. The Market Operator, at the request of the RAs, agreed to conduct an impact assessment in advance of Meeting 31 and assess the possibility of a manual workaround if necessary in the interim, see Appendix 2 for details of manual workaround.

The proposal was voted on by the Modifications Committee at Meeting 31 subject to the legal drafting of the FRR, see section 10 of this report.

5. Assessment of Alternatives
A number of alternative options for implementation were assessed by the Market Operator as follows:

Option 1: Change the systems on October 1st 2010

SEMO advised that this option is not possible as the necessary changes to the CMS cannot take place one working day after the Meeting.

Option 2: Retrospective calculation in April 2010
SEMO advised that this option is not possible as it would violate paragraph 2.236 of the T&SC where it states:

“For the avoidance of doubt, a Modification shall have effect as and from the date specified by the Regulatory Authorities or, where applicable, the Modifications Committee and in no event shall that date be earlier than the date on which the Modification is approved by the Regulatory Authorities, or, where applicable, the Modifications Committee. Under no circumstances shall Modifications have retrospective effect.”

This option would require SEMO to breach condition 3 of its licence and paragraph 2.236. SEMO advised that, following legal advice, this is not an option that can be considered due to risk it would introduce in SEM.

Option 3: Implement in systems and T&SC in scheduled release in April 2011
SEMO advised that this option is possible and was favoured by the Market Operator and the Modifications Committee.

Option 4: Tied to Option 3: Calculation outside T&SC
This option is outside the SEM. SEMO advised that they would be in a position to provide data as required to the RAs if requested. This option could not be administered by the Market  Operator.
6. Working Group and/or Consultation

Working Group/Consultation not considered necessary.

7. Impact on other Codes/Documents

If this Modification Proposal becomes effective on the 9th Scheduled Release Deployment Date (circa April 2011), there will be no impact on other Codes/Documents. 

Any effective date before the 9th Scheduled Release Deployment Date would potentially place SEMO in breach of its licence.  

8. Impact on Systems and Resources

This Modification will require a change to the Central Market Systems, estimated to cost €28,120. Note this cost does not include associated resource requirements to facilitate testing.

9. Modifications Committee views

Note: The content of this section represents the Committees view at Meeting 31.

Additional comments were received by the Secretariat for inclusion in the FRR after the Meeting. These comments are available in Appendix 1 of this report.
RA Member requested the proposal be implemented at the earliest possible date but emphasised the need to follow due process. There was some confusion amongst the Modifications Committee with regard to the speed at which this Modification needs to be implemented, given that the Section 7 provisions are in operation since go-live.  The RA member explained that ideally the modification would have been implemented at the same time as the decision on the treatment of losses but that obviously this had only been made in the past few weeks.

Four implementation alternatives were presented by the Market Operator for discussion as follows:

Option 1: Change the systems on October 1st 2010
SEMO advised that this option is not possible as the necessary changes to the CMS cannot take place one working day after the Meeting.

Option 2: Retrospective calculation in April 2010
SEMO advised that this option is not possible as it would violate paragraph 2.236 of the T&SC where it states:

“For the avoidance of doubt, a Modification shall have effect as and from the date specified by the Regulatory Authorities or, where applicable, the Modifications Committee and in no event shall that date be earlier than the date on which the Modification is approved by the Regulatory Authorities, or, where applicable, the Modifications Committee. Under no circumstances shall Modifications have retrospective effect.”
This option would require SEMO to breach condition 3 of its licence and paragraph 2.236. SEMO advised that, following legal advice, this is not an option that can be considered due to risk it would introduce in SEM.

Option 3: Implement in systems and T&SC on the 9th Scheduled Release Deployment Date (circa. April 2011)

SEMO advised that this option is possible and was favoured by the Market Operator and the Modifications Committee.

