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Assessment of the Proposed 
Amendments to Appendix A.1 of 

the Dispatch Protocol Manual
(Proposed Cancellation of Offers)



Operational Assessment



Background
 The Rules Change Committee (RCC) proposes revisions on Section 4.5

(Revision and Cancellation of Bids) in Appendix A.1 of the Dispatch
Protocol Manual
 To address PA Findings on mandatory dispatch of generators at Pmin

causing generators to be non-compliant with “must-offer” rule
 Address existing problems
 Power plants with high variable costs are not economically feasible to run

all the time; and
 Forcing these plants to run will incur additional cost for their Pmin. Pmin

under WESM rules are price takers, thus fuel costs for their Pmin are
unrecoverable



RCC Rationale
 Currently, there are existing problems with the implementation of the must

offer rules, in which:
 Power plants with high variable costs are not economically feasible to run all the

time; and
 Forcing these plants to run will incur additional cost for their Pmin. Pmin under

the WESM rules are price takers, thus fuel costs for their Pmin are
unrecoverable

 The RCC has already tackled alternative proposals such as the use of a
secondary Pmin, however it was found to be not feasible. Thus, provisions
for cancellation are now being looked at

 RCC believes that the proposed provision for cancellation shall result to
the following
 High cost power plants will not be forced to run if they are not needed by the

system; and
 Efficient use of resources



Proposed Manual Change
1. Trading Participants may opt to cancel their daily or “converted” standing

bids/offers for a particular trading interval if the generating unit is included
in the list of the generating units that may opt to cancel which MO shall
provide.

2. The MO shall publish list of generating units per interval that may opt to
cancel upon the following conditions:
a. total generation offers is 10% above hourly demand (“Supply

Threshold”) for all trading intervals for the specific day;
b. the generation units are the most expensive units, following the MOT

results of 1200H DAP; and
c. after deducting Pmin of the generating units, total offer is still more than

demand.
3. MO shall further evaluate Supply Threshold and recommend changes if

necessary.



Proposed Manual Change
4. Cancellation of bids/offers shall be made within the period provided in the

WESM timetable. Cancelled bids/offers may, however, be revoked or
revised likewise within the period provided in the WESM timetable for
submission of bids/offers

5. If upon cancellation of a generating unit, SO finds that the generating unit
is needed for system reliability, then the generating unit shall be
scheduled as an MRU, as provided for in the MRU Manual



Guiding Principles of the Proposal
 Generators must have default offers for the accuracy of Day Ahead

Projection (DAP), which will be used by MO and SO in assessing system
security and reliability concerns;

 MO will be the entity responsible in providing the hourly projected system
demand, hourly offers and other pertinent data in the MMS system
messages for transparency;

 MO to publish in the system messages if the threshold to cancel is
reached and the Trading Participants (TPs) that are allowed to cancel
their bids/offers



Guiding Principles of the Proposal
 The proposal notes that “the threshold to be used is generator offers 10%

above hourly demand. The cancellation time will be from 1200H DAP (d-
1) until fifteen (15) minutes before the 0400H DAP (d) run only”

 The proposal also notes the following steps for cancellation
 If threshold is reached, then MO to inform thru the MMS that:

a. there is an excess offer
b. most expensive (by the result of MOT) plants that may opt to cancel offers;

 The most expensive may opt to cancel their offers only before 0400H DAP, so that SO
and MO may have an overview of supply situation for the day on the 0400H run;

 Cancellation of offers shall be done thru the MMS and should already be reflected in the
next DAP run;

 If after the cancellation, SO finds that the plant needs to run due to other reasons (system
reliability), then that particular plant should be a MRU; and

 Generators which cancelled their bids may opt to rebid anytime.
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1200H DAP Run

0000H DAP (D) Run

2000H DAP Run

1600H DAP Run

1200H DAP published to MPI at 1300H
AMP
• Load Forecast (per interval, per  MTN)
• Projected LMP (per interval, per MTN)
MP
• Projected Schedules

At  ~1300H MO to determine:
1. If total gen offer is > 10% for all trading intervals of D
2. Given the above, determine gen units that are >10% in the MOT results
3. Deduct Pmin of the gen units, total offer is still more than demand
4. If all the above is true, then Publish thru MMS else publish Advisory: No excess offer

