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SVA MARKET REPORT

Executive Summary

Significant Findings

The Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC) Audit this year has been conducted with a backdrop of significant market turmoil. So although there is a decrease in the quantity of Settlement
impacting (material) findings within the Supplier Volume Allocation (SVA) market, this statistic needs to be considered with broader context.

There were 144 material findings across the Performance Assurance Parties (PAPS) in scope for testing this year, compared to 168 last year. A reduction of 24. However, 43 material findings
(and 12 non-Settlement impacting (immaterial) findings) were closed due to Suppliers exiting the market as a result of Supplier of Last Resort (SOLR) activity and also due to a hnumber of PAPs

choosing to outsource some Agent roles.

Elexon own the scope but continue to work closely with The BSC Auditor to ensure the scoping of the BSC Audit remains risk focused and data and findings are shared between the various
Performance Assurance Techniques (PATSs) to increase the audit effectiveness and bring the best value to the PAPs and the market. This report has therefore evolved to increase the focus on
the impactto Settlement Risks of the BSC Audit findings, as set out in Elexon’s Risk Evaluation Register (RER).

Concentration of
Findings and ‘Hit Rate’

In previous reports we have highlighted the
concentration of findings at a small number of PAPs.
Whilst that is still the case this year with 40% of all
material findings at just five PAPs (51% in 2020/ 21),
what this statistic does not take into account is how
many processes were audited at these PAPs. This
year we have introduced the concept of a ‘Hit Rate’
(i.e. the number of findings raised compared to the
number of workpapers tested) to provide an
alternative lens on PAP performance.

This provides an alternative view of risk and
highlights three additional PAPs that have a higher
than 50% hit rate, where material findings are raised
on more than half of the workpapers tested.

Concentration of Risk
1=~ and the SoLR Impact

This year has seen unprecedented flux within the market with
25 Suppliers ceasing trading, impacting over two million
customers. This has not just added additional strain to those
PAPs that remain in the market, but it fundamentally changes
the make-up of the market itself. This can be seen most
dramatically within the Non-Half Hourly (NHH) Agent market.

95% of the NHH market is now serviced by just seven PAPSs,
with one of those PAPs responsible for nearly half the market.
There is a clear increase in concentration of risk. However it
also means that a number of PAPs share just 5% of the market
between them. There is therefore an increased risk that one or
more of these PAPs becomes commercially unviable (it should
be noted that the commercial viability of PAPs is not assessed
as part of the BSC Audit). As there is no SoLR equivalent for
Agents, there may a risk of losing vital Settlement data.

—— Continued Change of

11 aAgent Findings

We continue to see problems with Change of Agent
(CoA) activity, predominantly in response to the D0170
(Request for Metering System Related Details) flow.
Testing this year has noted material findings at 15 PAPs
(consistent with 2019/ 2020 findings) against Settlement

Risk 6 (Meter Technical Details transfer and processing).

Missing Meter Technical Details (MTDs) from previous
Agents is regularly quoted as a reason for not being able
to provide the required information. We still continue to
see problems with the transfer of DO313 (Auxiliary Meter
Technical Details) data flows, causing Agents to have to
replace working meters in order to be able to obtain
future meter readings. This not only potentially impacts
Settlements but also adds a further unnecessary cost
burden on the industry.

Click on each icon
to reveal more details
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highlights three additional PAPs that have a higher
than 50% hit rate, where material findings are raised
on more than half of the workpapers tested.
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This year has seen unprecedented flux within the market with
25 Suppliers ceasing trading, impacting over two million
customers. This has not just added additional strain to those
PAPs that remain in the market, but it fundamentally changes
the make-up of the market itself. This can be seen most
dramatically within the Non-Half Hourly (NHH) Agent market.

95% of the NHH market is now serviced by just seven PAPSs,
with one of those PAPs responsible for nearly half the market.
There is a clear increase in concentration of risk. However it
also means that a number of PAPs share just 5% of the market
between them. There is therefore an increased risk that one or
more of these PAPs becomes commercially unviable (it should
be noted that the commercial viability of PAPs is not assessed
as part of the BSC Audit). As there is no SoLR equivalent for
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The following Focus Risks were
identified:

5 — Fault resolution

—— Conti 6 — Meter Technical Details

TR transfer and processin
Agent i .

8 — Processing of Metered Data
We continue to see pr
(CoA) activity, predom
(GESESSgVEE) 12 - Metering Equipment

JESCRUISMECIERTT  technical detail quality
(consistent with 2019/

Risk 6 (Meter Technic

Missing Meter Technical Details (MTDs) from previous
Agents is regularly quoted as a reason for not being able
to provide the required information. We still continue to
see problems with the transfer of DO313 (Auxiliary Meter
Technical Details) data flows, causing Agents to have to
replace working meters in order to be able to obtain
future meter readings. This not only potentially impacts
Settlements but also adds a further unnecessary cost
burden on the industry.

10 — Meter read history
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144

Conti Material findings noted

Agent 144 material findings noted this
year compared to 168 last year.

We continue to see pr
(CoA) activity, predo
(Request for Metering
Testing this year has

(USRI |t should be highlighted while only
Risk 6 (Meter Technic gy findings were noted, 43
WIESSIE CICHIe findings were only closed from the
CRUSIRNEM I 5revious year as a result of SoLR
ILHEEUERERTIIES and Agent closure activity. This

see problems with the .. :
Technical Details) dat skews this figure slightly and
should be noted.

replace working mete|
future meter readings. S o D00
Settlements but also adds a further unnecessary cost
burden on the industry.

The number of High and Medium
findings has decreased from 35 to
26 this year.
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Key Findings in SVA Market
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b Click on the solid triangles for further detail

Findings Categorised by Risk

Summary

The chart shows the movement
and weighted severity
(compared to prior year) of
findings categorised by
Settlement Risks. The previous
year’s position of a finding is
indicated by a partially
transparent triangle. Arrows
indicate the direction of change
and the solid triangle dictates the
current year impact position
(where there has been no
material change in weighted
severity, the triangles remain in
the same position as last year).

Weighted severity is calculated
by multiplying the number of
open findings by the finding
rating.



Risk 1 — Registrations cﬁfse
100% of material findings are rated as Low and are associated with the Finding Rating
Supplier role only.

Two material findings were closed in the prior year, including one High
finding, but two new findings were raised this year. There are the same
amount of material findings as in the prior year.

There are two root causes associated with the open material issues of this
risk. These are associated with:

" L ow
- Supplier processes operated daily; and

- Processing of registration details.

Risk ID movement year on year Findings by Role
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Risk 2 — Attributes

100% of material findings are rated as Low and are associated with the
Supplier role only.

Four material findings were closed in the prior year, but two new findings
were raised this year. Total material findings have decreased by 50% since
the prior year.

The root cause of the findings are:

- DO0002 (Fault Resolution Report or Request for Decision on Further
Action); and

- DO0004 (Notification of Failure to Obtain Reading) backlogs volume and
management.

Risk ID movement year on year
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Risk 3 — Metering Equipment Installation, Programming, Maintenance and Commissioning X

83% of material findings are rated as Low and are split across the Supplier,
Half-Hourly Meter Operator Agent (HHMOA) and Licensed Distribution
System Operator (LDSO) roles.

Two material findings were closed in the prior year, including a High and
Medium finding, but five new findings were raised this year, including a High
finding at a Supplier. There has been a 50% increase on the number of
material findings since the prior year.

The main root cause of these findings is:

- The management around the process of Commissioning, including the
sending of relevant flows.

Risk ID movement year on year
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Risk 4 — Notification of Change to Metering Equipment X

T . Close
All material findings, bar two Low findings are associated with the Meter Operator Finding Rating
Agent (MOA) role.