This option was impact assessed in advance of Meeting 31 at the request of the RAs at Extraordinary Meeting 30 on 15 September 2010. The results were presented to the Modifications Committee, with costs associated with implementing the change in the 9th Scheduled Release are approximately €28,120. The costs stated exclude associated testing costs. The Modifications Committee were in agreement that this option could be implemented; however, this was dependent on SEMO IT being able to include the Modification in the 9th Scheduled Release.

Option 4: Tied to Option 3: Calculation outside T&SC
This option is outside the SEM. SEMO advised that they would be in a position to provide data as required to the RAs if requested. This option could not be administered by the Market  Operator.
The Modifications Committee were in agreement that the earliest possible implementation date for the Modification Proposal through the normal system release process is April 2011, but the RAs may wish to have further discussions with SEMO regarding the possibility of an earlier start date. The Modifications Committee agreed to vote on the proposal, recommending implementation in the 9th Scheduled Release (April 2011) (see section 10 of this report for legal drafting).

The Secretariat drew attention to the necessity for the Modifications Committee to prioritise the FRR in order to allow a timely decision from the RAs. The cut-off date for the April Release is closed but SEMO IT advised that if they received a decision in the coming weeks, it may be able to include the Modification Proposal for implementation in the 9th Scheduled Release. 

Recommendation

This Modification was ‘Recommended for Approval’ by the Modifications Committee subject to the legal drafting in Section 10 of this report by Unanimous vote as follows:
Andrew Burke – Generator Member
Brian Mongan – Generator Alternate
Grainne O’Shea – Generator Member

Kevin Hannifan – Generator Member

Iain Wright – Supplier Member

Jill Murray – Supplier Alternate
Killian Morgan - Supplier Member

William Steele – Supplier Member

10. Proposed Legal Drafting

7.12 Until the date that is the 9th Scheduled Release Deployment Date, paragraph 4.91 shall be replaced with:

 “4.91
For each Error Supplier Unit v’, each of which is associated with a Jurisdiction e, the Loss-Adjusted Net Demand (NDLFv’h) shall be calculated as follows:
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 is the total Metered Generation, Loss-Adjusted, of all Generator Units u within Jurisdiction e excluding Netting Generator Units and Demand Side Units;
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 is the total Metered Demand, Loss-Adjusted, of all Supplier Units v within Jurisdiction e excluding the Error Supplier Unit;

3. NIJIeh is the Net Inter-Jurisdictional Import to Jurisdiction e in Trading Period h, expressed in MWh, without adjustment for Transmission Losses and Distribution Losses.”
Legal Review

Complete.
11. Implementation Timescale, Costs and Resources

It is recommended that this Modification be made effective on a Settlement Day basis with effect from the 9th Scheduled Release (April 2011). The Secretariat drew attention to the necessity for the Committee to prioritise the FRR in order to allow a timely decision from the RAs. The cut-off date for the April Release is closed but SEMO IT have advised that if they received a decision in the coming weeks, it may be able to include the Modification for implementation in the 9th Scheduled Release. 

Appendix 1 - Additional comments received following Meeting 31
 
ESB PG – Generator Member
PG  remains strongly supportive of the proposed implementation of the modification 39_10 with the next scheduled release as per the legal drafting.  We support SEMO's assessment of option 1 and option 2 in that both of these options are unworkable and therefore do not merit further consideration. We strongly oppose option 4, calculation outside the T&SC, or any other option which includes for retrospective settlement of the market as this potentially impacts on the associated settlement timelines,  credit arrangements and SMP calculation. Settlement outside the market system is undesirable as it will require additional recourses as well as potentially introducing a source of error into the market.
 

ESBI – Generator Member
ESBI agree with SEMO’s position and oppose any change that would require extra resources from SEMO, or would impact on SMP calculation or settlement timelines and timescales.  We are particularly concerned about the implication for settlement outside market systems that appears to contravene all principles of transparency. ESBI believe that the modification should only be approved if it is clearly stated that the change would be introduced next year as part of the next scheduled market systems release.