1. There is an excess offer
2. Gen units determined as most expensive based on 1200H DAP MOT

Offer Cancellation Period

At  ~1400H until 15 minutes before 0400H of  D
1. Gen in List may opt to cancel

Based on 1200H DAP, SO prepares contingency plan for D

Scenario 3: At  15 minutes before 0400H of  D
1. Gen X Cancels offer for 0600H onwards

Scenario 2: If at  2200H of  D-1 
1. Gen X Cancels offer for 0100H onwards

0400H DAP (D) Run

0800H DAP (D) Run

Scenario 1: Assuming Gen X is in the list, If at  1545H of  D-1 
1. Gen X Cancels offer (for 0100H D to 0400H D)
2. Then Gen X prepares to shutdown, as possibility of being scheduled is only up to 1900H
3. Since Gen X has offers 0500 H onwards, it is possible that he will be scheduled  from this interval onwards

• This proposal is 
effectively the same as the 
current provision under the 
DP, which provides option 
to cancel when demand is 
less than sum of Pmin

Operational Assessment



Market Simulation



Background of the Simulation
 During the November 2012 RCC meeting, it was requested that TOD

perform a simulation on the impact of allowing the cancellation of market
offers for inflexible generating units

 These inflexible generators are only allowed to cancel their offers given
that the supply margin is greater than 10%

 The simulation attempts to show the impact of allowing inflexible
generators to cancel their offers given the said criteria



Simulation Assumptions
 The simulation involved the September 2012 billing period
 This simulation would assess the proposed principle of the RCC in the

cancellation of offers, which assumes a 10% supply threshold
 Cancellation would only be allowed to ensure more than 10% of the

supply margin is observed in the system (Luzon and Visayas) and in each
region of Luzon and Visayas

 Since Malaya has been submitting offers in the market, this simulation will
use their relevant offers for the trading intervals of September 2012

 Limay only submitted offers in the market for its generating facilities A and
B at 5% and 4% of time, respectively, during September 2012. For the
intervals that had no offers, it will use the latest offer for the said facilities
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Complete Set of Offers With Cancellation

If generators such as Limay and Malaya were to 
cancel their offers, there is an obvious decrease in 
supply margins

The supply margin is beyond the 10% threshold at 
94.5% of the time in September 2012

In the other 41 intervals (5.5% of the time), generators 
would not be allowed to cancel offers
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Simulation Results

Complete Set of Offers With Cancellation

There are periods where high prices cleared the 
market even with a complete set of offers

Once the supply margins decrease because of the 
cancellation, even higher prices will clear the market
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Simulation Observations
 During the 41 intervals that generators were not allowed to cancel their

offers, the inflexible plants such as Limay and Malaya were still scheduled
at Pmin given their high offer prices

 Having been scheduled at Pmin only, these generators are deemed “price
takers”. They were scheduled at their Pmin but their lowest offered price
was not cleared in the market.

 Hence, allowing cancellation of offers using a threshold of 10% for the
supply margin does not fully address the issue that generators,
particularly the inflexible plants, would be cleared above their Pmin



Simulation Scenario
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A (5)Demand
110% of Demand

Market Clearing Price

No one was allowed to cancel because of the 
10% supply margin threshold

Suppose that there is no congestion, the 
scheduling of generators will follow an 

unconstrained process (merit-order table)

Here, generator ‘B’ was still scheduled at Pmin 
but will only be paid as much as PhP 5/MWh



Issues and Concerns



Operational Concerns and 
Feasibility
 Changes to the MMS-MPI are required to fully operate such a proposal for

cancellation
 Publication of hourly demand and offers for every DAP run
 Restriction to allow only qualified generators to cancel offers

 System Enhancements to automate
 Determine the most expensive plant
 Publish qualified generators for cancellation

 Assessment of Supply and Demand typically uses the 1200H and 1600H
DAP run
 In this regard, SO personnel should be available to assess results of the 0400H

DAP run



Operational Concerns and 
Feasibility
 Use of the Merit Order Table (MOT) as reference for cancellation

 It is only stated that generators that are the most expensive based on the MOT would be
allowed to cancel

 However, generators offer quantities using offer blocks that are pairs of prices with
corresponding quantities

 Hence, it should be clear how to identify the “most expensive” generators based on MOT
 It should also be noted that there may be cases where the supply threshold is beyond

10%, but when the “most expensive” generator cancels its offer, the supply threshold will
then be below 10%