12 material findings were closed in the audit period, including three Medium findings
but 11 new findings were raised, including two new Medium findings. A further Medium
finding increased in severity from a prior year Low finding. Total material findings have
decreased by 5% on the prior year and there has been a decrease of two in findings

rated as Medium. m | ow

The main root causes for these findings are: .
9 Medium

— D142s (Request for Installation or Change to a Metering System Functionality or
the Removal of All Meters) not being responded to; and

— Relevant flows (e.g. D0221 - Notification of Failure to Install or Energise Metering
System) not being sent to relevant Agents following a site visit, or DO150s (Non
Half-hourly Meter Technical Details) from LDSO being forwarded on.

Risk ID movement year on year Findings by Role
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Risk 5 — Fault Resolution

71% of material findings are rated as Low and are split across the Supplier, HHMOA,
Non Half-Hourly Meter Operator Agent (NHHMOA) and Half-Hourly Data Collector
(HHDC) roles.

11 material findings were closed in the prior year, including three Medium findings,
but eight new findings were raised this year, including a new High and Medium
finding. There has been an 18% decrease on the number of material findings since
the prior year but three have got worse and had the rating severity upgraded since
the prior year.

The main root cause of these findings are the:

- Management of faults including sending D0002s (Fault Resolution Report or
Request for Decision on Further Action); and

- Responding to D0O001s (Request of Metering System Investigation) and
investigating consumption on de-energised meters.

Risk ID movement year on year
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Risk 6 — Meter Technical Details

All material findings are rated as Low and they are all associated with the Meter
Operator Agent (MOA) role.

14 material findings have been closed in the audit period, including one Medium
finding. This has resulted in a 17% decrease of overall material findings. Another
positive outcome is that there are no High or Medium findings open in this audit
period. However, nine new Low findings have been raised, in line with this risk. Three
findings have also increased in rating severity and got worse since the prior year.

The root cause of the majority of the findings are related to:
- Response to D0170 (Request for Metering System Related Details) flows;

- Weakness in responding to D0155 (Notification of Meter Operator or Data
Collector Appointment and Terms) flows; and

- Failure to respond to D0148 (Notification of Change to Other Parties) flows.
Risk ID movement year on year
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Risk 8 — Processing of Metered Data

80% of material findings are rated as Low and primarily focused on the Non Half-
Hourly Data Collector (NHHDC) role.

12 material findings were closed from the prior year but seven new findings were
raised this year, including one new High finding. Total material findings have
decreased by 32% on the prior year and there has been a decrease of four findings
in findings rated as Medium. Five findings have also improved and decreased in
severity since the prior year.

The main root cause of the findings are:
- Validity of meter reading withdrawals;
- Processing of D0010s (Meter Readings); and

- Processing and validity of Deemed Meter Advances (DMA).

Risk ID movement year on year
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Risk 9 — Data Aggregator Processes Metered Data X

Close

Three material findings were closed in the prior year, but two new findings were Findi ng Rati ng
raised this year. There has been an 33% decrease on the number of material
findings since the prior year.

There are two root causes to these findings:

— No Estimated Annual Consumption/ Annualised Advance (EAC/AA) information
held on the system with no clear explanation as to why; and

— Supply Purchase Matrices (SPMs) were sent with default data due to improper
monitoring controls.

m | ow
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Risk 10 — Meter Read History Cl?)(se
Significant movement has occurred with this risk since the prior year, with only one
material finding remaining.

Finding Rating

Three material findings have been closed since the prior year, including one Medium
finding. The other Medium finding has been downgraded to a Low finding. Four prior
year findings rated as Low have been downgraded to a non-Settlement impacting
rating.

m | ow
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Risk 11 — Unmetered Supplies

66% of material findings are rated as Low and are only associated with the
Unmetered Supplies Operator (UMSO) role..

One material finding was closed for the prior year, but two new material findings
were raised this year, including a new Medium finding. There has been an 33%
increase on the number of material findings since the prior year.

The main root cause of these findings is:

- The calculation of Estimated Annual Consumption (EAC) held by the Agent not
matching the recalculation performed by the BSC Auditor.

Risk ID movement year on year
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Risk 12 — Metering Equipment Technical Detail Quality X

Close
This is the first time this risk has been associated with findings raised during testing. Finding Rating
All these findings are new compared to findings raised in the prior year. There is an
even amount of both Medium and Low findings associated with the only role in
scope, Non Half-Hourly Meter Operator Agent (NHHMOA).
The root cause of these findings is:
- The management of the Zero Final Reads process. a Low
= Medium
Risk ID movement year on year Findings by Role
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Risk 13 — Manual Adjustments

86% of material findings are rated as Low and are evenly split between the Non
Half-Hourly Data Collector (NHHDC) and Supplier roles.

Eight material findings were closed in the prior year, including one Medium finding,
but four new findings were raised this year, including one new Medium finding.
Another Medium finding has had its rating downgraded to Low rating. Total material
findings have decreased by 36% on the prior year.

The root cause of some findings are:

- Management of the large Estimated Annual Consumption/ Annualised Advance
(EAC/AA) report; and

- Management of the Long Term Vacant (LTV) process.

Risk ID movement year on year
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Risk 14 — Agent Appointments

Two material findings were closed for the prior year, but two new material findings
were raised this year. There has been a 20% decrease on the number of material
findings since the prior year. This is because a previous finding had its rating
downgraded.

The main root cause of these findings is:

- Weaknesses in the Change of Measurement Class (CoMC) process.

Risk ID movement year on year
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Risk 16 — Energisation Status

61% of material findings are rated as Low and are primarily focused on the Meter
Operator Agent (MOA) role, but also include Supplier and Licensed Distribution
System Operator (LDSO).

All Medium findings are associated with the MOA role. One finding has been
upgraded from a non-Settlement impacting rating to Medium since the prior year.
One Medium finding is new and the remaining Medium finding has rolled forward
from the prior year.

The total number of material findings has decreased to 20. However, the same
number of Medium findings remain, despite two Medium findings being closed in the
current year.

Risk ID movement year on year
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Risk 17 — Exception Management

67% of material findings are rated as Low and primarily focus on the Supplier role.

Eight material findings were closed in the audit period but ten new findings were
raised, including two new Medium findings and a High finding.

Th root cause of most findings raised relate to:

- The management of DO095 (Non Half Hourly Data Aggregation Exception
Report);

- D0235 (Half Hourly Aggregation Exception Report) exceptions.

Risk ID movement year on year
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Findings by Role

The table on the right
summarises the
number of BSC Audit
findings by role arising
from the work
performed for the year
ended 31 March 2022.

Material findings have
been included in the
table with Immaterial
findings referred to as
Management Letter
Points (MLPs) noted at
the bottom. A second
total line in the table
shows the number of
High and Medium rated
findings as a subset of
the total. The sparklines
show the change of
findings in each role
over a eight-year period
(where available). See
Appendix 1 for further
detail regarding how
findings are classified.

The total number of material findings has decreased this year from
168 (2020/ 21) to 144 (2021/ 22). The decrease has predominantly
come from findings being closed due to Suppliers ceasing to trade,
outsourcing of Agent activities or Market Participant Identifier (MPID)

migrations. The three most significant changes are highlighted below:

SVA Meter Operator Agents (MOA) (from 65 to 70):

This increase is despite 20 findings having been closed due to
Agents exiting the market or MPID migration activities. 70% of all
material findings at SVA MOAs relate to just three Settlement risks
(Energisation Status, Meter Technical Details Transfer and
Processing and Notification of Change to Metering Equipment).

Suppliers (from 43 to 35):

12 findings have been closed due to SoLR or MPID migration
activities. We are still seeing 42% of all material findings noted at
Suppliers from only one risk (Exception Management).

Non Half-Hourly Data Collector (NHHDC) Supplier Agents
(from 40 to 22):

Six findings have been closed due to MPID migration activities,
however the additional reduction is predominantly due to
improvements in Processing of Meter Data. However, 59% of all
material findings noted are still associated with this risk.

of all material findings
(H, M &L) from 5 PAPs

* Prior Year: 51 % from five PAPs.