ESBCS – Supplier Member
ESBCS welcomes the opportunity to comment on this FRR and makes the following comments in writing in support of its position as outlined in discussion at the T&SC Modifications Committee meeting on 30th September 2010. 
1. General View 

ESBCS supports the introduction of section 4.91 to replace section 7.12 and supports the view that it would be timely to implement this change to the Code in conjunction with the introduction of Global Settlement that is due to take place next  April, as part of the next scheduled release of market systems.  

ESBCS welcomes the fact that the T&SC Modifications Committee has approved this implementation schedule.  
2. Retrospective Application 

ESBCS does not support any retrospective application of this modification.

SEMO has emphasised that section 2.236 of the Code prohibits retrospective application of Modifications.  ESBCS believes that any retrospective application of this modification, whether using Market Systems or by way of a scheme outside of the SEM, would undermine the authority of the Code and set a dangerous precedent for the future functioning of the market.. 

ESBCS also believes that introduction of retrospective application of this Modification in any form would run counter to the Code objective “to facilitate the efficient, economic and coordinated operation, administration and development of the SEM in a financially secure manner“ which was the Code Objective that the original modification sought to meet.  

2.1 Using Market Systems

ESBCS welcomes the fact that the option of retrospective application of this modification by way of a workaround requiring interruption of current market systems and processes has been rejected by the Modifications Committee.  

ESBCS agrees with the strong reservations outlined in detail by SEMO to the various proposed workarounds and does not believe that the extra costs and resources that are required to implement this work around are reasonable.   ESBCS is particularly concerned about the potential impact of this workaround on settlement timelines and credit requirements as set out by SEMO.
2.2 Option 4 – Ex post redistribution of revenues administered by Regulators

ESBCS opposes any ad hoc ex-post redistribution of revenues between ESUs outside of the current market systems as outlined in Option 4, and notes that the rationale for such a scheme has not been presented.  
ESBCS notes that SEMO has stated that they would not be in a position to administer such a scheme and that the Regulatory Authorities would be required to carry out this function.  As such, this proposal clearly runs counter to the principle of transparency within SEM.   

As a decision on this scheme falls outside of the scope of the T&SC Modification Committee, ESBCS would strongly urge the Regulatory Authorities to reject the proposal that such a scheme be implemented.
NIAUR – RA Member
RA Direction
RA Member notified the Secretariat that the Modification Proposal and her input at both the Meeting and FRR reflected that of what was directed by the SEM Committee.

NIE Energy (NIEE) – Supplier Member
NIEE welcomes the implementation of the Section 4 ESU formula and acknowledges that the April 2011 release is the earliest opportunity which SEMO can implement the change to central market systems. On that basis therefore NIEE supports this modification. 
 
NIEE however, are extremely concerned at the effect of  the RA decision on TLAFs when applied through the Section 7 formula. This impact is inequitable in nature and NIEE would strongly urge the RAs to implement Option 4 and administer an outside T&SC reconciliation effective from 01 October 2010. 

Viridian Power & Energy – Generator Member
Point of Principle
As a generator member I have a certain degree of trepidation about including additional comments in the FRR capturing individual member representations rather than the conclusions of the Modifications Committee as a decision making entity.

Appendix 2 – Original Proposal – Mod_39_10

	MODIFICATION PROPOSAL FORM

	Proposal Submitted by:
	Date Proposal received by Secretariat:

(to be assigned by Secretariat)
	Type of Proposal

(please delete as appropriate)

	Number:
(to be assigned by Secretariat)

	RAs


	16 Sep 2010
	Standard 
	Mod_39_10

	Contact Details for Modification Proposal Originator

	Name:

Juliet Corbett, NIAUR
	Telephone number:

0044 28 9031 1575
	e-mail address:

Juliet.Corbett@uregni.gov.uk

	Modification Proposal Title: Change of Error Supply Unit algebra from Section 7 to Section 4