Pmin

A

B

A
C110% of Demand

In this case, if generator A would be 
allowed to cancel its entire capacity, 
the remaining supply may be below 

the 10% threshold

Also in this case, it would only seem Gen A 
is the most expensive since its last block is 
the most expensive. 
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Operational Concerns and 
Feasibility
 There is no clear provision for cancellation upon the integration of the

reserve market into the commercial operations of WESM
 There should be consideration of reserve requirement on the

cancellation of offers
 Once the co-optimization of energy and reserve is in effect in WESM,

the treatment for cancellation would be entirely different and complex
given the varying schedules it may produce to meet the energy and
reserve requirements

 How should the MOT be treated?
 What MOT should be used? System-Wide? Or Per Grid?
 PEMC noted on the November 2012 RCC meeting that generators

would only be allowed to cancel their offers as long as the supply
threshold (proposed at 10%) is maintained on a System-Wide and
Regional level



Other Issues and Concerns
 Based on simulation, cancellation would resulted to higher prices if most

generating units are allowed to cancel because of the increase in
contestable demand (lower price-taker volume)
 However, the results do not fully guarantee that price increase would be

low nor substantial since it will still depend on the behavior of the
Trading Participants and the market’s dynamics (possible congestions,
etc.)

 The proposal does not fully guarantee that it will resolve issues involving
the must-offer rule since there are still some generating units that were
scheduled at Pmin



Other Issues and Concerns
 In cases of congestion, this proposal may deplete the purpose of having a

Security-Constrained Economic Dispatch (SCED)
 Suppose a generator is situated in a location where it is able to alleviate

congestion at a certain equipment
 Barring any cancellation, the MDOM would have obtained an optimal

solution that determines the most appropriate schedule for the said
generator

 However based on the proposal, this generator opted to cancel its offer
 Hence, SO would have to re-establish it for MRU rather than the MDOM

optimizing the level it would be scheduled at with the end-result of
having the most economical solution available

 If a large generator trips, the supply would be largely depleted.
Generators that opted to cancel are not available or on-line (unlike when
they are scheduled at least at their Pmin) to somehow alleviate the loss of
supply



End of Presentation



Regular Meeting of the Rules Change Committee
May 15, 2013

Proposed Amendments to the WESM Proposed Amendments to the WESM 
Rules and Information Disclosure and Rules and Information Disclosure and 

Confidentiality ManualConfidentiality Manual
PEMC Comments



General Comments
 In general, PEMC agrees with the intent of the 

proposed changes.
 In line with the declaration of transparency of the 

DOE Secretary, and consistent with the 
overarching policy of the EPIRA as reflected in the 
WESM Rules, PEMC further proposes that except 
for information affecting system security and 
reliability, all items stated in the Information 
Disclosure and Confidentiality Manual be made 
transparent to all members of the WESM. 
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Disclosure of Settlement Information

3

WESM Rules
Proposed Amendment PEMC Comments

5.3.2 Exceptions

Subject to clause 5.3.3.1, this clause 5.3 does not 
prevent:

(a) x x x
(i) The disclosure of information to the ERC and 

DOE and any other government authority 
having jurisdiction over a WESM member, 
pursuant to the WESM Rules or otherwise.

(j) The disclosure of: (i) settlement amounts 
unpaid by due date; (ii) the specific WESM 
member which failed to pay the settlement 
amounts, and (iii) other related information 
(confidential or otherwise), to each of the 
affected WESM members within fifteen 
(15) business days after the release of the 
Final Statement.

Given the stated rationale of the proposal, which 
establishes a creditor-debtor relationship between 
WESM net sellers and net buyers, we do not 
disagree with the proposal to disclose unpaid 
settlement amounts of net buyers to net sellers. 

However, the proposed rule change should clearly 
indicate the cut-off date from which such unpaid 
settlement amounts shall be reckoned. In this 
regard, we propose that the cut-off be set as the 
end of each month, to be defined and provided in 
the Manual. This is consistent with the financial 
closing of books of the net sellers. 

Further, the MO shall provide the requested 
information within five (5) days from this cut-off, and 
if such date falls on a non-working day, including 
Saturday and Sunday, on the immediately



Disclosure of Settlement Information

4

WESM Rules
Proposed Amendment PEMC Comments

5.3.2 Exceptions

Subject to clause 5.3.3.1, this clause 5.3 does not 
prevent:

(a) x x x
(i) The disclosure of information to the ERC and 

DOE and any other government authority 
having jurisdiction over a WESM member, 
pursuant to the WESM Rules or otherwise.