PAPs
auditedin 31 March2021 31 March 2022 Changein
2021/22 (2020/21  (H & M findings in  (H & M findings in Material findings

Role@® in brackets) brackets) brackets) 2014 —2022(®)
Suppliers 39 (47) 43 (7) 35(9) e e
NHHDC Supplier Agents 13 (12) 40 (9) 22 (2) AN
NHHDA Supplier Agents 6 (5) 3(0) 2(0) "/'\\/‘w
HHDC Supplier Agents 9(8) 11 (5) 7)) Pate o
HHDA Supplier Agents 6 (3) 1(0) 0(0) '4/\,.‘“
SVA Meter Operator 35 (36) 65 (13) 70 (13) Aty
Agents iad
LDSO 6 (9) 3 (1) 5(0) . v
UMSO 5 (6) 2 (0) 3(1) e
SMRA 3(1) 0(0) 0(0)
MA 2(1) 0(0) 0(0)
Total All Material - 168 144 7T
NMedium rated) ' ” T
MLP - 93 103 A

Note:

1.Each role includes only material findings (H,M or L), all MLPs are grouped into a single category for all roles.
2.Spark lines take data from April 2014 until April 2022 and show the trends in number of finding over time.

Note each vertical axis scale varies from line to line.
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Concentration of Risk

We have seen a further increase in the concentration of risk within the NHH Agent market. The market share of the largest seven PAPs has increased by 13% to 95%
of the market, leaving six PAPs with just 5% of the market. This change has been driven in part by SoLR activity in the year but also the increased trend of larger PAPs
outsourcing their Agent activities.

82% 95%

2020/2021 2021/2022
Market Share of Largest seven NHH Agents Market Share of Largest seven NHH Agents

The increase in concentration within the market creates the following areas of concern:

® If one of these large PAPs had a gﬁﬁ Lack of competition in the market could We have seen with the number of SOLR events
problem that impacted the entire lead to a drop in focus on performance =T occurring this year with the trend being that
portfolio (i.e. system issue, cyber (and innovation) by PAPs, impacting traditional ‘Big 6’ Suppliers taking on the failed
attack etc.), a large proportion of Settlement Performance. There is also Suppliers. This further increases the concentration
the market would likely be affected the risk that the smaller PAPs become of risks on Agents and could lead to an Agent
with potential for a big impact on commercially unviable, compounding the failing. Given there is no process in place for an
Settlement. issue further (it should be noted that the ‘Agent of Last Resort’ there is a risk of loss of read
commercial viability of PAPs is not and Settlement data within the critical NHHDC and
assessed as part of the BSC Audit) which Non Half-Hourly Data Aggregator (NHHDA) roles
could lead to Settlement data loss. that would severely impact the accuracy of

Settlement.
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Key Findings — SVA MOA

The total number of material
findings at Settlement
Volume Allocation Meter
Operator Agents (SVA
MOAS) has increased from
65 to 70. The number of High
and Medium findings remain
the same as last year, and
Low findings have increased
by five.

We have also observed the
number of findings deemed
immaterial to Settlement
increasing significantly, from 29
to 53 in the current year.

20 material findings have been
closed in the current year as a
result of MOA'’s exiting the
market rather than improved
compliance. Despite these
closures, the number of
material findings has
increased.

Considering all the above,
we conclude that compliance
across both Non Half-Hourly
Meter Operator Agents
(NHHMOA) and Half-Hourly
Meter Operator Agents
HHMOA remains a point of
concern, especially given the
importance of MOA activity
in Settlement accuracy.

While overall the number of findings has increased compared to last year,
when we split Non Half-Hourly (NHH) and Half-Hourly (HH) Agents we see
NHHMOA findings increasing while HHMOA findings have decreased.

NHHMOA (from 38 to 51):

73% of MOA material findings were raised on NHHMOA. While
more NHHMOAs were tested than HHMOASs, the number of
material findings remains disproportionate in comparison.
Furthermore, six material findings have been closed due to one
Performance Assurance Party (PAP) exiting the market, and

/3%

not due to improved compliance. In addition the overall severity of NHHMOA
findings has worsened with Medium and High findings doubling since 2020/21,
rising to 11 Medium findings and one High.

HHMOA (from 27 to 19):

The total number of material findings have reduced along with the severity of
findings. HHMOA has no High and only one Medium finding in 2021/22. However,
the reduction in findings is not attributed to increase in Balancing and Settlement
Code (BSC) compliance. Rather, 14 material findings (one High, three Medium,
10 Low) have closed in 2021/22 due to role closure or the PAP exiting the market.
While having fewer non-compliance HHMOA in the market will improve overall
compliance, we should consider if these non-compliant processes have simply
been migrated to new entities and as such will emerge again in next years audit.

PAPs audited in 31 March 2021 31 March 2022

Role 2021/22 (2020/21) (H& M) (H& M)
HHMOA 13 (14) 27 (7) 19 (1)
NHHMOA 22 (22) 38 (6) 51 (12)
Total Material - 65 (13) 70 (13)
MLP - 29 53

45

40

35

30

25

¥ Al » NHHMOA | & HHMOA

m High
H Low
= Medium

MLP

3 Metering 4 Notification of

Equipment change to
installation, Metering
programming, Equipment

maintenance
and
Commissioning

70%

of all material findings at
MOAs relate to just three
Settlement Risks

5 Fault 6 Meter 12 Metering 16 Energisation  N/A None.
resolution Technical Equipment status Recorded as a
Details transfer technical detail control

and processing quality

Breakdown of percentage contribution of each Risk

for all material findings

21% = » 29% 0 »  20%

6 - Meter
Technical Details
transfer and
processing

4 - Notification of
change to
Metering
Equipment

16 - Energisation
status
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Key Findings — SVA MOA

The total number of material
findings at Settlement
Volume Allocation Meter
Operator Agents (SVA
MOAS) has increased from
65 to 70. The number of High
and Medium findings remain
the same as last year, and
Low findings have increased
by five.

We have also observed the
number of findings deemed
immaterial to Settlement
increasing significantly, from 29
to 53 in the current year.

20 material findings have been
closed in the current year as a

While overall the number of findings has increased compared to last year,
when we split Non Half-Hourly (NHH) and Half-Hourly (HH) Agents we see
NHHMOA findings increasing while HHMOA findings have decreased.

NHHMOA (from 38 to 51):

73% of MOA material findings were raised on NHHMOA. While
more NHHMOAs were tested than HHMOASs, the number of
730/ ) material findings remains disproportionate in comparison.
Furthermore, six material findings have been closed due to one
Performance Assurance Party (PAP) exiting the market, and

not due to improved compliance. In addition the overall severity of NHHMOA
findings has worsened with Medium and High findings doubling since 2020/21,
rising to 11 Medium findings and one High.

HHMOA (from 27 to 19):

The total number of material findings have reduced along with the severity of
findings. HHMOA has no High and only one Medium finding in 2021/22. However,
the reduction in findings is not attributed to increase in Balancing and Settlement
Code (BSC) compliance. Rather, 14 material findings (one High, three Medium,

45

40

35

30

25

20

W Al ¥ NHHMOA | & HHMOA

m High
H Low
= Medium

MLP

o X . 3 Metering 4 Notification of 5 Fault 6 Meter 12 Metering 16 Energisation  N/A None.
result of MOA’s exiting the 10 ITow) hgve closed in 2021/2.2 due to role clpsure or the PAP exiting the market. resclution Technical Equipment status Recorded as a
market rather than improved While havmg fewer non-com.pllar)ce HHMOA in the .market will improve oyerall Metering Details transfer technical detail control
compliance. Despite these compliance, we should consider if these non-compliant processes have simply programming,  Equipment and processing quality
closures thé number of been migrated to new entities and as such will emerge again in next years audit. maintenance

! and

material findings has Commissioning
increased. PAPs audited in 31 March 2021 31 March 2022 Breakdown of percentage contribution of each Risk for
Considering all the above Role 2021/22 (2020/21) GERY) (H& M) NHHMOA material findings
we concludethat compliance HHMOA 13 (14) 27 (7) 19 (1) \
across both Non Half-Hourly
Meter Operator Agents NHHMOA 22 (22) 38 (6) 51 (12) 0 o > 0 > 0
(NHHMOA) and Half-Hourly 69% 22% 29% 18%
Meter Operator Agents Total Material - 65 (13) 70 (13)

