Summary of-
Mark

For the year ended 31 March 2019

August 2019

ALY AU
-

S N S ik ]



LONtents

Executive summary

Meter Operator (MOA) Market

Meter Operator (CVA MOA) Market

Non Half Hourly Data Collector (NHHDC) Market
Supplier Market

Unmetered Supplier Operator (UMSO) Market

Document Classification: KPMG Public

Page

14

19

20



EXBCUlve summa

We hawve noted improvements in some of the Market Issues which is testament to the focused effort by ELEXON, market participants and the PAB
to address these areas. We have seen a reduction in severity of several issues. Despite these improvements, one new Market Is sue (Elective Half
Hourly) has been raised this year. A further comment has been made regarding the focus of the BSC Audit on import rather than export volumes,
as this relates specifically to the BSC Audit rather than a Market Issue, this will be taken into account, however a new Mark et Issue has not been
raised. The ‘heat map’ below illustrates the High and Medium rated issues, classified into each of the following categories:

Market wide non-compliance (Purple): Where we have observed consistent non-compliance for several entities across the market

BSCP change/clarification (Blue): Where we have obsened that a change or clarification to the BSCP would be appropriate.
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Jperator (MOA) Marke

Issue Title Lack of clarificationregarding MOABSCP requirements - CoMC IS8 RENCD) 2002

Status Open Issue Number 8404 LegacyIssue Number

Impact Rating Low (PY: Medium) Has the non compliance improv ed Yes

overthelast12 months?

BSC Requirement BSCP514 detailsthe actionsrequired from MOAsover Half Hourly and Non Half Hourly Metering Systems.

Description BSCP514 sections7.1to 7.8 provide guidance over Change of MeasurementClass (CoMC) from Non Half Hourly to Half Hourly and vice-versa. In prioryearswe
have noted that both NHHMOA and HHMOA Agents experience difficuliesmeeting the requirementsof the CoMC process. Some of the issues noted are:

1. It can be difficult forthe incoming Meter Operator to identify a CoMC from any otherappointment asthere isno flag orcode in the DO155 flownora role code.
Although there isone (albeitrarely used)in the D0151, if the NHHMOA isnot the appointed HHMOA thenit would not have visibility of the CoMC activity.

2. Oftenthe D0142 flowisthe point at which they are identified butonly viathe free text entered by the Supplier, which i sextremely variable initsextent and quality.
3. The process requiresthe sharing of Meter Technical Detailsbut often MOA systemsare not configured to acceptthose flows which can then hamperthe process,
for examplea HHMOA will send a D0268 to a NHHMOA or a NHHMOA will send a D0150 to a HHMOA.

2018/19 Audit KPMG have found there hasbeen an improvementin the CoMC process, with the number of issuesraised against agentsfor COMC n on-compliance decreasing.
Year Findings This, in additionto the fact that P272 hasnow passed and that CoMCs are less frequent hascaused the Impact Rating to reduce to ‘Low’.

Despite the improvement, testing performed duringthe 2018/19 auditperiod hashighlighted multiple problemsstill remain withthe CoMC processwhich drivesthe
continued confusion inregardsto the interpretation and implementation of MOA BSCP requirements. Below are the commonly identified issues:

— D0148 flowsare not always sent promptly to the MOA, which causesa delay in the sending of the flows. Supplierssometimesap point the incorrect MOA (or
want to change the CoMC date) and then try to reverse the appointment. Thiscan lead to delaysin sending Meter Technical Detailsout due to the waiting
time forthe HH D0155 and D0148 to arrive.

— Supplierssometime appoint the incorrect MOA (orwant to change the CoMC date) andthen try to reverse the appointment. Thiscan lead to delaysin
sending MTDsout due to having to wait forthe D0155 and D0148.

— MOA systems are not configured to accept Meter Technical Detailsflows (i.e. HHMOA cannot process D0150 and/or NHHMOA cannot process D0268) which
can then hamperthe CoMC process. For example, a HHMOA will send a D0268 to a NHHMOA ora NHHMOA will send a D0150 to a HHMOA.

BSC Auditor’s Itisrecommended thatELEXON review the DO155 and D0142flowto allow Agentsto identify and process CoMC requests easier.
Recommendation

m © 2019 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 4
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Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC
Requirement

Description

2018/19 Audit
Year Findings

BSC Auditor’s
Recommendation

kPG

Jperator (MOA) Marke

Lack of clarificationregarding MOABSCP requirements— First Raised 2002
Token Meters

Open Issue Number 8403 LegacyIssue Number

Low (PY: Low) Has the non compliance improv ed No Change

overthelast12 months?

BSCP514 detailsthe actionsrequired from MOAsover Half Hourly and Non Half Hourly Metering Systems.

BSCP514 providesthe requirementsunder which MOAsmust perform theirresponsibilities. Review of the BSCP and ourworkat MOAs previously identified a
number of areaswhere detailsof the Meter operationsdetailswere considered not to be clearenough.

In particular, itwasnoted that MOAsuse Data Transfer Network (DTN) data flowsfor dealing with prepaymentMeters, such as the D0192 flow (Readingsand
Settingsfrom a Token or Key Meter) and the D0216 flow (Request Installation of Token Meter). However, BSCP514 doesnotinclude guidance on the use of these
flows.

Thisissue was splitfrom Issue ID 1640. In particular, it wasnoted that MOAsuse Data Transfer Network (DTN) data flowsfor dealingwith prepayment Meters,
such asthe D0192 flow (Readingsand Settingsfrom a Token or Key Meter) and the D0216 flow (Request Installation of Token Meter). However, BSCP514 does
notinclude guidance on the use of these flows.

