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This questionnaire has been prepared to facilitate responses to the consultation.  Respondents are not restricted to this template and can provide supplementary material if desired.

Please send responses in electronic format to DS3@eirgrid.com or DS3@soni.ltd.uk


	Respondent Name
	Paddy Finn

	Contact telephone number
	085 1499 257

	Respondent Company
	Electricity Exchange






Note: It is the TSOs’ intention to publish all responses.  If your response is confidential, please indicate this by marking the following box with an “x”. Please note that, in any event, all responses will be shared with the Regulatory Authorities.

	


	Response confidential 		









The closing date for responses is Monday, 21 August 2017.


EirGrid and SONI, 2017									

	Question
	Response

	Proposed Scalars for Regulated Arrangements

	
Electricity Exchange Response


Question 1: Do you agree with our proposal to include in the performance assessment methodology to determine the value of the Performance Scalar an additional measure to incentivise a unit to supply to the TSOs an accurate forecast of its availability to provide Reserve and Ramping Margin Services? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the proposal you believe requires amendment?







Question 2: Do you agree with our proposal to implement a Product Scalar for the Faster Response of FFR? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the scalar design you believe requires amendment?


Question 3: Do you agree with our proposal to implement a Product Scalar for the Enhanced Delivery of FFR, POR, SOR and TOR1? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the scalar design you believe requires amendment?













Question 4: Do you agree with our proposal to implement a Product Scalar for the Continuous Provision of Reserve from FFR to TOR1? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the scalar design you believe requires amendment?


Question 5: Do you agree with our proposal to implement a Product Scalar for Enhanced Delivery of SSRP with an AVR? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the scalar design you believe requires amendment?


Question 6: Do you agree with our proposal to implement a Product Scalar for SSRP with Watt-less VArs? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the scalar design you believe requires amendment?


Question 7: Do you agree with our proposal to implement a Temporal Scarcity Scalar for DRR and FPFAPR? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the scalar design you believe requires amendment?



Question 8: Do you agree with our proposal to implement a Temporal Scarcity Scalar for FFR? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the scalar design you believe requires amendment?



Question 9: Do you agree with our proposal to implement a Temporal Scarcity Scalar for 11 Existing System Services? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the scalar design you believe requires amendment?
Question 10: Do you agree with our proposal to implement a Locational Scarcity Scalar for All System Services? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the scalar design you believe requires amendment?
	Electricity Exchange is a demand response technology and service provider operating a number of Demand Side Units in the Single Electricity Market. We are keenly aware of the challenges faced by all power system stakeholders in achieving the increased levels of SNSP required to meet national renewable energy targets. As such, we are very supportive of the aims and objectives of the DS3 Programme and appreciate the opportunity to respond to this consultation.

We support the TSO proposal to introduce an incentive for a unit to provide an accurate forecast. While we believe that the proposed 6-hour horizon favours conventional generation, we understand the need to facilitate effective planning by the TSO. However, we believe that multiple forecast windows should be considered in order for participants to make the TSO aware of the outcome of nearer-term predictions based on changing conditions. We propose the following horizons:
1. 6-hour block, submitted 6 hours in advance,
2. 3-hour block, submitted 3 hours in advance,
3. 1-hour block, submitted 1-hour in advance
whereby previous submissions would be utilised in the event that nearer-time predictions are not submitted.
We request that the TSO would consider applying weightings to the scalar that would account for:
1. Nearer-time, i.e. 3 hour and 1 hour, errors carry increasingly severe consequences are the opportunity for alternative planning by the TSO is reduced. As such, disincentives should increase as the delivery time draws nearer;
2. Although under estimation and over estimation are both errors, the practical consequences for under-estimated forecasts are not as severe as for over-estimated forecasts which could result in a lack of reserve. As such, a greater disincentive should be applied to over-estimation of forecasts.
We are very supportive of the proposal to implement to implement a Product Scalar for the faster response of FFR. 
We propose that the TSO facilitates the contracting of multiple FFR time-frames per unit to avoid participants from registering an unwieldy number of individual units to cater for multiple tiers of capabilities, i.e. 0.15 second, 0.5 second, 1 second, and 2 second responses etc.
However, we do not share the TSO’s opinion that this should be limited to 0.15 seconds in order to avoid overlap with the SIR service as, in the event that there is a low availability of SIR, there will be no incentive for other technologies to support this shortfall.