HHMOA remains a point of

concern, especially given the MLP } 29 53 _ 4 - Notification of 6 - Meter 16 - Energisation
importaryice of MOA activity of NHHMOA material change to Technical Details status
findings relate to just Metering transfer and

in Settlement accuracy. three Settlement Risks Equipment processing
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Key Findings — SVA MOA

The total number of material

While overall the number of findings has increased compared to last year,

W Al W NHHMOA | & HHMOA

findings at Settlement when we split Non Half-Hourly (NHH) and Half-Hourly (HH) Agents we see 45 = High
Volume Allocation Meter NHHMOA findings increasing while HHMOA findings have decreased.
Operator Agents (SVA NHHMOA (from 38 to 51): 40 = Low
MOAs) has increased from 73% of MOA material findings were raised on NHHMOA. While 35 5 Medium
65 to 70..The pumber of ngh more NHHMOAs were tested than HHMOAs, the number of
and Medium findings remain 730/ ) material findings remains disproportionate in comparison. 30 MLP
the same as last year, and Furthermore, six material findings have been closed due to one
Low findings have increased Performance Assurance Party (PAP) exiting the market, and 25
by five. not due to improved compliance. In addition the overall severity of NHHMOA 20
We have also observed the findings has worsened with Medium and High findings doubling since 2020/21,
number of findings deemed rising to 11 Medium findings and one High. 15
immaterial to Sifctlerrslen; 29 HHMOA (from 27 to 19): 10
increasing significantly, from . . .
t0 53 in ﬂ?e C?Jrrent e)z;r The total number of material findings have reduced along with the severity of

year. findings. HHMOA has no High and only one Medium finding in 2021/22. However, >
20 material findings have been the reduction in findings is not attributed to increase in Balancing and Settlement 0
closed in the current yearas a Code (BSC) compllaljce. Rather, 14 material findings (one High, three Medium, 3 Metering 4 Notification of 5 Fault 6 Meter 12 Metering 16 Energisation  N/A None.
result of MOA’s exiting the 10 Low) have closed in 2021/22 due to role closure or the PAP exiting the market. resolution Technical Equipment status Recorded as a
market rather than improved While having fewer non-com.pliar'me HHMOA in the .market will improve oyerall installation, Metering Details transfer technical detail control
compliance. Despite these compllqnce, we should cqq&der if these non-'comphant propegses have S|mply. pmgramming, Equipment and processing quality

been migrated to new entities and as such will emerge again in next years audit. maintenance
closures, the number of and
material findings has Commissioning
increased. PAPs audited in 31 March 2021 31 March 2022 Breakdown of percentage contribution of each Risk for
Considering all the above Role 2021/22 (2020/21) GERY) (H& M) HHMOA material findings
we concludethat compliance HHMOA 13 (14) 27 (7) 19(1)
across both Non Half-Hourly
Meter Operator Agents NHHMOA 22 (22) 38 (6) 51 (12) o > 0 > 0
(NHHMOA) and Half-Hourly 21% 26% 26%
Meter Operator Agents Total Material - 65 (13) 70 (13)
HHMOA remains a point of - o
concern, especially given the MLP - 29 53 _ 4 - Notification of 6 - Meter _ 16 - Energisation
importance of MOA activity of HHMOA material change to Technical Details status
findings relate to just Metering transfer and

in Settlement accuracy.

three Settlement Risks
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MOA Deep Dive

. y . .
When considering our findings from MOA’s, we have identified several topics impacting the wider market. Risk ID’s with hlgheSt number of
These have been explored in further detail here. fi ndings
; While the outcome of the two processes appears the same, the second
Zero Fmal Reads approach generally taken by the market relies on the controls of the Non Half- 6 Meter Technical Details transfer and
As part of our testing we request MOA's provide a list of all zero final ~ Hourly Data Collector (NHHDC). Provided the NHHDC controls operate @ :
reads. The assumption is that the majority of these readings will be effectively, there is no impact on Settlement. However if NHHDC controls fail, processing W
erroneous and not compliant with the BSC. We then work through a there is the potential for significant error in the market.
sample of these zero final readings to confirm their non-compliance. i is finding indi i
p g p The pervasive nature of this finding indicates the cgrrent 3a!ancmg an.d We identified the highest number (20) of potentially Settlement
Settlement Code Procedures (BSCPs) do not provide sufficiently detailed . . L . =
% of NHHMOAS tested (eight out of nine) requirements for NHHMOAS |mpagt|ng SVAMOA fmdmgg frpm thls Risk. E_>O/f> of current
88% 0 IS a(eg e ’ year findings are already existing prior year findings. They
0 had a material finding raised. Of these findings, Our recommendation is that clarity is provided within the Retail Energy Code were associated with processing of Change of MOA, Change
88 /0 four were Medium and the remaining four Low. (REC) requirements to ensure NHHMOAs do not incorrectly interpret the code of Supplier and Change of Data Collector Agent.
Zero final reads represent 33% of all Medium
findings at NHHMOASs. Upon Change of Agent, there was a general lack of
. . . transferring of Mater Technical Details (MTDs) in response to
M 0V|ng away from DTN communication the request to process MTDs received via a D0170 (Request

All findings were in relation to activity following instances where a for Metering System Related Details). The finding impacted

final read could not be obtained, for example due to a damaged We have observed the c<_)nti_nued increase in use of non Data Transfer both Half-Hourly (HH) and Non Half-Hourly (NHH) Agents,
meter. Network (DTN) communications methods, mainly activity portals. with similar issues also impacting auxiliary meter technical
These portals come with several benefits for PAPs, including more detailed details for Automatic Meter Reading (AMR) meters. 40% of
BSC Compliant Observed Non- reporting, simplified task allocation, automation opportunities and integration the findings were noted from two out of 12 PAPs.
Approach compliant Approach with invoicing systems. On the whole this has significantly improved
o T, compliance in areas PAPs historically demonstrated poor BSC compliance.

Site visit indicates meter Site visit indicates meter
unable to be read unable to be read The exclusive focus on portals by PAPs has given rise to instances of valid

v v data flows transmitted via the DTN being missed or ignored by PAPs. Despite
D0002 (Fault Resolution D0010 (Meter Readings) Agents having agreements with their customers to use the portal, they are still - . .
Report or Request for sent to NHHDC with required to monitor for flows received via DTN. They may then choose to <R 4 Notification of change to Metering
Decision on Further ‘0.00’ final read reject these flows and request they are provided through the agreed portal. 5& =]V i pment \b
Action) sent to NHHDC v Finally, with significant portions of data now not flowing over the DTN, our
informing failure to read NHHDC reject final approach to testing many of the MOA processes using data scripts over full

v reading using validation populations has been revised. Where the DTN is used, our testing continues . .
Estimate final read v to use data scripts. Where a PAP uses portals we revert to manual testing of C%D 16 Energisation status
entered to Settlement Estimate final read a sample of equivalent scenario's in the PAPs portal.

entered to Settlement
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MOA Deep Dive

. ; . .
When considering our findings from MOA’s, we have identified several topics impacting the wider market. Risk ID’s with hlgheSt number of
These have been explored in further detail here. fi ndings
; While the outcome of the two processes appears the same, the second
Zero Fmal Reads approach generally taken by the market relies on the controls of the Non Half- 6 Meter Technical Details transfer and
As part of our testing we request MOA's provide a list of all zero final ~ Hourly Data Collector (NHHDC). Provided the NHHDC controls operate :
reads. The assumption is that the majority of these readings will be effectively, there is no impact on Settlement. However if NHHDC controls fail, processing W
erroneous and not compliant with the BSC. We then work through a there is the potential for significant error in the market.
sample of these zero final readings to confirm their non-compliance. The pervasive nature of this finding indicates the current Balancing and P .
Settlement Code Procedures (BSCPs) do not provide sufficiently detailed 4 thlflcatlon of Change to Metering
88% of NHHMOASs tested (eight out of nine) requirements for NHHMOAs. Equipment ™
8894 Pad a materieél ﬁndingdratised. Of thes? findings, Our recommendation is that clarity is provided within the Retail Energy Code
our were Medium and the remaining four Low. REC) requirements to ensure NHHMOAs do not incorrectly interpret the code ] - ] ] . .
0 Zero final reads represent 33% of all Medium ( ) req y P We identified 1&_3 potentially Settlement impacting Supplier
findings at NHHMOASs. Volume Allocation Meter Operator Agent (SVAMOA)
. . . findings from Risk 4. The overall number of findings has
Moving away from DTN communication decreased by one and the severity of findings has reduced