Agentsinformed usthat Token or Key Meterflowsare not widely used across the industry, as these types of Metersare less common. Where they are used, agents
did admit there islimited BSCP guidance available comparedto other processes and data flows.

The communication of Meterreadsaftera site visit to inspect a faulty Token Meterwashighlighted asone of the scenarioswhere there is a lack of clarity in the
BSCP requirements. KPMG noted that some agentscommunicate Token or Key Metersreadingsto Suppliersvia e-mail or occasionally by calls, instead of using
the D0192 flow. A risk was noted thatinconsistent and potentially inappropriate actionscould be taken asa result of the lackof guidance.

Iltisrecommended thatthe BSCP isupdated to reflect the actionsthat should be taken for Token or Key Metersto ensure that partiesare accurately and effectively
transferring relevantinformation.

In addition,education daysand workshops for Agentswould assist in communicating the requirements.

© 2019 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 5
(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.
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Issue Title
Status

Impact Rating

BSC
Requirement

Description

2018/19 Audit
Year Findings

BSC Auditor’s
Recommendation

kPG

Jperator (MOA Marke

Use and Accuracy of Information within D0215 First Raised March 2016

Open Issue Number 8411 LegacyIssue Number

Low (PY: Medium) Has the non compliance improv ed Yes

ov er the last 12 months?

BSCP514 states that the MOA isrequired to request the Site Technical Detailsfrom the LDSO through a D0170flow ‘Request for Metering System Related Details
in the event of a CoMC or New Connection. The LDSO isrequired to provide D0215 flow information within 5 working daysof the MOA'srequest as per BSCP515.

According to BSCP514 sections5.2.1.8,5.2.1.9,6.2.1.9 and6.2.4.8 if required, and at any time afterthe effective date of the MOA'sappointment (and only for
MSIDs first registered after 6 November 2008), the MOA may request Site Technical Detailsby sending a D0170 flowto the LDSO. The LDSO shall respond within
5 WD of such requests by sending a D0215 ‘Provision of Site Technical Details either by electronic meansorby anothermetho d, asagreed with the MOA.The
MOA shall determine any appropriate course of actionwithin 2 working daysof receiving thisinformation.

BSCP515 states thatin the event of any subsequent changesto Site Technical Details, the LDSO shall send an updated D0215 ‘P rovision of Site Technical
Details to the MOA within 1 working day of updating their systems.

As part of the Audit fieldworkin prioryearsand through discussion with MOAs, it was noted that there are concerns overthe quality of data held withinthe D0215
flows provided by LDSOs. MOAscommented that even if certain fieldssuch as CT ratio were made mandatory, thiswould affect very little of the market and there
would still be no guarantee overthe quality of the data.

As aresult of the inconsistent quality and the perceivedvalue of the mandatory fieldsin the flows,MOAsoften choose not to rely on the data within D0215 flows,
using them only for reference if required.

Market participantsraised that MOAsdo not alwaysrequest the D0215, which wasnoted as a non-compliance to BSC requirementsat a number of MOAs.
Furthermore, even where requestshave been made, a number of LDSOswere observed as not consistently responding to the requests.

MOAs commented thatintheir current format, the D0215 doesnot containany useful informationforthe MOA and therefore, the requirementto send a D0170 for
them isviewed as obsolete.

It was noted that there iscontradiction overthe use of the D0215 flow, asthe BSC mandatesthat the MOA must request the inf ormation, howeverit doesnot
require the MOA to process the flow. Furtherto this, MOAsreported that the LDSOsdo not always reply to theirrequests.

A review should be performed to assess the quality of D0215flowsand determineif there isan Industry level issue with the completenessand accuracy of the
flows. Additionally, itisrecommendedthat a requirementisintroduced forthe MOP to inform the LDSO where information on the received D0215 isnot correct so
thatthe LDSO can update theirinformation.

Itisrecommended thata review of the D0215 flowisperformedto ensure thatitisfit for purpose or a specific rejectionflowisintroduced to allow the MOA to
provide feedbackon the quality of a received D0215to the LDSO.

© 2019 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 6
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Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC Requirement

Description

2018/19 Audit
Year Findings

BSC Auditor’s
Recommendation

kPG

Jperator (MOA] Marke

Outstation passwords not communicated First Raised March 2017

Open Issue Number 8412 LegacyIssue Number

Medium (PY : Medium) Has the non compliance improv ed No Change

overthelast12 months?

BSCP514 appendix 9.3 statesthat where the Meter Type isSRCAMR, NCAMR or RCAMY, the NHH MeterOperator Agent (MOA) shall maintain a set of Auxiliary
Meter Technical Details(MTDs). Thiswill be in theform of a D0313 ‘Auxiliary Meter Technical Details flow, which should be sent and processed alongside of the
D0150 ‘Non Half-hourly Meter Technical Details' flow, with the exception of Meterremovals.

Automatic Meter Reading (AMR) Metersare Non-Half Hourly (NHH) Metersthat are Half Hourly (HH) capable and configured forremote reading. The D0313flow
containsall relevant information (communication, security and channel/outstation details) required by the NHH Data Collector(DC) to retrieve data from the Meter
remotely. Thisinformationisalso required by the MOA to configure the Metering System remotely.