We are supportive of the TSO proposal to implement a Product Scalar. However, we believe that the incentive to provide proportional event response and proportional recovery response should be separated rather than only being perceived to be of value if provided collectively as ‘dynamic response’. While we agree that fully dynamic response offers the greatest benefit, we believe that units striving to provide response in time-frames as short as 150ms should be incentivised to deliver this in a proportion manner in order to avoid large step responses. High rates of provision of such static responses may result in high RoCoF within the 500ms over which the metric is measured by interface protection relays. The same could be true at point in time where units’ obligations have ceased and energy demand is increased.
We request that the TSO considers the following:
1. Dynamic Response:				Scalar: 1.00
2. Event/Recovery Response with ≥ 10 steps:	Scalar: 0.75
3. Other:						Scalar: 0.50
For multi-step response we urge the TSO to include in its agreements, a minimum range of frequencies over which a unit will be asked to provide response. As a DSU, if the TSO is permitted to request that all response is provided in the form of a step response, we would be forced to contract for a lower trigger frequency, i.e. 49.6 Hz. However, if the TSO were to agree to a minimum range over which it would request response to be provided, i.e. 0.3 Hz, we would seek to contract for a higher trigger frequency, i.e. 49.85 Hz, as we would be able to cycle individual demand sites to reduce the number of times any individual site is required to respond. 
Not only would this increase the number of events to which the DSU, as a unit, responds, this will substantially increase the number of participating sites, increasing the quantum of response provided during events where all available sites are triggered.


Yes, we agree with the TSO proposal to favour providers who can provide continued services beyond the duration of FFR. We request that the TSO makes provision for this to be partially applied to the contracted FFR capacity rather than it being all or nothing. For example, a unit that contracts for 10 MW of FFR may capable of sustaining 7.5 MW of response through to TOR1. It should be possible for the unit to benefit from the higher scalar for the portion of capacity that is capable of sustaining its response. Otherwise, there may be an incentive for units to limit their FFR commitment to the quantity that is capable of extended periods of delivery.




Yes, we welcome this continuity from the Interim Arrangements to the Regulated Arrangements.






While we support the generality of the proposal to implement a product scalar for SSRP with Watt-less VArs we are concerned that there is no provision within DS3 for remuneration of the energy cost of providing reactive power at 0MW output.  
There needs to be greater clarity as to what operational support contracts are under consideration and for what period these will be held under consideration and also how such energy costs can ultimately be assigned to dispatch instructions if this is the intended remuneration route to the service provider. 




We agree with the TSO proposal to implement a Temporal Scarcity Scalar for DRR and FPFAPR. However, we strongly disagree with any proposal to implement any scalar that offers no benefit to the provider where SNSP is below a given threshold. This creates a recursive disincentive where the investment in services required to operate the system at high levels of SNSP is disincentivised due to the risk that the global objective may not be achieved. This in-turn further increases the risk to those who do invest in the provision of those services. 
As an alternative we would suggest applying a Scalar of 1 from 0-70% SNSP followed by an increase on a stepped basis thereafter.



We agree with the TSO proposal to implement a Temporal Scarcity Scalar for FFR. However, we strongly disagree with any proposal to implement any scalar that offers no benefit to the provider where SNSP is below a given threshold. This creates a recursive disincentive where the investment in services required to operate the system at high levels of SNSP is disincentivised due to the risk that the global objective may not be achieved. This in-turn further increases the risk to those who do invest in the provision of those services.
As an alternative we would suggest applying a Scalar of 1 from 0-60% SNSP followed by an increase on a stepped basis thereafter.




