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1. Introduction

This consultation response paper is prepared on behalf of AES Ballylumford Limited and AES Kilroot Power Limited (collectively “AES”) and documents AES’ response to the DS3 System Services Interim Performance Scalar Calculation Methodology consultation. AES welcomes the opportunity to submit comments in response to the above consultation document and would note that AES participates in the Eirgrid/SONI DS3 service provision as from October 2016.
AES acknowledges the requirement to address the issues surrounding the performance scalars, although the intention to make changes to the Protocol Document by the end of June 2017 would appear challenging.
There is a philosophy that to achieve 75% SNSP, there needs to be an increased volume of system services. This volume may have to come from less dispatchable/controllable plant as the amount of renewables on the system increases. There also is a belief that there needs to be a greater reliability of service provision, although the TSOs do not seem to have identified a drop in the current service provision reliability.
We understand the intention to reward excellent performance with poorer performers seeing a reduction in revenues.  This could be through higher tariff rates and increased scalar thresholds, although care must be taken not to paint all technologies with the same brush.
Given the intention to change the Protocol Document, and the commercial impact that this may have, there should be an opportunity to redeclare the volumes of service offered.  This repositioning should be on the same timescale as the change to the Protocol Document.  This is in line with the TSOs beliefs as stated on Page 5 of the consultation -
The TSOs believe an effective performance scalar methodology should have the following characteristics in order to influence appropriate service provider behaviour: 
1. 	Performance scalars should incentivise reliability and certainty of service provision. This requires service providers to declare values they have a high certainty of achieving and any variances in response from what was scheduled or declared, particularly close to real-time, needs to be accounted for also….




1. Do you agree with the TSOs’ proposal to award a Pass when a unit’s achieved response is greater than the initial expected response (ignoring tolerances) in cases where the overall expected values is less than 0 MW?

When a unit’s response is greater than the expected response then it is quite clearly a ‘pass’.  The calculation of the expected response should incorporate any applicable tolerances, and if this results in a negative value then this should still be used in identifying a ‘pass’.

2. Do you agree with the TSOs proposal to utilise a time weighted average approach for the calculation of SOR and TOR1?

It is understood that the TSO’s assessment of response provided during SOR and TOR1 is not all encompassing.  This appears to have been identified in this paper.  We welcome the inclusion of positive and negative time weighted variance.  We are disappointed that changes to the system shall not be available until Q3 2017.

3. Do you agree with the TSOs’ proposal to retain the existing calculation of Governor Droop demand expected response?

The pre-transient frequency and associated load (MW) of the unit are a factor of the Droop of the unit.  AES agrees that the difference in expected governor droop response is marginal, and proposed changes to the binary ‘pass/fail’ should help to address this issue

4. Do you agree with the TSOs proposal to continue assessing ramping services based on the Fail Sync process for the duration of the interim arrangements, for all providing units which are not DSUs?

We find that the assessment of Ramping to be an area of contention and there have been a number of resettlements associated with this item.  Any further changes to the system should be avoided at this time.  We welcome further analysis and assessment of automated system, although this should be accompanied by very detailed published methodology and reasoning.

5. Do you agree with the TSOs’ proposal to introduce partial fails for performance between 70% to 90% of that expected for reserve events?

AES agrees with the principle that the response of a unit to a System Transient should not be treated the same as a unit that does not respond.  The introduction of the idea of a ‘partial fail’ appears to address that issue.  
It should be noted that the wording in the consultation document is flawed, and it took some time to discern the proposed approach.
AES agrees to the approach of ‘partial fails’ and that they are calculated between 70% and 90% of expected response.  It is understood that this approach shall be consistent to all transients, and replaces “Data Rich” and “Data Poor” approaches.

6. Do you agree with the TSOs’ proposed new Performance Scalar methodology?

AES has always been concerned of the ability of a unit to rectify its performance scalar, and the fact that a ‘test’ would only attribute 2 pass credits.  This has led to the belief that it would take too long to adjust the unit’s performance scalar following any corrective work, or repositioning of service provided.
The use of ‘Industry Averages’ has also been unable to differentiate between technologies and their ability to respond.
AES welcomes the move away from both of these approaches and agrees with the idea that more recent events should have a bigger impact to the performance scalars.  This time weighted or ‘time based dynamic scaling’ is a more acceptable approach.  AES understands that the impact of an event shall be calculated over five months at the most, after which its impact goes to zero.

7. Do you agree with the TSOs’ proposed new Data Poor resolution methodology?

As stated earlier, AES welcomes the change in approach away from data rich and data poor.  Section 2.2.2 appears to be attempting to reintroduce a similar approach.  The proposal is that a unit without a performance event in excess of eight (8) months will see an adjustment to its scalar.  To avoid this a unit can arrange, with the TSO, a test to show it is capable of providing the service and put it back on the same footing as other service providers.
The drive of the TSOs and service providers is to provide a secure and stable system, and the System has recently shown that that is possible.  At the time of writing there has been almost eight months without a System Transient.
If the proposal in the consultation paper was to be implemented then ALL units with a DS3 contract would be subject to a scalar adjustment process.  This could lead to a frenzy of testing applications by all units keen to avoid loss of DS3 revenue.
To avoid this, there needs to be a new trigger date that allows all service providers to continue to be awarded their calculated scalar without adjustment.
AES would propose that following an eight month period without a System Transient, then the “Data Poor Performance Scalar Calculation” be delayed until the occurrence of an actual System Transient.  Those units able to respond shall be assessed as per section 2.2.1 and all other units would then fall into section 2.2.2 and this would ensure equal treatment for all units.
It should be noted that the cost of performing a test can be relatively high.  This then means that those contract service providers are not being equally compensated for making similar service available to the TSOs.  AES calculates that some units may have to use 7% to 20% of DS3 revenues each 8 months to maintain a scalar of 1. Units that happen to be dispatched by the TSOs when a System Transient occurs, have had their starts and energy paid for via market arrangements.

8. Do you have any feedback on the type of tests to be undertaken through the performance testing process?

The current process, identified in the Protocol and Framework Agreement, does not allow a unit to test for the end result of “..a potential work around for data poor units..” as stipulated in the consultation paper.  Tests are only allowed following work on the units.  Given that only 2 pass credits are awarded to a successful test then there has been little incentive to date to perform such tests.
The fundamental issue here is under which Document a test is being performed.  The TSOs have a commitment to Grid Code, in which POR/SOR/TOR1/TOR2 are defined.  Therefore any testing regarding compliance for these services should be under Grid Code.
There should be no references to the type of testing required under this consultation document (DS3 Interim Performance Scalar Calculation Methodology).  The analysis of pass/fail etc of a System Transient is for the TSO to determine under Grid Code.  This consultation document is for the calculation methodology of the performance scalars and not for the technicalities of any test arranged with the TSO.
There should be no references to minimum Grid Code requirements under this consultation document, as only references to contracted services are applicable.
The issue of costs involved in a test was raised previously.  Between 7% and 20% of 8 month revenue could be incurred during a Market Test.  The definition of what the TSOs would constitute a successful ‘test’ would have a large bearing on the value of performing such a test.

9. Do you agree with the proposal to retain the existing business process and timelines?

There is a comment that there shall be more detail on the process of query management in the updated Protocol document.  It would be useful to understand what areas this is to address.
The overall settlement process has been queried since DS3 go-live.  As was explained in this consultation paper (page 8), 
· the scalars are known at the end of November
· these scalars are applied to December
· timescales to query could mean that final agreed scalars are known at end of December
Therefore the payment of the services provided in December should be paid in January.  There is little reason for the payment of services provided in December to be delayed until February.
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