Testing performed duringthe 2018/19 audit period hashighlighted multiple problemsstill remain with regardsto missing information in Meter Technical Details
Below are the commonly identified issues:

— DO0313 flowsare not always sent alongside the MTDs.

— DO0313sare notregularly received from previousMOAsresulting in thereplacement of the meter being necessary.

— Difficulty intracingagent that holdsmeter detailsdue to several changesof agents.

—  Several MOAshave indicatedthat they do not feel the TAAiseffective inaddressing thisissue.

— Ingeneral, itwasnoted that agentsare not aware of the escalation processimplemented in November 2018 to formally escalate missing D0313 flows.

There isKey data currently not being communicated inallinstancesduring a Change of Agent scenario (level 3 Meter passwords within the D0313 flow). Where this
Change of Agentisin conjunctionwith P272 requirements, the lackof completed D0313, or missing D0313 altogether, will mean that the Meter cannot be re-
configured to HH as required. Agentsspecifically commentedthat D0O313sare regularly not received from previousMOPsand do not contain passwordsor have
incorrect passwords. Thismeansthat attimesthe MOP must then perform a meterexchange.

In some instances, it was noted that the D0313 containspasswords with invalid characterssuch as asterisks.

Agentsreported that where there have been several changesof agents, it might be difficult to trace the agent who holdsthe detailsof the Meter.

ELEXON should continue carrying out technical Auditsto assess the impact of the missing and incomplete D0313 flowsand implementing corrective actions, such
asinitiating Errorand Failure Resolution (EFR).
In addition, ELEXON should communicate the formalised escalation processso that agentsare aware of the steps they should take.

© 2019 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 7
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Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC Requirement

Description

2018/19 Audit
Year Findings

BSC Auditor’s
Recommendation

kPG

Jperator (MOAJ Marke

Missing Meter Technical Details First Raised March 2018

Open Issue Number 8414 Legacy Issue Number

Medium (PY : Medium) Has the non compliance improved No Change

overthelast12 months?

BSCP514 Section 6.2 statesthat where Meter Technical Details (MTDs) are requested through a D0170 flow duiing a Change of NHHMOA event, the old Meter
Operator Agent (MOA) should provide the MTDs to the new NHHMOA through D0149/D0150 flows (including D0313 for remotely read meters) within 5WDs of the
request (2 WDs when Coincident witha Change of Supply).

DTN Testing carried out in previous audits showed delays in sending MTDs or missing MTDs by old NHHMOAs in response to D0170 requests during a Change
of Agent event. Ouraudit worknoted the following reasons:

—  Technicalissuesthat resulted in the outgoing MTD flowsnot being processed.

—  The previousMOA doesnot hold any MTDsas they did not receive them from the previousMOA orthe site ismeter-less.

During the audit fieldworkcarried out during the yearended 31 March 2019, KPMG inquired with the agentson the root causesfor not sharing Meter Technical
Detailswhen requested.

It was noted that for most agents, their systems are configured to automatically send any metertechnical detailswhen requeded exceptin the circumstances
below:

—  Technicalissuespreventing the flowsfrom being automatically released..
— Missing MTDs/ delay in sending MTDsdue to the previousMOA not providing thisor the site being de-energised.

—  Lackofguidance aroundstepsto be taken where MTDsare notavailableto be forwarded to the new MOA.

It was noted thatingeneral, agentsare familiar with the processand requirements, however, whenbulkChange of Agent or Change of Supply eve ntshappen, itis
challengingto monitor the processeffectively.

Itisrecommended that ELEXON considerswhat guidance could be provided to market participantson what stepscould be taken where MTDsare not available to
be forwarded to the new MOA. Introduction of a D0170 rejection flow for MOA to otheragentswhere D0149/D0150/D0313isexpected could be beneficial advising
the reason forrejection.
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Jperator (CYMOA Marke

Issue Title Completion of Proving Testsand relevant documentationin First Raised March 2015

CVA market
Status Open Issue Number 8410 Legacy Issue Number
Impact Rating Low (PY: Low) Has the non compliance improv ed No Change

overthelast12 months?

BSC Requirement BSCPO02 Section 5 (Table of Testing Requirementsand Methodsof Assurance of Settlement Data) outlinesvariousrequirementson completing Commissioning
and Proving Tests.

BSCP023.1.6,3.2.6,3.3.4,3.4.6, 3.6.6and 3.7.5requirethe CVA MOA to send a BSCP02/4.3 (Metering System Proving Test Record to CDCA) within one
working day of completionof Proving Test.

Description Agentsfeel there isa general lackof clarity in BSCP02 when Proving Testshave to be completedand the relevantdocumentationhasto be filled in (BSCP02/4.2
(@), (b) and BSCP02/4.3).

One example of thismentionedin prioryearsisthat fora permanent Meter change on duplicated systems, BSCP02 5.2.6 (Table of Testing Requirementsand
Methodsof Assurance of SettlementData) requires CDCA Comparison test assisted by MOA to be completed. Atthe same time BSCP 02 3.4 (Proving Test
Requirementswhere a Meterhasbeen Replaced with a Different Meter) requiresthe CVA MOA to conduct Proving Test and fill th e required documentation. Itis
therefore not clear from BSCP02 what the exact requirementsare.

In addition to this, BSCP02 3.1.6, 3.2.6, 3.34, 3.4.6, 3.6.6and 3.7.5require the CVA MOA to send a BSCP02/4.3 Metering System Proving Test Record to CDCA
within one working day of completion of Proving Test. The same one working day requirement appliesafter Commissioning testsare completed (3.2.2, 3.4.2,
3.6.2)to propose a date for the Proving Test. The timelinessof these requirementsmay not be viable to meetin some circumstances.