	Trading and Settlement Code and/or Agreed Procedure change? 
	Code

	Section(s) affected by Modification Proposal:
	Section 7

7.12

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


	7.0

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

	7.12 Until 1 October 2010 , paragraph 4.91 shall be replaced with:
“4.91
For each Error Supplier Unit v’, each of which is associated with a Jurisdiction e, the Loss-Adjusted Net Demand (NDLFv’h) shall be calculated as follows:
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 is the total Metered Generation, Loss-Adjusted, of all Generator Units u within Jurisdiction e excluding Netting Generator Units and Demand Side Units;
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 is the total Metered Demand, Loss-Adjusted, of all Supplier Units v within Jurisdiction e excluding the Error Supplier Unit;

6. NIJIeh is the Net Inter-Jurisdictional Import to Jurisdiction e in Trading Period h, expressed in MWh, without adjustment for Transmission Losses and Distribution Losses.”


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

	To calculate the Error Supply Unit, there are two sets of algebra – the algebra set out in paragraph 7.12 has been in use since go-live.  Currently Section 7.12 is in use, however it was intended that this interim measure would switch to the enduring algebra in Section 4.91 as this is the more efficient way of allocating losses on a jurisdictional basis. The Regulatory Authorities made a decision to exclude it from the scope of Day1+. The market systems currently implement the algebra in paragraph 7.12. 
Given the likely implementation of Global Settlement in ROI in the 9th scheduled release (due in April 2011) and the recent Regulatory decision on the treatment of losses in the SEM, it is now considered timely to bring the adoption of section 4 algebra forward.

This furthers the Code objective to “to facilitate the efficient, economic and coordinated operation, administration and development of the Single Electricity Market in a financially secure manner”.

	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)

	If this Modification is not implemented, the “interim” section 7 algebra would continue to be used in the Code and the “enduring” section 4 algebra would not be effective. 

	Please return this form to Secretariat by e-mail to modifications@sem-o.com


Appendix 3 – Implementation via Workaround
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	Title
	T&SC 4.91 – Workaround Proposals

	Version
	DRAFT

	Date
	16th September 2010

	
	


1.1. Introduction
At the Extraordinary Meeting of the Modifications Committee on September 15th to discuss the modification for implementation of Global Aggregation, some discussion took place with respect to the calculation of the Residual Error Volume/Error Supplier Unit. Under the T&SC this is calculated according to algebra defined in paragraph 4.91 which is replaced by other algebra in 7.12 until the 11th scheduled release, expected to be in April 2012. This algebra is not impacted by the Global Aggregation modification but the outputs are used in the smearing calculations.

A modification has been proposed by the Regulatory Authorities to expire the section 7 provisions at an earlier time in the central market systems. SEMO has been asked to review if a workaround can be implemented in advance of this implementation which will allow the 4.91 algebra be implemented in the SEM at an earlier date.

1.2. Approach

The SEM Central Market Systems are provided by two vendors ABB and NAVITA. The Settlement system used is NAVITA’s POMAX application. This application contains functionality to replace system calculated values with values calculated externally. This is done through use of the PST_MAN function which allows for manual data edits during processing.

The proposed workaround would be to run settlement processing up to a given point, prior to the calculation of Trading Payments and Charges. At this point, the controller will be required to use the PST_MAN functionality to replace the relevant values for Net Demand for Error Supplier Units with values calculated using the algebra in paragraph 4.91 of the T&SC. 

This functionality has been used by SEMO in the past to correct data errors where the error related to external data which could no longer be submitted through the IT systems but could be entered manually. Our experience of using this functionality has not been a positive one as the introduction of manual manipulation of the data brings further risk. Any manual adjustments need to be tracked to ensure that changes made to initial data are repeated for all timetabled and ad-hoc settlement re-runs. This has led to issues in the past where the manual adjustment addresses multiple issues, most recently last week where an ad-hoc settlement re-run was delayed due to issues with the use of this functionality. This concern applies equally to all proposals set out below.

The more difficult part of this process centres on the implementation of an alternative version of the calculation. We provide three proposals below and discuss the implications of each in turn.