All findings were in relation to activity following instances where a
final read could not be obtained, for example due to a damaged We have observed the continued increase in use of non Data Transfer
meter. Network (DTN) communications methods, mainly activity portals.

due to a fall in Medium findings. However, this does not
indicate an improvement because two Medium and five Low
prior year findings have closed due to scope/ role closure.
These portals come with several benefits for PAPs, including more detailed
BSC Compliant Observed Non- reporting, simplified task allocation, automation opportunities and integration
Approach compliant Approach with invoicing systems. On the whole this has significantly improved
compliance in areas PAPs historically demonstrated poor BSC compliance.

Three Medium findings were associated with a lack of
sending of flows upon Meter replacement, Removal or
Reconfiguration. Other material findings were associated

Site visit indicates meter Site visit indicates meter with a lack of forwarding D0150 (Non Half-hourly Meter
unable to be read unable to be read The exclusive focus on portals by PAPs has given rise to instances of valid Technical Details) flows from the Licensed Distribution
v v data flows transmitted via the DTN being missed or ignored by PAPs. Despite System Operator (LDSO) to other relevant Agents.
D0002 (Fault Resolution D0010 (Meter Readings) Agents having agreements with their customers to use the portal, they are still
Report or Request for sent to NHHDC with required to monitor for flows received via DTN. They may then choose to
Decision on Further ‘0.00’ final read reject these flows and request they are provided through the agreed portal.
Action) sent to NHHDC v Finally, with significant portions of data now not flowing over the DTN, our
informing failure to read NHHDC reject final approach to testing many of the MOA processes using data scripts over full
v reading using validation populations has been revised. Where the DTN is used, our testing continues . .
Estimate final read v to use data scripts. Where a PAP uses portals we revert to manual testing of C%D 16 Energisation status
entered to Settlement Estimate final read a sample of equivalent scenario's in the PAPs portal.

entered to Settlement
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MOA Deep Dive

When considering our findings from MOA’s, we have identified several topics impacting the wider market.

These have been explored in further detail here.

Zero Final Reads

As part of our testing we request MOA'’s provide a list of all zero final
reads. The assumption is that the majority of these readings will be
erroneous and not compliantwith the BSC. We then work through a
sample of these zero final readings to confirm their non-compliance.

88% of NHHMOASs tested (eight out of nine)
had a material finding raised. Of these findings,
four were Medium and the remaining four Low.
Zero final reads represent 33% of all Medium
findings at NHHMOAs.

88%

All findings were in relation to activity following instances where a
final read could not be obtained, for example due to a damaged
meter.

BSC Compliant
Approach

Observed Non-
compliant Approach

Site visit indicates meter Site visit indicates meter
unable to be read unable to be read

v v
D0002 (Fault Resolution D0010 (Meter Readings)
Report or Request for sent to NHHDC with
Decision on Further ‘0.00’ final read
Action) sent to NHHDC v
informing failure to read NHHDC reject final

v reading using validation
Estimate final read v
entered to Settlement Estimate final read

entered to Settlement

While the outcome of the two processes appears the same, the second

approach generally taken by the market relies on the controls of the Non Half-

Hourly Data Collector (NHHDC). Provided the NHHDC controls operate

effectively, there is no impact on Settlement. However if NHHDC controls fail,

there is the potential for significant error in the market.

The pervasive nature of this finding indicates the current Balancing and
Settlement Code Procedures (BSCPs) do not provide sufficiently detailed
requirements for NHHMOAs.

Our recommendation is that clarity is provided within the Retail Energy Code

(REC) requirements to ensure NHHMOASs do not incorrectly interpret the code

Moving away from DTN communication

We have observed the continued increase in use of non Data Transfer
Network (DTN) communications methods, mainly activity portals.

These portals come with several benefits for PAPs, including more detailed
reporting, simplified task allocation, automation opportunities and integration
with invoicing systems. On the whole this has significantly improved
compliance in areas PAPs historically demonstrated poor BSC compliance.

The exclusive focus on portals by PAPs has given rise to instances of valid

data flows transmitted via the DTN being missed or ignored by PAPs. Despite
Agents having agreements with their customers to use the portal, they are still

required to monitor for flows received via DTN. They may then choose to
reject these flows and request they are provided through the agreed portal.

Finally, with significant portions of data now not flowing over the DTN, our
approach to testing many of the MOA processes using data scripts over full
populations has been revised. Where the DTN is used, our testing continues
to use data scripts. Where a PAP uses portals we revert to manual testing of
a sample of equivalent scenario's in the PAPs portal.

Risk ID’s with highest number of
findings

6 Meter Technical Details transfer and
processing ¥

4 Notification of change to Metering
Equipment ™

C%D 16 Energisation status

We identified 14 potentially Settlement impacting findings in
the 2021/22 BSC Audit, an increase of one compared to the
prior year with an increase in severity of findings from one
Medium finding in 2020/21 to three Medium findings in
2021/22. 57% of material findings for Risk 16 are historic
findings.

All Medium findings were associated with NHHMOA where
there was lack of response to D0134 (Request to Change
Energisation Status) flow and not sending of flows once
Energisation Status was changed. 20% of material findings
were associated with lack of forwarding of D0139
(Confirmation or Rejection of Energisation Status Change)
flows from LDSO. Not sending of D0139s to other Agents by
NHHMOA will lead to a mismatch of standing data
(Energisation Status) in the industry.
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Supplier of Last Resort (SoLR)
Introduction

Since April 2021, 25 Suppliers ceased trading, affecting more than 2.3 million customers in the Energy sector and placing an additional burden on the remaining

Suppliers and the market. O g 2 5
e

The scope of the SoLR audit work was to understand how different PAPs operate and manage the SoLR process, as well as receive feedback from the BSC i i
Parties around any challenges or pain points they experienced, including what Elexon can do better to help the incoming Suppliers that take part in the process. SRS E2Rset HEeling
Our exposure was limited to the Supplier role only, however, through our discussions it was determined that further investigation with the Data Collector (DC)
Agents would provide further value into the key Settlement impacting processes.

e M Improvement points . 2’300’000

GO 0 d news StO ries more details more details )
Customers impacted
During the audit process and discussions with the Suppliers, The BSC Auditor noted the It was noted that the Suppliers mentioned some key areas that
feedback provided contained good news stories regarding the SoLR process, as follows: could be improved to make the SoLR process more efficient and to
« The Suppliers were happy without a formal strict BSC Procedure (BSCP) requirement ~ Provide a better outcome in both Settlement and customer billing. _
regarding the SoLR process, as it provides more flexibility in their approach. These areas include: (@) 7 0/
e The SoLR process gives them an opportunity to review their existing processes and ¢ Balancing the different requirements between multiple N = 0

of MPANSs have been

find improvements. stakeholders, such as OFGEM being interested in the wellbeing
through a SoLR

of the customers, Elexon being interested in the Settlement
performance and the Administrators of the failing Suppliers
being interested in maximizing the profit for the creditors &
shareholders.