Finally, formsprovided in BSCP02 may not alwaysbe compatible with the newest type of CVA Meters.

2018/19 Audit Issues continued to be identified at market participantsaround compliance with Proving Test requirements. However, our audit fieldworknoted fewer issues with
Year Findings meeting Proving Testsrequirementsand timescales.

Itisnoted that ELEXON released a Change Proposal (CP1491) asof February 2018, which updated the timelinesof Proving Tests so that relevant documentation
can be sent within 3 WDs. Thisisviewed by agentsas a more realistic timescale.

In addition,agentsnoted the following regarding the BSCP02 formswhich are used to complete proving. These are causing agen tsissues due to the following
reasons:

- The formsprovided in BSCP02 are incompatible with the newest type of CVA Meters.

- The proving test process is a very 'form' based process making thingsdifficult to track.

- There are certain scenarioswhere the requirementsare not specifically defined.

BSC Auditor’s Itisrecommended thatformswithin BSCPO02 are reviewed with CVAMOAsto ensure they are fit for purpose.
Recommendation

m © 2019 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 9
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NON Rall Hourly Data Coliector (NARDG) Marke

Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC Requirement

Description

2018/19 Audit
Year Findings

BSC Auditor’s
Recommendation

kPG

Delaysare being experienced in receiving the D0086 flow First Raised 2004
from NHHDC agents

Open Issue Number 8402 Legacy Issue Number

Low (PY: Medium) Has the non compliance improv ed Yes

overthelast12 months?

BSCP504 3.2.6 Change of Supplier foran existing SVA Metering System outlinesseveral scenarioswhere a D0086 flow (Notification of Change of Supplier
Readings) has to be provided from the new NHHDC to new Supplier, LDSO and old NHHDC. For example, BSCP504 3.2.6.12 statesthat an Invalid Data Report has
to be provided through the DO086 flow to these agents, if an invalid read isobtained within the SSD-5 and SSD+5 SSD window, whereasBSCP504 3.2.6.15requires
a D0086 Valid Data Report to be provided if a valid read wasreceived within the window. Likewise, BSCP504 3.2.6 detailsseve ral scenarioswhere a D0O086 flow has
to be sent by the old NHHDC to the old Supplier, forinstance BSCP504 3.2.6.17 requiresthe old NHHDC to send a D0086 with the deem ed change of Supplier
reading once received from the new NHHDC.

A separate scenario islisted under BSCP504 3.3.1. Coincident Change of Supplierand Measurement Classfrom a Non -Half Hourly to a Half Hourly SVA Metering
System. The current NHHDC is required to send eithera Valid Data Report (3.3.1.4) orsend a deemed Meterreading (3.3.1.7) on a DO086 flow.

Testing in previousaudit periodshasidentified that delaysare being experienced in receiving the DO086 flow from NHHDC Agents.

Agentsinformed that the Change of Supplier (CoS)isa complex processthat can be streamlined. They noted that thereisan increased pressure on thisprocess as
aresult of the faster energy switching rulesintroduced by Ofgemin 2014, rise of Suppliersswitching levelsand increased volume of Meter exchangesdue to the
Smart Meterroll out.

Testing performed inthe 2018/19 audit period indicatesthere are still issues with entity processes causing delaysor missing flows/ information whichin turn will delay
the issuing of a DO086. However, in general, thishasimproved upon comparison to previousyearsand as such, the impact ratinghasbeen changedto ‘Low’.

Itisrecommended thatfurtherinvestigation aroundthe processof Change of Supplieriscarried outin conjunction with the involved market agentsto identify the
issues, bottlenecksand challengesthat the affected partiesare facing. Itisfurtherrecommended that strict timescalesare introduced so that there isa clear
expectation of when the D0086 should be issued

The implementation of monitoring controlsto detect failure to send the D0086 flowsat entity level could be beneficial to th e Industry as a whole

© 2019 KPMG LLP, a UK limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 10
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NON Rall houry Data toliector (NARDG) Marke

Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC Requirement

Description

2018/19 Audit
Year Findings

BSC Auditor’s
Recommendation

kPG

Lack of notifications of the rejection of standing data flows First Raised 2004

Open Issue Number 8405 Legacy Issue Number

Low (PY: Medium) Has the non compliance improv ed Yes

overthelast12 months?

BSCP504 NHHDC doesnotinclude a requirement for NHHDC Agentsto notify the sender of a flow that the flow hasfailed to be updatedin the NHHDC system.
The requirementishoweverimplied.

A numberof NHHDC Agents do not have any formalised mechanism in place forreportingto the sender (Supplierand Meter Operator Agent) the failure to
process standing data flowsreceived from them. Thisfailure iscaused by in-built system validation (including flow sequencing). We also note that some Agents
do report failuresin some circumstancesbut not all. Ourworknoted that thisisin part caused by the lackof rejection flowsavailable for use, particularly with
reference to when they are sent the flowsdespite not being an appointed party. Agentsspecifically commented that there are no rejection flowsfor the following
incomingflows:

— D0139 “Confirmation orrejection of energisation statuschange;”
—  D0149 “Notificationof mapping details;” and
— D0150 “Non Half-hourly Meter Technical Details.”

KPMG were informed that most agentshave a process for dealing with rejected data flows, however only if they are expecting or require the data flowin the first
place.