We also need to provide some background on how data is maintained in the market systems which will explain the complexity of the proposals. The NAVITA POMAX system is a settlement calculation program which is designed to be extendable; however, this extendibility comes at the expense of programmatic ease of use. By this we mean that to configure a value in the settlement system, for example Net Demand, this is value is set up in the VARIABLE TYPES table. A unique reference ID is set up for this variable type but this only denotes the variable type. A process called ORDER GENERATION is run to create PRODUCTS. A PRODUCT is a link between a variable and a settlement point type to which that variable can refer. For example, a variable Net Demand would not be associated with a settlement point type of Generator Unit but would be associated with a settlement point type of Supplier Unit. This process will create the unit IDs for the actual variables that will be used in settlement processing, such as Net Demand for Supplier Unit X. The calculated values are stored by this unique ID is a table called DATE_VALUE. This table contains all calculated values defined in the T&SC that are configured in the Settlement system. 

The current configuration contains 831 variable types. When mapped to their relevant settlement points, this means that there are 28,202 PRODUCTS or variables used in the system during the course of the settlement runs each stored by a unique identifier in the DATE_VALUE table. Data in the DATE_VALUE table is also referenced by a VALIMP_ID. This value relates to the import time of the data and can be used to determine which settlement run the value relates to.

In summary, this means that the data is not stored in a normal manner that would be classed as relational in database terms. As a result, when querying the settlement database, some development work is required.

1.3. Proposal 1 – Use of SEED Stored Procedures

During the Market Trial phase of SEM implementation, vendor representatives deployed a PL/SQL Stored Procedure which can be used directly in the Reporting database. A separate SQL query, called a SEED query, is used to specify the variable types and settlement dates to be reviewed. Processing time for SEED queries has generally been noted to be around five minutes.

The query below shows a SEED query, configured to retrieve Metered Demand for August 23rd 2009.

declare TEST number;
        loc_start_date DATE;
        loc_end_date DATE;
  begin
       loc_start_date := TO_Date('23-Aug-2009', 'dd-mon-yyyy');
       loc_end_date := TO_Date('23-Aug-2009', 'dd-mon-yyyy');
    STL_PROD.PR_DATEVALUE_RANGE ('METER', 'MD', loc_start_date, loc_end_date, null, null, null, 'N');
end;
When this query is completed, data is populated into a temporary table which can then be queried. A query will need to be configured to query the temporary tables and calculate the relevant outputs. The query below demonstrates how this would be configured. This query calculates the Error Supplier Unit calculation using the algebra in 7.12 of the T&SC based on imports from a SEED query. A more complex query will be written to implement the equations of 4.91. Separate queries will be required for each jurisdiction.

Select
    'SU_400071' as RESOURCE_NAME, 

    substr(MDROI.Interval, 1, 10) as DELIVERY_DATE,
    (to_char(MDROI.Interval, 'hh24')+1) as DELIVERY_HOUR,
    decode(to_char(MDROI.Interval, 'mi'),30,2,1) as DELIVERY_INTERVAL,
    MGROI.Summed_MG, 

    MDROI.Summed_MD, 

    NIJROI.NIJ_ROI as Net_InterJurisdcition_Import,
    (MGROI.Summed_MG+MDROI.Summed_MD+NIJROI.NIJ_ROI) as NDLF

From
    (select Interval, Sum(Value) as Summed_MD from STL_PROD.T_DATE_VALUE_OUTPUT

    Where Variable_Type = 'MD'
    And Identifier Like 'SU_4%'
    Group By interval
    order by interval) MDROI,
    (select Interval, Sum(Value) as Summed_MG from STL_PROD.T_DATE_VALUE_OUTPUT

    Where Variable_Type = 'MGLF'
    And Identifier Like 'GU_4%'
    Group By interval
    order by interval) MGROI,
    (select Interval, (Value) as NIJ_ROI from STL_PROD.T_DATE_VALUE_OUTPUT

    Where Variable_Type = 'NIJ'
    And Identifier = 'ROI'
    order by interval) NIJROI

Where MGROI.Interval = MDROI.Interval
And MGROI.Interval = NIJROI.Interval
Order By MDROI.Interval;
PROS – 

· Processing time would be fastest using this option.