Commercial agreements to be in place to allow the incoming

At all Suppliers, we identified that D0151s (Termination of Appointment or Contract by SUplies iEle el of il t=ing kIR, a2 el 6 Sy faf[l 9 9 %

Supplier) were not sent by the new Supplier (using the old Supplier MPID) to de-appoint Sleppalnmment fows. ) )
the old Agents, since they didn’t get control of the failing MPID. o Better access to data from the Supplier (or their Agents or from of SoLR MPANSs covered

central source, i.e. Electralink etc.) that has ceased trading. by Audits

e Having more specific guidance from Elexon, especially regarding
key operational aspects of the process (i.e. which reads are
At four Suppliers, we identified that DO086s (Notification of Change of Supplier Readings) acceptable to be used for Settlement and in what scenarios deems Ro 2 1
were sent before the D0152 (Metering System EAC/AA Historical Data) had been should be used). z?g
received. However, this was in the minority of cases.

e Some Suppliers use the SoLR process to innovate and engage with a different
customers base than they would normally.

SoLR Audit Scope
Dataflow analysis

At two Suppliers, we identified that the D170 flow was used as an informal agreement to
de-appoint the old Agents, in lieu of a DO151.

Failed Suppliers in scope



Good news stories

@25

No SoLR specific BSCP
Requirements

The overall theme from the audited
Suppliers was that they were
happy without a formal BSCP
requirement regarding the SoLR
process. The main reasons for this
can be summarised as:

- It gives them more flexibility to
approach the SoLR process as
they see fit whilst still acting
compliantly.

- Itlessens the operational
burden placed on the staff,
since they do not have to
complete the transition within a
specific number of days.

Q

Opportunity for Review

The SoLR process also provided a
good opportunity for the new
Suppliers to review and enhance
their current processes, especially
around the Change of Supply
(CoS) gain process. It also allowed
the incoming Suppliers to
understand the importance of
capturing actual meter readings
from the customers, since having
an accurate Settlement history for
an MPAN helps the Industry to
settle on the correct volume and
position.

Do
OO
Do

New Customers

The Suppliers also used the SoLR
opportunity to engage with a new
customer base with a different value
added proposition than their more
‘traditional’ clients. This meant that
the Suppliers were able to explore
new methods to capture and retain
customers, based on their profile.
Afterwards, they can apply the
lessons learned in this new market
to the already existing customers.

This has allowed Suppliers to
increase the engagement with their
entire portfolio and ultimately
generate more regular, accurate
meter readings, increasing
Settlement performance.

Close

&

Good Practices

We identified that a DC Agent
created an extensive dashboard
covering many useful elements of
the SoLR process.

Many Suppliers commented on the
benefit they get from their regular
communication with Agents.

Suppliers commented on the co-
operation from Agents, especially
those of failed Suppliers who
continue to provide updated
information and dataflows without
having a contract.



Improvement points

o
W

Stakeholder Management

Suppliers experienced challenges in
managing the expectations of and
collaborating with the multiple
stakeholders involved in the SoLR
process due to their different
objectives.

Specific examples are; OFGEM'’s
commitment is to ensure that the
customers are not impacted by the
old Supplier ceasing trading, while
Elexon’s responsibility is to monitor
the Settlement performance. At the
same time, the Administrators of the
failing Supplier have a fiduciary duty
to ensure the best monetary returns
for the creditors.

Commercial Agreements

Incoming Suppliers discussed the
benefit of having an agreement in
place between themselves and
Electralink in regards to the failed
MPID.

This could be in the form of the new
Suppliers having the possibility to
gain control of the old/ failed MPID
or access better MPAN level data.

Alternatively a third party could be
appointed to issue the de-
appointment flows to the old Agents
or to provide more detailed MPAN
level information to the new
Supplier.

More Elexon Guidance

Supplier stated that they would
appreciate if Elexon were to provide
a "Best Practice" type of document
to the appointed Suppliers in order
to familiarise themselves with the
SoLR process, ensure a smooth
migration and avoid any common
pitfalls.

In addition, Suppliers would find it
beneficial for Elexon to host a forum
between Suppliers and all the
Agents involved in the process an
opportunity to discuss requirements
and best practice before the
migrations start.

Close

&

Centralise Data Storage

Suppliers discussed the possibility
of failed Suppliers storing certain
pre-agreed data in a centralised
system/ service that can be easily
accessed by the incoming Supplier.

This centralised data would allow for
a smoother migration and reduce
the cost of taking on a failed
Supplier. It was confirmed that
Administrators of the failed Supplier
often held useful data to ransom
which adds unnecessary cost to an
already strained market.

Alternatively advice should be given
to Suppliers to include the cost of
purchasing this data in their SOLR
bid.
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CVA Registrant Audit Trial

Alongside the annual BSC Audit, an additional audit of Central Volume Allocation (CVA) Registrants was carried out. Six Registrants were involved in the trial who hold 33% of the market by Metering
System Identifier (MSID) count. Data was obtained directly from the Central Data Collection Agent (CDCA) ensuring samples presented a reflective, unbiased view of the market.

Broad themes emerged around lack of accountability of Registrants, in which an indifferent attitude to ensuring their CVA Meter Operator Agents (CVAMOA) are fulfilling their obligations was noted. This
manifested in a lack of formal fault resolution tracking and communication methods between the Registrant and the MOA. Also, there was a clear absence of any real consequence for Registrants when
failing to execute their duties. There was a particularly stark contrast in attitudes towards ensuring data estimations received from the CDCA are accurate.

Faults wb Estimations vb New Connections Vb

Focus on the process and attitude of Registrants in identifying Inconsistencies were noted in the level of engagement in CDCA Exploring Registrant’s views of their responsibilities in relation
and resolving faults was investigated, and three main points data and varied process maturity between Registrants, with the to registering new metering equipment and ensuring it is
emerged: following key points: installed and commissioned correctly identified the following:
of Regigtrants raised concerns over the time 1 /3 Of had no formal validation method for 1. 2.
0 consuming nature of monitoring the faults . reviewing CDCA estimates. -
50 /o process due to the CDCA’s manual operation Reglstrants 'Fl;he _accountablllty of t_hed ITh(la(refwas If(:l_lso a r;otable
of informing Registrants of faults. egistrant to operate its duty ack of tracking an
has been somewhat monitoring of the new
+ Attitudes to validation of estimates varied greatly between obscured. A Third Party connections process, which
Generation and Consumption sites, this can be directly owns the Grid Supply Points suggests more stringent
. . . attributed to the different financial incentives involved. i i i
* 66% of Registrants had inadequate tracking procedures S/f/;;ePsS) :St Eggsgdi;rr];nt is L%?]uggmelri];ég Frf:alrt]':: dfor
in place to monitor the progress of faults through to » Accuracy and monitoring of CDCA data has the potential to il y tabl 9I'h 0 be ol P domm 'yt "
mEE be negatively impacted by the lack of automation of the allllelErinillls, e Lol [pleXe=lo] ) [feliralnl
0 ownership of such metering to ensure they are fulfilling
 There was a clear difference in the proactiveness of estimations process, a point highlighted by D00 of systems may be blurring their responsibilities.
Registrants when it came to proactively identifying and Registrants. the lines.

resolving faults.



Fault Identification and Resolution

EA

Lack of Formal Fault Tracking

Two out of six Registrant’s have no formal tracking procedures in place to track
faults through to resolution. This heavily impacts the Registrant’s ability to
monitor MOA activity, particularly ensuring they chase 10-15s (the MOAs
response to any 10-38s communicated to them by the CDCA) and progress of
resolution where required.

Despite two thirds of Registrants having monitoring processes in place, we
noted 12 instances across two Registrants who had failed to add the faults to
their internal tracking logs. The Registrants attributed this finding to the manual
nature of the process, stating emails containing 10-38s can be easily missed, this
was seen in 63% of faults at one Registrant.

Althoughiit is the Central Volume Allocation Meter Operator Agent (CVAMOA)
who will ultimately resolve a fault, the Registrant is responsible for ensuring the
resolution is completed in a timely manner, in accordance with Section L
Subsection 1.2 BSCPO06 . Without visibility of faults raised by the CDCA, the
ability of the Registrant to conform to these requirements is limited and faults
may remain unresolved.