If agents were not expecting the flowin the first place they would notinformthe agent sendingthe flowthatithasbeen rejected by them. In thisscenario, agents
informed KPMGthat if they noticed thisthey couldinform the sending agent. However, asthisnot a BSCP requirement, agentsdo not have a formal processin
place to report all failed flowsand thisis ratheran ad-hoc activity which takesplace.

The majority of agentsreport that asthere isno formalised processfor rejecting standing dataflows, this iscausing a lackof clarity over what sort of processes
NHHDCs should have in place, resultingin inconsistenciesacross the market.

Agentsin general do not feel asthough specific flowsare needed per se, but a formalised processwould help. However, itisnoted that agentsfeel the new
commissioningrejection flowsare effective. Asa result thisissue is now categorised as“Low”.

We recommend ELEXON consider changesin BSCPsto reflect the drive from the market to have a more formalised processin rejecting standing data flows,
which would coverall partsof the process of rejecting standing data flows. Thiswould allow market participantsto have better clarity over what sort of processes
they should have in place and would manage expectationsduring cooperationin the market. It wasnoted that ELEXON are reviewing whether a working group
would facilitate the ongoing discussion around thismarketissue.

Best practice guidance should be issued over handling of rejection flowsto ensure consistent approachesare taken across the market.
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NON Rall houry Data toliector (NARDG) Marke

Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC
Requirement

Description

2018/19 Audit
Year Findings

BSC Auditor’s
Recommendation

kPG

Data fixesrequired to resolve Post-RF D0023 rejection First Raised 2014
records

Open Issue Number 8409 Legacy Issue Number

Low (PY: Medium) Has the non compliance improv ed Yes

over thelast 12 months?

BSCP504 4.14.1 Once a SettlementDate hasbeen subject to the Final Reconciliation Volume Allocation Run (RF), data forthat day shall notbe amendedunless
supported by an upheld Trading Dispute. If an errorin demand existson a Settlement Date for which RF hastaken place, this errorcan be compensated in
SettlementsDays forwhich RF is still to take place. The processof compensating thiserroris Gross Volume Correction (GVC). Thisprocess results in the correct
total volume of energy being allocated to the Supplier; however thisenergy will be allocated to differentSettlement Periods.

BSCP504 3.5. requiresNHHDC to resolve D0023 inconsistenciesreported by NHHDA. BSCP504 also outlinesrequirement to process D0O052 flowsin various
sections of the code.

D0023 rejectionrecordsare received by the NHHDC with effective datesthat span RF. As a result, the NHHDC are in receipt of a D0023 that they are o bliged to
action, butto do so must perform a data fix that amendscrystalized data whichwill result in contravention of BSCP504.

The same issue can also relate to othertype of DTN flows, such as D0052, asidentifiedin 2014/15audit period.

For the period ended 31 March 2019, KPMG inquired of NHHDC agentsaround D0023 and DO052 processing. The general message coming from agentsduring
the audit period wasthat there isa lackof clarity withinthe BSC guidance overwhatto do in the event thata D0023 isreceivedfora crystalized period; actioning
the D0023 would mean a data fix hasto be performed which amendscrystalized data, resulting in contraventionof BSCP504; to not actionthe D0023 would
attribute to non-complianceand an increase in backiog figures.

The issue noted from the previousyearwas that agentsdid not receive guidance via BSCPsorother methodsfordealing with D0052 flowsthat resultin potential
changesdated within a crystalized period. Thisleadsto agentshaving a choice to non-comply with either BSCP504 4.14.1 for affecting post-RF data or other
numeroussectionsin BSCP504 for not processing the DO052 flow. In some cases agentshave a choice only between notprocessing a D0052 flow at all or
processing incorrect information. Where a DO052 relatesto key Metering information, such as Meter effective from date, agentsreported having to change post-RF
data, as otherwise thiswill cause on-going Settlementissuesdue to information mismatch between different market participants.

Furtherto this from KPMGstesting of D0023 backog values; the backog hasin general reduced when compared to the previousaudit period and assuch, the
impactratingforthisissue has been changesto “Low”.

As perpreviousyear, ELEXON should consider reviewing guidance forthese cases to determine whetherfurtherguidance could b e providedto helpmarket
participantsto have a consistent auditable approach over D0023 (and D0052) flows, specifically where they affect the crystal lized period.

Continued on next slide
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NON Rall hourly Data Collector (NRRDG) Marke

Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC
Requirement

Description

2018/19 Audit
Year Findings

BSC Auditor’s
Recommendation

kPG

Supplier Hub interaction First Raised March 2018

Open Issue Number 8415 LegacyIssue Number

Medium Has the non compliance improv ed N/A

overthelast12 months?

Annex S-2: Supplier Volume Allocation Rules, Section2.1.1 statesthat “Each Suppliershall ensure that, in respect of each of the Metering Systemsforwhichiitis
responsible, data issupplied to the SMRA pursuant to thisparagraph 2 by itself and/oritsagentswhich iscomplete and accurate in all material respects, valid and
timely”.

The Supplierhub principle meansthat ultimate reasonability of BSC compliance foragentsworking on behalfof the Supplier, sitswith the Supplier. Assuch, the
Supplierisrequired to manage theiragentsto ensure that obligationswithinthe BSC are met.

For thispurpose, commercial agreementsare established between Supplier, agentsand customer. However, ineffective managementof these agreementscould
resultin BSC non-compliances.

KPMG have identified caseswhere DCs are contracted to perform activitiessuch as Meterread collectionorvisitsto Long Tem Vacant sitesattermsnotin line to
the BSCrequirements.