(j) The disclosure of: (i) settlement amounts 
unpaid by due date; (ii) the specific WESM 
member which failed to pay the settlement 
amounts, and (iii) other related information 
(confidential or otherwise), to each of the 
affected WESM members within fifteen 
(15) business days after the release of the 
Final Statement.

succeeding business day.

Similarly, we do not disagree with the proposal to 
disclose the identity of the specific WESM net buyer 
that failed to timely settle its settlement obligations 
to affected WESM net sellers.

In light of the foregoing, we propose the following 
rewording to 5.3.2(j):

“(j) The disclosure of (i) settlement amounts 
unpaid by the end of each month, and (ii) 
the specific WESM member that failed to 
pay the settlement amounts.”



Disclosure of Information on Compliance 
with Prudential Security Obligations

5

WESM Rules
Proposed Amendment PEMC Comments

(k) The disclosure of information (confidential 
or otherwise) in relation to: (i) any failure 
of a WESM member to meet prudential 
requirement obligations to the Market 
Operator including WESM members with 
no prudential security or who did not 
renew their security; (ii) any prudential 
security exemptions or waivers given by 
the Market Operator to the WESM member; 
(iii) any drawings on the prudential 
security of a specific WESM member; (iv) 
any month-end billing exceeding the value  
of the prudential security, and (v) any 
failure to top-up a prudential security after 
it is drawn. 

 We do not disagree with the proposal to 
disclose the identities of the WESM members 
that fail to meet their respective Prudential 
Security obligations, since this would affect their 
ability to meet their settlement amount 
obligations as they come due. However, it is our 
view that (i) can be further refined and simplified 
to cover those WESM members that fail to 
maintain their Prudential Security to a level that 
would cover their exposure to the spot market, 
and which resulted to margin calls. We further 
propose that this disclosure be made by the MO 
on a monthly basis, to be provided in the Billing 
and Settlements Manual.



Disclosure of Information on Compliance 
with Prudential Security Obligations

6

WESM Rules
Proposed Amendment PEMC Comments

(k) The disclosure of information (confidential 
or otherwise) in relation to: (i) any failure 
of a WESM member to meet prudential 
requirement obligations to the Market 
Operator including WESM members with 
no prudential security or who did not 
renew their security; (ii) any prudential 
security exemptions or waivers given by 
the Market Operator to the WESM member; 
(iii) any drawings on the prudential 
security of a specific WESM member; (iv) 
any month-end billing exceeding the value  
of the prudential security, and (v) any 
failure to top-up a prudential security after 
it is drawn. 

 As regards (ii), we also do not disagree with the 
proposal to disclose to the WESM members –
Generation Companies (and other net sellers) 
any Prudential Security exemptions or waivers 
given by the MO to a specific WESM Member, 
since this would also affect their ability to meet 
their WESM settlement amount obligations as 
they come due. However, some information 
would not necessarily be frequently updated. 
For example, generators are generally exempt 
from Prudential Security requirements, and 
would thus be reported all the time. Thus, we 
propose that an initial list be provided to the 
WESM Members, and only updates, if any, shall 
be provided on a regular basis.



Disclosure of Information on Compliance 
with Prudential Security Obligations

7

WESM Rules
Proposed Amendment PEMC Comments

(k) The disclosure of information (confidential 
or otherwise) in relation to: (i) any failure of 
a WESM member to meet prudential 
requirement obligations to the Market 
Operator including WESM members with no 
prudential security or who did not renew 
their security; (ii) any prudential security 
exemptions or waivers given by the Market 
Operator to the WESM member; (iii) any 
drawings on the prudential security of a 
specific WESM member; (iv) any month-end 
billing exceeding the value  of the prudential 
security, and (v) any failure to top-up a 
prudential security after it is drawn. 

 As regards (iii), it is our view that the disclosure of 
any drawings on Prudential Security of any 
WESM Member is not necessary. As stated in the 
WESM Rules, if the amount paid by a net buyer is 
insufficient to cover its settlement amount 
obligation for a particular billing period, the MO 
shall draw from that net buyer’s Prudential 
Security an amount sufficient to cover the 
shortfall. Thus, upon payment to the WESM net 
seller of an amount sufficient to cover the total 
payables to said net seller, regardless of whether 
or not funds had to be drawn from the net buyer’s 
Prudential Security, the creditor-debtor 
relationship between the net seller and net buyer 
would not arise. In this case, the replenishment of 
Prudential Security shall be coordinated between 
the WESM Member obliged to maintain such 
security and the MO, with no involvement from the 
net sellers.