Yes, we agree with the proposal to implement a temporal scarcity scalar in principle as we support the rationale of TSO incentivising behaviour and availability of service that have greater value to the system provided there is a baseline incentive for investment in the provision of the respective services.



We agree with the proposal to make provision for the future implementation of Locational Scarcity Scalars provided that scalar values of greater than 1 are justified by sound rationale that does not remove the inventive for the DSO to invest in the upgrade of poorly services areas of the distribution network.


	Scalars not Proposed for Implementation

	
Question 11: Do you agree with our proposal NOT to implement a Product Scalar for Enhanced Delivery of DRR with more reactive current? If not, can you provide rationale to support your views?


Question 12: Do you agree with our proposal NOT to implement a Product Scalar for Enhanced Delivery of SSRP with a PSS? If not, can you provide rationale to support your views?



Question 13: Do you agree with our proposal NOT to implement a Product Scalar for SIR with Reserve? If not, can you provide rationale to support your views?




Question 14: Do you agree with our proposal NOT to implement a Product Scalar for Faster Response of FPFAPR? If not, can you provide rationale to support your views?


Question 15: Do you agree with our proposal NOT to implement a specific Temporal Scarcity Scalar for Reserve Products? If not, can you provide rationale to support your views?


Question 16: Do you agree with our proposal NOT to implement a specific Temporal Scarcity Scalar for SIR? If not, can you provide rationale to support your views?


Question 17: Do you agree with our proposal NOT to implement a specific Volume Scalar for Regulated Arrangements? If not, can you provide rationale to support your views?

	


We are not in a position to offer a sufficiently educated response to this question.







We are not in a position to offer a sufficiently educated response to this question.







We do not agree with the proposal NOT to implement this Product scalar.
It is our belief that this should be offered.
The main reason proferred for not implementing it appears to be the TSO’s concerns around gaming.  
We believe that this is a valid and valuable service as recommended by the TNEI/Poyry paper  which should be remunerated and that the TSO’s should be able to implement the appropriate measures to determine the lowest min generation levels so as to ensure that gaming does not occur.




We are not in a position to offer a sufficiently educated response to this question.







Yes, we agree with the rationale provided to justify this. 






We are not in a position to offer a sufficiently educated response to this question.







Yes, we agree with the rationale provided to justify this.



	Frequency Response Curves

	
Question 18: Do you agree with our proposal to implement Frequency Response Curves to define the provision of the FFR Service? If not, please specify why or identify what element of the curve design you believe requires amendment?

	While we understand the rationale behind the TSO’s objectives, we believe that the response curves will require considerable consideration and that the TSO should observe the characteristics of production level quantities of the service before attempting to define such curves.
We do, however, agree with the immediate implementation of a hysteresis being defined by a differential between Ftrigger and Frecovery.
Although we can offer limited insights into the operation of other technologies, with respect to DSUs we believe that a hybrid between what is illustrated in Figure 18 and Figure 19 would be rational for DSUs offering ten or more steps of ‘static’ response. We believe that the hysteresis shown in figure 19 should be maintained; however, we would suggest that the TSO avoids being unnecessarily prescriptive in relation to the management of the delivery of response on a site by site basis. 
Prescribing different operational requirements for individual DSUs and potentially for different participating sites depending on the overall portfolio of the DSU would place certain units at a commercial advantage over others and should be avoided.  
We would suggest that DSUs offering ten or more steps of ‘static’ response be instructed by droop setting equivalent or a frequency range over which response should be increased from 0% to 100%. DSUs will then be obliged to ensure that they deliver a response greater than or equal to the linear response requirement for a given frequency. Importantly, in order to minimise the impact on participating sites, DSUs will naturally avoid over delivery and, as such, will aim to provide an aggregated response that follows the linear response requirement as closely as possible. 
While multiple linear response regions may be defined by the TSO, we recommend that there would only be 2-3 such regions in order to allow the DSU to optimise its response through effective portfolio management.
Please also consider our response to Question 3.