We have identified several instanceswhere Suppliersare not ensuring DC Agentsare performing activitiesin line withthe BSC. In patrticular,
responsibilities between Data Retrieversand Data Collectorsaround visitsto de-energised siteshave not been clearly defined, which often impactsprocesses
such asLong Term Vacant.

Whilst non-complianceswere raised against the DCs, a root cause analysisshowed that the DCs had not been instructed by the Sup plier to perform these
activities to meet obligations. We were informed thiswasdue to the fact that in some instancescontract obligationsconflicte d with the BSCPs. We note that,
however, that DC agents are accepting appointmentsknowing they might not be compliant with the BSCP. Asa result, there is a risk of potentially inaccurate data
being used in Settlement.

We recommend that ELEXON considersconducting a furtherreview of the issue and determinesthe next steps.
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Supplier Marke

Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC
Requirement

Description

kPG

Issues surrounding revenue protectionamendments First Raised 2007

Open Issue Number 8406 Legacy Issue Number

Low (PY: High) Has the non compliance improv ed Yes

overthelast12 months?

Suppliershave an overall responsibility for the quality of data applied to Settlement by all of itsAgents. In particular, B alancing and SettlementCode (BSC) section
S2.1.2 states that each Supplier shall ensure compliance by each of itsSupplier Agents, with the relevant BSCPs. ThisincludesBSCP504 Non Half Hourly Data
Collector (NHHDC) section 3.3.11.5 that requiresthe NHHDC Agentsto send Estimated Annualised Consumption (EAC) and Annualised Advance (AA) data to
Suppliers, and sections3.4.1 4 and 5 that require the NHHDC Agentsto send valid and invalid Meterreadingsto Suppliers.

Also, BSCP504 section 3.4.2.1 requiresthe Supplierto send notification of inconsistenciesto the NHHDC Agent as necessary. In addition SectionU, 1.2.1 of the
code confirmsthat “Without prejudice to any specific provisionsof the Code relating to the accuracy and completenessof data, each Party shall ensure that and
undertakes that all information and data submitted or otherwise providedby or on behalf of such Party to the Panel, any Panel Committee, BSCCo, the BSC
Clearerorany BSC Agent pursuant to any provision of the Code orany Code Subsidiary Documentwill asfaras reasonably possible be accurate and complete in
all material respects.

During previousyear enquiries, we were told of a number of concernsaround the processing of revenue protection amendmentsi nto Setlement, these included:

—  Lackofclarity surrounding existing BSCP requirementsin place surroundingrevenue protection, asat present the only requirementsare outlinedin
BSCP504 and require the NHHDC to update itssystem with a revised Meteradvance and calculate a new EAC/AA.

— Lack of guidance on who isresponsible for notifying the NHHDC / HHDC of these revenue protectionamendments.

— Lack of guidance on processthat should be followedin determiningthe revised Meter advance based on revenue protectionamendmentse.g. appendto lag
valid Meterreadingorfinal Meterreading.

—  Where revenue protection amendmentshave been made to Settlement there iscurrently no mechanism to ensure that these values remainin Settlement
and are notremoved by exception management processese.g. High EAC/AA monitoring.

— Uncertainty regarding activitiesperformed by the Revenue Protection Service (RPS) and the methodsused for calculating unrecorded unitsaswell as
processes in place to notify the relevant parties.

ELEXON proposed that the PAB should wait for further Ofgem guidance on thisissue and noted that currently Ofgem are asking S uppliersto raise a change to
incentivise the detection of theft. ELEXON proposed that the Market Issues Working Group continue to monitor the issue on a m onthly basis.

A central body isto be established to administer Supplierincentive schemes, which will need Settlement data. Incentive schemeswould need to be in place before
achangeisraised, so itis more evidentwhat dataisneeded by the central body.

Continued on next slide
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SUDDIEr Marke

Issue Title Issues surrounding revenue protectionamendments First Raised 2007

Status Open Issue Number 8406 Legacy Issue Number

Impact Rating Low (PY: High) Has the non compliance improv ed Yes

overthelast12 months?

2018/19 Audit Participantsechoed the sentimentsfrom previousyear audits, that there isa lackof guidance inthisarea, notably inrespe ct of consumption calculation

Year Findings (accuracy of theftassessments). BSC partiesare required to process revenue protectionreadswithin BSCP504, however detailed guidanceto ensure
consistentaction across the marketis not provided.

It was further noted by Participantsthat althoughthere isstill somewhat a lackof understanding of the code andresponsibilities, thisissue is na as prevalent as
ithasbeenin previousyearsand as such, the impactratinghaschanged to “Low”.

BSC Auditor’s ELEXON are currently investigating the impactof the lackof consistency around processing of revenue protection reads. Itisrecommended that all Suppliersare
Recommendation contacted to discuss how they approach revenue protectionreads.

Itisrecommended thatadditional guidance should be issued to all partiesto address common concernsaround the processandprovide clearinstructionsfor how
Suppliersshould manage revenue protection amendments.
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Supplier Marke

Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC Requirement

Description

2018/19 Audit
Year Findings

BSC Auditor’s
Recommendation

kPG

Lack of BSCP defined timescaleswithinthe Supplier First Raised 2012
Disputed Reading process

Open Issue Number 8407 Legacy Issue Number

Medium (PY: Medium) Has the non compliance improv ed No change

over thelast 12 months?