Disclosure of Information on Compliance 
with Prudential Security Obligations

8

WESM Rules
Proposed Amendment PEMC Comments

(k) The disclosure of information (confidential 
or otherwise) in relation to: (i) any failure 
of a WESM member to meet prudential 
requirement obligations to the Market 
Operator including WESM members with 
no prudential security or who did not 
renew their security; (ii) any prudential 
security exemptions or waivers given by 
the Market Operator to the WESM member; 
(iii) any drawings on the prudential 
security of a specific WESM member; (iv) 
any month-end billing exceeding the value  
of the prudential security, and (v) any 
failure to top-up a prudential security after 
it is drawn. 

 As regards (iv), it is also our view that disclosure 
of this information is not necessary. The fact 
alone that any month-end billing to a particular 
WESM load customer exceeds the value of its 
Prudential Security would not directly adversely 
affect the WESM Members supplying to such 
load customer, since the latter can make 
payment covering the entire amount of its 
settlement obligation. In such case, there would 
be no need to draw from the load customer’s 
Prudential Security.



Disclosure of Information on Compliance 
with Prudential Security Obligations
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WESM Rules
Proposed Amendment PEMC Comments

(k) The disclosure of information (confidential 
or otherwise) in relation to: (i) any failure 
of a WESM member to meet prudential 
requirement obligations to the Market 
Operator including WESM members with 
no prudential security or who did not 
renew their security; (ii) any prudential 
security exemptions or waivers given by 
the Market Operator to the WESM member; 
(iii) any drawings on the prudential 
security of a specific WESM member; (iv) 
any month-end billing exceeding the value  
of the prudential security, and (v) any 
failure to top-up a prudential security after 
it is drawn. 

 As regards (v), this information is already 
contained in the Suspension Notice to be issued 
by the MO to a WESM Member that fails to top-
up its Prudential Security or pre-pay, after a 
margin call is issued. The Suspension Notice is 
published in both the newspaper and the Market 
Information Website.

 In light of the above, we propose the following 
rewording to 5.3.2(k):

“(k) The disclosure of any WESM member that 
has received a margin call from the Market 
Operator.”



END OF PRESENTATION
Thank you
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RCC/WESM-WR-13/05 
 

Proposed Amendments in the WESM Rules 
Additional Clause 4.4.4 

 
 
 

Title Section Provision Proposed Amendment Rationale Comments 
SNAP PEMC  

(Response to 
SNAP) 

 
 

4.4.4 (new) If a Trading Participant is also a 
Metering Services Provider and 
there is only one Metering 
Services Provider registered with 
the Market Operator (in the 
Transmission Level), then it shall 
be allowed to provide metering 
services on an interim basis for a 
market trading node assigned to 
it or a connection point that it 
owns until another Metering 
Services Provider becomes 
authorized by the ERC and is 
registered with the Market 
Operator upon which the 
metering services shall be 
transferred to another Metering 
Services Provider following the 
applicable procedure. 

NGCP had already 
registered as a 
Customer Trading 
Participant. This 
registration has 
taken precedence 
over the provisions 
of the WESM Rules 
aiming for more than 
one MSP. 

Given that the 
Trading participant 
is also providing 
metering services in 
his Market Node, 
there should be a 
third party (e.g. 
Market Operator) 
looking at this for 
transparency 

This is an inherent 
function of the 
Market Operator. 
 
To address the 
security of data, the 
MSP is required to 
transmit the meter 
data exchange 
format (MDEF) to 
secure the integrity 
of meter data. 
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Page 1 of 3 
 

Proposed Amendments to 
Clause 3.13.6 of the WESM Rules 

 
 

Title Section Provision Proposed Amendment Rationale Comments 
SNAP PEMC  

(Response to SNAP) 
Defining 
the Gross 
Ex-Post 
Energy 
Settlement 
Quantity 
for Market 
Trading 
Nodes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3.13.6 For each trading interval, 
the gross ex-post energy 
settlement quantity for 
each market trading node 
shall be determined by 
the Market Operator as 
follows: 

 
(a) If the market trading 

node is defined under 
clause 3.2.2.1 as lying 
on the boundary of the 
power system operated 
by the System 
Operator, the gross ex-
post  energy settlement 
quantity for the market 
trading node is the net 
metered flow into the 
power system operated 
by the System Operator 
through the associated 
meter; 