CONS – 

· SEED queries cannot be implemented in Crystal Reports (this is an external interface to the databases). Therefore this option requires access rights to the Reporting database for settlement Controllers, as well as training for the Controllers.  This has been highlighted as an IT security issue by the recent Market Audits, and is discussed below.

· This proposal requires extra Controller interfacing with the database and systems which introduces the risk of manual errors.

· The SEED queries only allow for specification of variables and dates. They do not allow the user to determine the run-type, which introduces risk of errors. 

· The SEED queries rely on third party Stored Procedures which have not been subject to testing or certification. SEMO would have serious concerns regarding the auditability of any outputs from this process. 

· SEMO have serious concerns that the lack of transparency around the Stored Procedures used in this option. We believe that it would not be possible for SEMO to comply with our obligations to properly implement the T&SC and to comply with market audits should this approach be selected. We also believe this is contrary to the T&SC objectives (specifically 1.3.5 “to provide transparency in the operation of the Single Electricity Market”

· An analyst with programming language skills (SQL) would be required to develop the queries, and be available daily should issues arise.
· We would recommend three weeks of testing of the outputs to confirm accuracy of data, with appropriate resources

· SEMO IT policy prohibits direct access to the Production version of the database (to ensure integrity of the data). As such, SQL queries of this nature can only be written and implemented against the Reporting version of the database. The update time between the population of data into the Production version and the replication of this to the Reporting version is approximately thirty minutes; however, longer times have been observed during afternoon operations with some transfers taking up to one hour.

· Because this calculation uses the outputs of previous steps of the settlement processes, it will require that processing is run up to a point and stopped so this process can be run. This will mean that publication times currently set out in the T&SC of indicative Settlement, initial Settlement are unlikely to be achieved and will need to be changed while this workaround is in place. We would estimate may impact on Invoicing timelines but cannot confirm this until the process has been fully tested.

· Due to resource constraints the Reporting version of the Database is not seen as business critical and hence is not fully supported and should not be used for business critical tasks. 

1.4. Proposal 2 – Develop Crystal Reports based SQL query

To extract data from the DATE_VALUE table using a SQL query, complex mappings are required. The query below shows how this is written for a single set of data, in this case Metered Demand denoted by the variable type code ‘MD’.

SELECT 

    DV.VALTIME, 

    DV.SETTLEDAY,
    VALIMP.IMPORT_TIME, 

    DV.VALIMP_ID, 

    DV.VAR_ID, 

    DV.PRIOR_DAY, 

    DV.DST_FLAG, 

    DV.VALUE SettlementValues, 

    DV.PDA_FLAG, 

    substr(VAR.VARTYP_CODE,3) as VARTYP_CODE, 

    VAR.NAME,
    substr(VAR.NAME,length(VAR.VARTYP_CODE)+2) as Resource_Name

FROM 

    STL_PROD.DATEVALUE DV, 

    STL_PROD.Variable VAR,
    STL_PROD.ValueImport ValImp,
    (
    SELECT 

        InitialImportDateA.SETTLEDAY, 

        max(InitialImportDateA.IMPORT_TIME) AS Import_Time

    FROM 

        (
        SELECT 

            SettlementDateImportDate.SETTLEDAY, 

            SettlementDateImportDate.IMPORT_TIME, 

            SettlementDateImportDate.DaysSinceSettleDate

        FROM 

            (SELECT 

                Distinct
                DV.SETTLEDAY,
                VALIMP.IMPORT_TIME,
                Trunc(ValImp.IMPORT_TIME-DV.SETTLEDAY,0) AS DaysSinceSettleDate