Close

Proactiveness in Identifying and Resolving Faults

All Registrants noted that, in practice, fault management and rectification lies
primarily with the CDCA and the CVAMOA, with the Registrant taking a
secondary, monitoring role. However, a clear polarity exists in the way
Registrants operate this monitoring.

50% of Registrants had their own processes in place to identify faults before the
CDCA informs them via an 10-38. One Registrant runs checks half-hourly on
independent data using a database and as such can identify faults that are not
generally picked up by the CDCA. This proactive approach ensures the
Registrant has visibility over all faults, which allows resolution by the CVAMOA
to be prioritised and observed.

However, for some Registrants, there were clear pitfalls in the management and
monitoring of faults. In three instances for one Registrant, a fault could have
been resolved sooner had the Registrant been more proactive in following up
with the CVAMOA on their progress in resolution. Importantly, while faults
remain open, estimations are the primary form of data. Inevitably, estimations
are not as accurate as raw data, so priority should be on closing these faults as
quickly as possible.



Data Estimations and Accuracy

to

Lack of Validation Methods

1/3 of all Registrants stated there was no formal
process in place in performing suitable review of
CDCA data estimates. Additionally, one Registrant
chose not to respond to any 10-37s issued by the
CDCA. This directly disregards their duty as the
Registrant under Section 3.1.5 BSCPO03 to either
agree or disagree with the CDCAs estimates via
fax/email.

Rather than undertaking validation, both
Registrants undertook superficial checks of the
data, stating acceptance was the default decision
due to their view on the CDCA’s reliability and
accuracy.

However, it was noted that the accuracy of the
estimates generated by software used by the
CDCA can degrade over time, especially with long
standing faults, meaning an acceptance of CDCA
estimates without thorough validation could impact
Settlement data.

=

Differing Financial Incentives

In England and Wales, a Third Party owns
distribution/consumption metering sites. This
dramatically reduces the financial impacton
Registrants of such sites should estimates be
inaccurate.

Generation sites, owned by the Registrant, are
given a default zero consumption by CDCA if
actual data is not available meaning that if the
estimates are not reviewed and replaced with
more accurate data this impacts both Settlement
and the Registrant financially.

A stark difference was noted in the level of
engagement with CDCA data between the varying
sites. Where Registrants managed Generation
sites, robust validation methods were in place,
and the Registrants frequently provided their own
data to CDCA. One Registrant providing their own
estimates in 72% of instances.

Where Registrants do not own their sites and
there is therefore no financial impact if estimates
are inaccurate, rigorous validation is of lower
priority. Two Registrants agreed with 100% of
CDCA estimates without independent validation.

Close

A Need for Automation

Registrants stated that the format of the 10-37
estimation forms caused issues in itself, these
forms are sent by CDCA to designated estimation
mailboxes. The Registrant must then manually
extract and input 48 half-hourly time periods into a
database.

50% of Registrants stated the manual input
process increases the chance of human error,
with inaccuracy impacting Settlement directly.
Increased automation in this process would
reduce the risk of error and increase accuracy of
Settlements.

This manual process can also limitthe visibility
and subsequent tracking of estimations from the
CDCA. In four instances across a two Registrants,
no record of an 10-37 could be found despite
appearing on the CDCA Estimation log. In such
cases, no validation on CDCA estimates would
have occurred, reducing the accuracy of data
going into Settlement.



Registrations and Commissioning

BSC Section L, 2.1 outlines
CVA Registrant
responsibilities. 2.1.1(a)
clearly states the Registrant
has a duty to ensure metering
equipment is installed and
commissioned. To do so
effectively, each Registrant
must have clear and formal
communication lines with the
MOA as well as formal

monitoring processes in place.

Without such processes, the
obligations of the Registrant
can not be sufficiently met.
Our findings highlighted a
variance in attitude to
registrations and
commissioning, which has
been explored further:

by

Communication and
Accountability

Only one Registrant out of six has direct
contact with the MOA during the phases
of registering a new metering site and
ensuring it is commissioned. As stated, it
is the Registrants duty to ensure
commissioning has taken place prior to
energisation.

Although GSP metering sites are owned
by a Third Party, this does not retract
from the Registrants obligation to ensure
work is satisfactorily completed.

The unwillingness on behalf of the
Registrant to ensure consistent
communication between themselves and
the MOA results in a lack of visibility of
MOA progress to install and commission.

To rectify this issue, more stringent
measures for the Registrant to be held to
account for not meeting their obligations
should be investigated.

J

v
v
v

Post-energisation Checks

There is an onload check, more
commonly referred to as a post-
energisation check, after the initial
energisation of a meter has been
completed. If this check was added as a
requirement after any work on or
changes to the metering equipment this
would be more likely to pick up on (or
pick up sooner) any metering issues that
could cause later Settlement
inaccuracies.

These checks would help to reinforce
existing provisions to re-Commission
metering following such additional work.

The obligations for completing these
checks should sit with the Registrant and
would therefore increase the level of
accountability on the Registrant even
when work is carried out on metering
points owned by a Third Party.

Close

Q

Tracking of Completion

There is significant variance as to the
level of tracking performed by
Registrants in relation to the completion
of Commissioning.

Two out of six Registrants have robust
tracking logs in place to ensure all forms
are received and all actions are
undertaken by the MOA for the
management of registrations and
commissioning.

Two Registrants have weekly/ monthly
tracking meetings with project
developers.

Two Registrants do not have any formal
mechanisms in place to monitor
progress/ MOA responsibilities.

Without these tracking mechanismsin
place, this reduces the Registrants ability
to fulfil the duties set out in BSC Section
L, 2.1.



1 The BSC Audit Findings Ratings

12 Findings by Risk ID
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Appendix 1 — The BSC Audit Findings Ratings

Ratings for findings have been defined as follows:

Category Description

Settlement Impacting Findings A non-compliance with the BSC which, if uncorrected, may impact on the completeness and/or accuracy of Settlement. In this case the BSC Auditor will assess the impact as High,
Medium or Low, depending on the estimated overall potential impact on Settlement. Material findings may be subject to Elexon’s Error and Failure Resolution (EFR) processes.

Immaterial Findings A non-compliance with the BSC which is unlikely to have a direct impact on the completeness and/or accuracy of Settlement. These observations will be categorised as MLPs.

Process Improvement The BSC appears to have been complied with but the BSC Auditor has identified the potential for process improvements at the Audited Entity. These observations will also be
categorised as MLPs.

Determining Potential Impact to Settlement

For each Settlement impacting finding the BSC Auditor will rate these as High, Medium or Low after gaining an understanding of the following:
¢ Nature of the finding;

o Extent of potential impact of the finding on Settlement;

¢ Improvement/ deterioration (both quantitatively and qualitatively) since the previous BSC Audit;

¢ Whether the number and/or nature of exceptions indicates the finding is pervasive or more widespread,;

¢ Impact of the finding on other Audited Entities or Trading Parties;

¢ Extent to which a compliance finding mightimpact other findings (especially those which have a direct impact on Settlement);

¢ Existence of any mitigating factors.



SVA MARKET REPORT

Appendix 2 - Findings by Risk ID

A

Below are the material findings raised by Risk ID for the current and prior year. Beside each risk is the number of PAPs findings were raised at.