 
 

For each trading interval, 
the gross ex-post energy 
settlement quantity for each 
market trading node shall 
be determined by the 
Market Operator as follows: 

 
(a) If the market trading node 

is defined under clause 
3.2.2.1 as lying on the 
boundary of the power 
system operated by the 
System Operator, the 
gross ex-post  energy 
settlement quantity for the 
market trading node is the 
net metered flow into the 
power system operated 
by the System Operator 
through the associated 
meter, provided 
however, that if the 
market trading node is a 
customer node, and 
there is no ERC-
registered embedded 
generation facility 
associated with that 
node, or the source of 
injection cannot be 
traced, any injection 
shall not be accounted 
for in determining the 
gross ex-post energy 
settlement quantity for 
that node 

To introduce 
more solid 
basis for the 
netting of 
bidirectional 
energy flows in 
a trading 
interval 
recorded in the 
meter as read 
in Clause 
3.13.6 of the 
WESM Rules. 

 The desired change can 
be properly addressed 
through revision of the 
WESM Manual on 
Metering Standard and 
Procedures as the 
aforementioned Manual 
already contains provision 
on Validation, Estimation 
and Editing (VEE) of 
metering data. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The Metering Service 

Provider and Market 
Operator should endeavor 
to address discrepancies 
in the metered data. 

 
 
 In the case of a customer 

node with unidirectional 
meter, the Market 
Operator/Metering Service 

 The VEE is applied if there is 
an error on the metering data 
or metering installation 
problem. 
 
This is a case where a 
customer/load metering 
installation is properly 
functioning and recording both 
metering data injection and 
withdrawal to the grid.   Upon 
comparing the MQ recorded by 
the registered metering 
installation to the meter at the 
sending end (RTU reading), 
there is a large disparity of MQ 
whenever the metering 
installation registered injection 
to the grid.  A customer/load 
metering installation must only 
register MQ withdrawal.  The 
registered customer has no 
generating facility.   
 
 

 This is addressed in the 
proposed new provision in 
letter (d). 
 
 
 
 
 

 The VEE process cannot be 
applied to address the 
discrepancies. The VEE is 
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Title Section Provision Proposed Amendment Rationale Comments 
SNAP PEMC  

(Response to SNAP) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Provider should estimate 
the consumption of that 
node using the VEE 
procedure stipulated in the 
WESM Manual on 
Metering Standard and 
Procedures rather than 
totally disregarding any 
injection in determining the 
gross ex-post energy 
settlement quantity. 

applied if there is an error on 
the metering data or metering 
installation problem. 
 
The recorded injection shall 
not necessarily be 
disregarded.  This will be 
reviewed/studied and 
addressed in the proposed 
new provision in letter (d).   

  (b) If the market trading 
node is defined under 
clause 3.2.2.2 as a 
generator  node lying 
on the interface 
between networks, 
apparatus or equipment 
operated by parties 
other than the System 
Operator the gross ex-
post energy settlement 
quantity for the market 
trading node is the net 
metered flows through 
the associated meter 
from the Generation 
Company to the 
Customer side of the 
meter; and 

 

(b) (As written) 
 

 

     

  (c) If the market trading 
node is defined under 
clause 3.2.2.2 as a 
customer node lying on 
the interface between 
networks, apparatus or 
equipment operated by 
parties other than the 
System Operator the 
gross ex-post energy 

(c) (As written) 
 

     
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settlement quantity for 
the market trading node 
is the negative of the 
amount determined for 
the corresponding 
generator node in 
3.13.6 (b). 

   (d) If the net metered flows 
registered through a 
meter is inconsistent 
with the expected 
power flows at the 
market trading node to 
which that meter is 
associated, the 
Metering Services 
Provider shall 
determine and shall 
notify the Market 
Operator and the 
relevant Trading 
Participant the 
appropriate manner of 
determining the gross 
ex-post settlement 
quantity for that market 
trading node. 

  The manner of determining 
metered quantity/gross ex-
post energy settlement 
quantity should be 
included in the VEE 
procedures to ensure 
consistency of the 
Metering Service 
Provider's approach. 

 The VEE is applied if there is 
an error on the metering data 
or metering installation 
problem. 
 
This is a special case wherein 
the MSP has conducted 
several test on the existing 
metering installation and found 
the meter are properly 
functioning. 
 

 