            FROM 

                STL_PROD.DATEVALUE DV, 

                STL_PROD.Variable VAR,
                STL_PROD.ValueImport ValImp

            WHERE 

                DV.VAR_ID=VAR.ID 

                And DV.VALIMP_ID = ValImp.ID
                And VAR.Vartyp_Code in ('MD') 

                And DV.SettleDay = to_date('01/06/2008','dd/mm/yyyy')
            Order By 

                DV.SETTLEDAY,
                VALIMP.IMPORT_TIME) SettlementDateImportDate 

        WHERE 

            SettlementDateImportDate.DaysSinceSettleDate<10) InitialImportDateA

    GROUP BY SettleDay) InitialImportDate

WHERE 

    DV.VAR_ID = VAR.ID 

    And DV.VALIMP_ID = ValImp.ID
    And VALIMP.IMPORT_TIME = InitialImportDate.Import_Time

    And VAR.Vartyp_Code in ('MD') 

    And DV.SettleDay = to_date('01/06/2008','dd/mm/yyyy')
Order By 

    DV.SETTLEDAY,
    VAR.VARTYP_CODE, 

    VAR.NAME;
SEMO have developed queries like thisto produce data for use in the Market Operator Monthly Report which note changes in settlement values between initial runs and subsequent re-runs. These queries have been noted to have a processing time of in excess of thirty minutes and, in some cases, of over one hour. It should be noted that the requirements of a query to calculate the algebra in paragraph 4.91 is considerably more complex than those we currently run. 
To implement this for the algebra in paragraph 4.91 of the T&SC would require creating a query following the above method for – 

· Metered Demand for all Supplier Units;

· Loss Adjusted Metered Demand for all Supplier Units;

· Metered Generation for all Generator Units;

· Loss Adjusted Metered Generation for all Generator Units;

· Metered Generation for Interconnectors;

· Loss Adjusted Metered Generation for Interconnectors;

· Net Interjurisdiction flows;

 The query would need to be further enhanced to determine the jurisdiction of each Supplier Unit and Generator Unit (this is not currently in the Settlement system and would need to be determined from the Supplier and Generator Unit identifier). This would then allow for further queries to be built on top which would calculate the relevant summed values for use in the calculation. 

The final query which would sit outside all of these sub-queries would then complete the calculation. 

PROS – 

· This implementation would provide better transparency for audit purposes as it would centre on the creation and implementation of a SQL query to be configured in the Crystal Reports application. 

· Controller interfacing is limited to entering the date for which the query is to be run.

CONS – 

· An analyst with programming language skills (SQL) would be required to develop the queries, and to support the process should issues arise.   

· Taking into account the complex steps required and probably unit testing that should be involved, we would expect development of this query could take three weeks.

· We would recommend three weeks of testing of the outputs to confirm accuracy of data.

· As with proposal 1, this can only be implemented using the Reporting version of the database and comments regarding replication time and use of data for business critical tasks are relevant to this option.

· Query running times are not known but expected to be in excess of one hour.

· Because this calculation uses the outputs of previous steps of the settlement processes, it will require that processing is run up to a point and stopped so this query can be run. This will mean that publication times currently set out in the T&SC of indicative Settlement, initial Settlement and Invoicing cannot be met and will need to be changed while this workaround is in place.

· SEMO IT has also stated that the Reporting version is not fully supported and should not be used for business critical tasks. 

1.5. Proposal 3 – Develop Excel solution based on POMAX screen extracts

The GUI interfaces for the settlement system provide users with a number of screens where data can be viewed and extracted. Among these is the Import Control Report. The screenshot below shows the Import Control Report screen, filtered to view Metered Demand for March 20th 2010.
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Using this report, a SEMO controller would be able to select and extract to an Excel spreadsheet the required data from the different steps within the settlement system. 