BSCP504 Section 3.2.6 detailsthe requirementsinvolved inthe Change of Supply process. Sections3.2.6.25 through 3.2.6.29 outlinesthe activitiesto be followed
when processing a Supplier Agreed Reading (SAR)via a D0300 ‘Disputed ReadingsorMissing Readingson Change of Supplier', forexample after a dispute being
raised. Furtherdetailsof the activitiesinvolved within the processare outlined within MRA Agreed Procedure 08 ‘The Procedure for Agreement of Change of
Supplier Readingsand Resolution of Disputed Change of Supplier Readings'.

As part of the Change of Supplier processitis the responsibility of the new NHHDC Agent to obtain or calculate an appropriate Change of Supplierreading, which
isthen passed to the new Supplierand old NHHDC. The old NHHDC in turn passes thisto the outgoing Supplier. Thisreading isreceived on a D0086 ‘Change of
Supplier Readings flow. Asthisreading isa key reading to enable the CoS to process it will typically not undergo any specific validation by the NHHDC priorto
processing.

As aresult, a large volume of reported erroneous EAC/AA valuesare highlighted by Suppliersas having been generated asa result of erroneousCoS readings. To
combat thisD0300 ‘Disputed ReadingsorMissing Readingson Change of Supplier' flowswere introduced to enable Suppliersto challenge the CoS readingsthey
have been provided. However, duringthe course of ourwork we noted a number of concernsaround the management of MPANsthat were going through this
process, primarily the lackof defined timescaleswithin BSCP504, which partiesare required to adhereto in agreeingto and responding to a DO300 flow. Thishas
resulted in an inconsistent level of responsivenessfrom Suppliersin dealingwith DO300flows. Asa result Suppliershave noted erroneous EAC/AA valuesin
Settlement which they are not able to resolve until the other Supplier providesthem with the required DO300 flow. MRA Agreed Procedure 08 ‘The Procedure for
Agreement of Change of Supplier Readingsand Resolution of Disputed Change of Supplier Readings(MAPO08), which isreferenced ina footnote within BSCP504,
doesinclude detailsof the expected timescalesthat should be followed. Although not withinthe scope of the work performed our audithasdetermined that
Suppliersare not meeting the timescalesrequired of them perthe agreed procedure.

Lack of defined timescaleswithin BSCP504, which partiesare required to adhere to in agreeing to and respondingto a DO300 flow.
A lackof specifictimescalesaround the Disputed Readsprocess on Change of Supply, which iscausing delays, confusion and backogson the Change of Supply
Process.

Our fieldworkconfirmed the Supplierscomments. Testing performed over the investigation and resolution of ErroneousLarge Estimated Annual Consumption
(EAC) and Annualised Advances(AA) noted that erroneousconsumptionenteredinto Settlement due to delaysin agreeing the readsbetween Suppliersand the
issuing of the D0086 flow by the new NHHDC.

While we acknowledge that there isexisting guidance under MAPO8 process, itisrecommendedthat ELEXON review and update curent BSC documentation
regarding the Supplier Disputed Reading processto ensure that clearguidance around timescalesisprovided to all relevant market participants.
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Supplier Marke

Issue Title Supplier Hub interaction First Raised March 2017

Status Open Issue Number 8413 Legacy Issue Number

Impact Rating Low (PY : Medium) Has the non compliance improv ed Yes
over the last12 months?
BSC Annex S-2: Supplier Volume Allocation Rules, Section2.1.1 statesthat “Each Suppliershall ensure that, in respect of each of the Metering Systemsforwhich itis
Requirement responsible, data issupplied to the SMRA pursuant to thisparagraph 2 by itself and/oritsagentswhich iscomplete and accurate in all material respects, valid and
timely”.
Description The Supplier hub principle meansthat ultimate reasonability of BSC compliance foragentsworking on behalfof the Supplier, sitswith the Supplier. Assuch, the

Supplierisrequired to manage theiragentsto ensure that obligationswithinthe BSC are met.

For thispurpose, commercial agreementsare established between Supplier, agentsand customer. However, ineffective managementof these agreementscould
resultin BSC non-compliances.

KPMG have identified caseswhere DCs are contracted to perform activitiessuch as Meterread collectionorvisitsto Long Temrm Vacant sitesattermsnotin line to
the BSCrequirements.

2018/19 Audit We have identified several instanceswhere Suppliersare not ensuring DC Agentsare performing activitiesin line withthe BSC. In particular, responsibilities
Year Findings between Data Retrieversand Data Collectorsaround visitsto de-energised siteshave not been clearly defined impacting processe s such as Long Term Vacant.

Whilst non-complianceswere raised against the DCs, a root cause analysisshowed thatthe DCs had not been instructed by the Sup plier to perform these activities
to meet obligations. Thiswasdue to the fact thatin some instances, DCs were not able to meet contractual obligationswith the supplierif they were to adhere to
the BSCP.

Feedbackreceived during thisperiod indicated that agentsfeel that thisisnot necessarily due to Supplier hub interactions but more so due to contracts being in
place between the customerand Agentsratherthan between Suppliersand Agents. Assuch, the impact rating of thisissue hasbeen changed to ‘Low’.

BSC Auditor’s We recommend thatELEXON considersconducting a furtherreview of the issue and determinesthe next steps.
Recommendation
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Supplier Marke

Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC
Requirement

Description

2018/19 Audit
Year Findings

BSC Auditor’s
Recommendation

kPG

Elective Half Hourly First Raised March 2019

Open Issue Number 8416 Legacy Issue Number
Low Has the non compliance improv ed N/A

overthelast12 months?

Undefined.

P346 was raised on 23 June 2016 as agreed at stakeholder group following direction from Ofgem review of Half Hourly (HH) Settlement.

The Modification aimed to reduce BSC coststo Suppliersforentering domestic and small non-domestic customersinto elective Half Hourly (HH) Settlement and
encourage Suppliersto promote such Settlement on a larger scale.

P346 wasimplemented on 1 April 2017, however no specific guidance wasissued to Agents outlined the requirementsof electiveHH MPANsto comply with the
BSCP.

Participantscommented thatthere isarise in issues around Elective HH settlement and Change of Supply.

A lackof consistency was noted throughout the industry on how to handle certainscenariosand at present there isno obviousindicator in termsof appointment
flows to differentiate betweenthe different typesof gain that are now possible.

In addition, fieldworkperformed notedthat Suppliersare unsure on the BSC regulationsthat should be followed with regardsto elective HH meters.

ELEXON should lookto update the BSCPsspecifically withregardsto elective HH metersand offer specific guidance to Supplierswith elective HH portfolios
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Unmetered Supplier Operator (UMSO)Marke

Issue Title

Status

Impact Rating

BSC Requirement

Description

kPG

Inconsistencieswith BSCP520 and supporting documents First Raised 2013
Open Issue Number 8408 LegacyIssue Number

Low (PY: Low) Has the non compliance improv ed No Change

over thelast 12 months?

BSCP520 and supporting documents (Party Service Line 100 (“PSL100” and the Operational Information Document “OID”) specify th e responsibilities, both for the
UMSO and MA, with regardsto the operation and execution of an unmetered supply.

Inventory Submissions

Section 3.2.3 notesthat after the customer submitsthe inventory to the UMSO, itshould be sent to the Meter Administrator (MA). Thereiscurrently no requirement
for the UMSO to validate the accuracy of the inventory against the OID priorto sending it on to the MA. Asa result this can cause an elongated process, asthe MA
undersection 3.2.4 will compare the charge codesand switch regimesagainst those that are permitted inline withthe OID. Where any charge codesare deemed to
be incorrect the MA will reject and return the inventory to the UMSO, who in turn will liaise with the customer. Moreover, th ere are no requirementscurrently within
the BSCP520 to confirm the validity of NHH equipment (e.g. equipment circuitwattage etc.).

Section 3.2.3 notesthat “if HH, following 3.2.2 (customer submitsinventory to UMSO)that when UMSO hasagreed amendment to summary inventory with
customer, then within 5WD send revised summary inventory detailsto MA.” Accordingly, thisiscausing processing delaysforthe MA, as whilst the UMSO may
receive datain month 1, howthey obtain that agreement from the customer (and the timescalesto obtain said agreement) isno t stipulated within the BSCP520.
Therefore we have seen examplesof where data isreceipted by the UMSO, not processed for 3 months(at which point they thenseekcustomeragreement).
Subsequently thisdata issent to the MA with the 5WD timeline. Thissubsequently resultsin the MA having to perform numerou sretrospective calculationsand
delaysin the data movinginto Settlement.

Audit Trails

A numberof UMSOsand MAshave noted that Party Service Line 100 (“PSL100”) should be combined withthe BSCP520 in orderto p rovide clarity with regardsto

the level of audittrail required withinthe market. Forexamplethere are currently only 3 specific requirementsunderthe BSCP520in relation to audit trails;

—  Section 1.2.4.2EM Audit requirements, which notesthat data in relation to energisation and de -energisation must be retained alongside data whichwould
enable the incoming MA (on change of MA) to perform their job.

—  Section 1.3.4 statesthat “evidence to support the calculation shall be retained;” and

—  Section 4.5.2 denotesthat “the system [in reference to a passive Meter] shall provide an audit trail of changesto data held.”

Due to the nature of market communicationsbetween the variousparties(i.e. non usage of the DTN) the BSC Auditor notedinconsistencieswith regardsto the
retention of data and the audit trail supporting said data. Agentshave noted that by embedding the audit trail requirements within the BSCP520 thiswould help
provide clarity overthe level of audittrail required, especially with regardsto those processes which the BSCP520 allowsfor “electronic orothermeansasagreed.”

Market Domain Data

Section 3.10.3 notesthat “within4 working hoursof receipt of MDD [which can take the form of D0269, D0270 and MDD circular] the UMSO and MA must send a
P0024 acknowledgement to the MDDM.” UMSOsand MAsquestion the validity of thissection, asitis currently unclearasto wha t MDD constituteswithin the
unmetered market. Moreover, in the majority of casesmost partiesbelieve they do not receive any of the aforementioned information. Accordingly thisisdeemed to
be redundant.

P317 was implemented inJune 2015, which sought to remove outdated wording from BSC Section S and better align the BSC with current working practice.
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Unmetered supplier Operator (UMsU) Marke

Issue Title Inconsistencieswith BSCP520 and supporting documents First Raised 2013
(cont.)

Status Open Issue Number 8408 LegacyIssue Number

Impact Rating Low (PY: Low) Has the non compliance improv ed No Change

overthelast12 months?

2018/19 Audit Itis noted that although participantsfeel CP1507 hasupdated the BSC to reflect the current working practices, itisfelt thatthe BSC should be more explicitover
Year Findings the specific data that should be retained. Assuch, thisissue remainsopen.

BSC Auditor’s ELEXON should provide explicitguidanceregarding the level of data that should be retained.
Recommendation
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