To implement this for the algebra in paragraph 4.91 of the T&SC would require extracting the following data items – 

· Metered Demand for all Supplier Units;

· Loss Adjusted Metered Demand for all Supplier Units;

· Metered Generation for all Generator Units;

· Loss Adjusted Metered Generation for all Generator Units;

· Metered Generation for Interconnectors;

· Loss Adjusted Metered Generation for Interconnectors;

· Net Interjurisdiction flows;

An Excel solution will need to be developed which will determine the jurisdiction of each Supplier Unit and Generator Unit and then to total relevant information and finally, implement the calculations. 

EirGrid policy requires that in implementing an Excel spreadsheet solution we follow a strict set of procedures that cover 

a) Change Control

b) Version 

c) Access Control (e.g., Create, Read, Update, Delete) 

d) Input Control 

e) Security and Integrity of Data 

f) Documentation 

g) Development 

h) Back-ups 

i) Archiving 

j) Logic 

k) Segregation of Duties/Roles and 

l) Overall Analytics 

PROS – 

· Data outputs are guaranteed to be consistent with the data in the system. 
CONS – 

· High level of Controller interfacing introduces very high risk of errors.

· High level of Controller interfacing will also introduce more running time. We would estimate the population of a spreadsheet solution with data from the Import Control Report could take approximately one hour. 

· An analyst with Excel and Excel VBA would be required to develop the solution.

· Taking into account the complex steps required and that unit testing that should be involved as well as adherence to EirGrid policy with regard to the use of Excel solutions, we would expect development of this query could take at least five weeks.

· We would recommend three weeks of testing of the outputs to confirm accuracy of data.

· Because this calculation uses the outputs of previous steps of the settlement processes, it will require that processing is run up to a point and stopped so this process can be run. This will mean that publication times currently set out in the T&SC of indicative Settlement, initial Settlement and Invoicing cannot be met and will need to be changed while this workaround is in place.

1.6. Conclusions
Based on our examination of the issues and review of the potential impacts, SEMO believe that any options for a workaround replacing the system calculated values with the equation in paragraph 4.91 would result in SEMO being in material breach of other sections of the Trading & Settlement Code.  These breaches would result in key Code Objectives no longer being met by SEMO (objectives 1.3.1, 1.3.2 and 1.3.5). 

As a result, SEMO do not believe a temporary workaround for the implementation of 4.91 can be put in place

All options for manual workaround will introduce an element of human error and risk as they require use of the PST_MAN functionality to manually alter the calculated data. SEMO’s experience using this functionality has not been positive and, in practice, we avoid using this as much as possible.  We would have concerns about using this on a daily basis for both indicative and initial settlements, as well as for the timetabled settlement re-runs as required under the T&SC. We also believe that the steps required for completion of the PST_MAN updates will also impact on the operational timelines regardless of how the values are calculated.

Further to this risk are the issues around how SEMO determines the values for inclusion in this manual process. The three proposals above can be summed up as follows – 

· Proposal 1 – has least impact on operational timelines, but provides no transparency or auditability.

· Proposal 2 – provides best transparency and auditability, but impacts on operational timelines will lead to significant delays in settlement publication and, in turn, Invoicing while this is in place.

· Proposal 3 – provides good transparency and accuracy of data but requires significant manual process and also impacts on operational timelines.

Taking note of the potential impacts of two of the proposals on Invoicing timlines, consideration needs to be given to payment terms. It would be appropriate to move payment due dates to take account of later publication of Invoices. This will have further impacts on Credit Cover requirements for all Suppliers as it will increase the window for which collateral is required. 
Other issues relating to staffing and other resource requirements will also need to be addressed depending on the proposal selected. It would be expected that two proposals will require development windows of between three and five weeks, plus testing before implementation. Additional SEMO resources would be required to cover this work. Taking account of the delays to settlement publication as discussed above, and the requirement to have indicative settlement published by 17:00, this will mean that indicative settlement will either move to 19:00 or to the following morning (D+2WD). Moving to 19:00 will present staffing issues for SEMO as contracts will need to be negotiated with staff for working outside the normal working day. As a result, SEMO would seek additional resources for any of the proposals however time will be required to source, recruit and train these resources.
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