Total
Findings

(H& Min

Total
Findings
(H& Min

Number of Audited Entities

Total
Findings
(H& Min

Total
Findings
(H& Min

Focus risks
2021/2022

Focus risks
2022/2023

Number of Audited Entities

BSC Risk ID

16 — Energisation Status

6 — Meter Technical Details
transfer and processing

17 — Exception
Management

4 — Notification of change to

Metering Equipment

8 — Processing of Metered

Data

5 — Fault resolution

brackets)
2021/22
20 (3)

20 (0)

18 (6)

17 (3)

15 (3)

14 (4)

brackets)
2020/21
21 (3)

24 (3)

18 (5)

20 (5)

22 (6)

17 (4)

(by Role) with findings

2021/22

5 out of 12 HHMOA
2 out of 6 LDSO

3 out of 11 NHHDC
8 out of 22 NHHMOA
1 out of 35 Supplier
0 out of 8 HHDC

4 out of 12 HHMOA

11 out of 23 NHHMOA

0 out of 8 HHDC
0 out of 11 NHHDC

3 out of 8 HHDC

1 out of 9 NHHDC
13 out of 33 Supplier
0 out of 5 HHDA

3 out of 12 HHMOA
2 out of 2 LDSO

9 out of 23 NHHMOA
0 out of 8 HHDC

0 out of 3 NHHDC

1 out of 8 HHDC
5 out of 11 NHHDC
1 out of 8 Supplier

2 out of 8 HHDC

1 out of 12 HHMOA
8 out of 22 NHHMOA
2 out of 9 Supplier

2020/21

4 out of 12 HHMOA
1 out of 9 LDSO

6 out of 12 NHHDC
9 out of 21 NHHMOA
1 out of 45 Supplier
0 out of 7 HHDC

5 out of 12 HHMOA
10 out of 21 NHHMOA
0 out of 6 HHDC

0 out of 12 NHHDC

3 out of 3 HHDC

3 out of 12 NHHDC
12 out of 38 Supplier
0 out of 3 HHDA

0 out of 4 NHHDA

1 out of 7 HHDC

5 out of 12 HHMOA
1 out of 12 NHHDC
6 out of 21 NHHMOA
0 out of 9 LDSO

1 out of 7 HHDC
6 out of 12 NHHDC
3 out of 28 Supplier

2 out of 5 HHDC

3 out of 6 HHMOA

6 out of 13 NHHMOA
6 out of 21 Supplier

BSC Risk ID

12 — Metering Equipment technical
detail quality

13 — Manual adjustments

3 — Metering Equipment installation,
programming, maintenance and
Commissioning

14 — Agent appointments

1 - Registration

11 — Unmetered Supplies

2 - Attributes

9 — Data Aggregator processes
Metered Data

10 — Meter read history

*This risk ID has been identified due to findings being raised at a party without the specific workpaper related to the risk ID being tested.

brackets)
2021/22
8(4)

7(1)

6 (1)

4(0)

4(0)

3(1)

3(0)

2(0)

1(0)

brackets)
2020/21
0(0)

11 (2)

3(2)

5 (0)

4 (1)

2 (0)

7 (1)

3(0)

6(2)

(by Role) with findings

2021/22

8 out of 9 NHHMOA
0 out of 5 HHMOA
0 out of 2 LDSO

3 out of 4 NHHDC
4 out of 35 Supplier

3 out of 5 HHMOA
1 out of 6 LDSO
2 out of 0 Supplier*

1 out of 0 NHHDC*
3 out of 37 Supplier

0 out of 3 SMRA
3 out of 39 Suppliers

2 out of 5 UMSO
0 out of 8 HHDC
0 out of 2 MA

0 out of 3 NHHDC

3 out of 37 Supplier
0 out of 3 SMRA

2 out of 6 NHHDA
0 out of 5 HHDA

1 out of 11 NHHDC
0 out of 8 HHDC

2020/21

0 out of 7 HHDC

0 out of 12 HHMOA
0 out of 12 NHHDC
0 out of 1 NHHMOA

3 out of 12 NHHDC
7 out of 45 Supplier

2 out of 12 HHMOA
1 out of 0 Suppliers*
0 out of 9 LDSO

1 out of 0 NHHDC*
4 out of 45 Supplier

3 out of 45 Suppliers
0 out of 1 SMRA

2 out of 6 UMSO

0 out of 7 HHDC

0 out of 1 MA

0 out of 12 NHHDC

6 out of 45 Suppliers
0 out of 1 SMRA

1 out of 3 HHDA
1 out of 5 NHHDA

1 out of 7 HHDC
1 out of 12 NHHDC

R
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Appendix 2 - Findings by Risk ID

<>

Below are the material findings raised by Risk ID for the current and prior year. Beside each risk is the number of PAPs findings were raised at.

Total
Findings

(H& Min

Total
Findings
(H& Min

Number of Audited Entities

Total
Findings
(H& Min

Total
Findings
(H& Min

Focus risks
2021/2022

Focus risks
2022/2023

Number of Audited Entities

BSC Risk ID

16 — Energisation Status

6 — Meter Technical Details
transfer and processing

17 — Exception
Management

4 — Notification of change to

Metering Equipment

8 — Processing of Metered

Data

5 — Fault resolution

brackets)
2021/22
20 (3)

20 (0)

18 (6)

17 (3)

15 (3)

14 (4)

brackets)
2020/21
21 (3)

24 (3)

18 (5)

20 (5)

22 (6)

17 (4)

(by Role) with findings

2021/22

5 out of 12 HHMOA
2 out of 6 LDSO

3 out of 11 NHHDC
8 out of 22 NHHMOA
1 out of 35 Supplier
0 out of 8 HHDC

4 out of 12 HHMOA

11 out of 23 NHHMOA

0 out of 8 HHDC
0 out of 11 NHHDC

3 out of 8 HHDC

1 out of 9 NHHDC
13 out of 33 Supplier
0 out of 5 HHDA

3 out of 12 HHMOA
2 out of 2 LDSO

9 out of 23 NHHMOA
0 out of 8 HHDC

0 out of 3 NHHDC

1 out of 8 HHDC
5 out of 11 NHHDC
1 out of 8 Supplier

2 out of 8 HHDC

1 out of 12 HHMOA
8 out of 22 NHHMOA
2 out of 9 Supplier

2020/21

4 out of 12 HHMOA
1 out of 9 LDSO

6 out of 12 NHHDC
9 out of 21 NHHMOA
1 out of 45 Supplier
0 out of 7 HHDC

5 out of 12 HHMOA
10 out of 21 NHHMOA
0 out of 6 HHDC

0 out of 12 NHHDC

3 out of 3 HHDC

3 out of 12 NHHDC
12 out of 38 Supplier
0 out of 3 HHDA

0 out of 4 NHHDA

1 out of 7 HHDC

5 out of 12 HHMOA
1 out of 12 NHHDC
6 out of 21 NHHMOA
0 out of 9 LDSO

1 out of 7 HHDC
6 out of 12 NHHDC
3 out of 28 Supplier

2 out of 5 HHDC

3 out of 6 HHMOA

6 out of 13 NHHMOA
6 out of 21 Supplier

BSC Risk ID

12 — Metering Equipment technical
detail quality

13 — Manual adjustments

3 — Metering Equipment installation,
programming, maintenance and
Commissioning

14 — Agent appointments

1 - Registration

11 — Unmetered Supplies

2 - Attributes

9 — Data Aggregator processes
Metered Data

10 — Meter read history

*This risk ID has been identified due to findings being raised at a party without the specific workpaper related to the risk ID being tested.

brackets)
2021/22
8 (4)

7(1)

6 (1)

4(0)

4(0)

3(1)

3(0)

2(0)

1(0)

brackets)
2020/21
0(0)

11 (2)

3(2)

5 (0)

4 (1)

2 (0)

7 (1)

3(0)

6(2)

(by Role) with findings

2021/22

8 out of 9 NHHMOA
0 out of 5 HHMOA
0 out of 2 LDSO

3 out of 4 NHHDC
4 out of 35 Supplier

3 out of 5 HHMOA
1 out of 6 LDSO
2 out of 0 Supplier*

1 out of 0 NHHDC*
3 out of 37 Supplier

0 out of 3 SMRA
3 out of 39 Suppliers

2 out of 5 UMSO
0 out of 8 HHDC
0 out of 2 MA

0 out of 3 NHHDC

3 out of 37 Supplier
0 out of 3 SMRA

2 out of 6 NHHDA
0 out of 5 HHDA

1 out of 11 NHHDC
0 out of 8 HHDC

2020/21

0 out of 7 HHDC

0 out of 12 HHMOA
0 out of 12 NHHDC
0 out of 1 NHHMOA

3 out of 12 NHHDC
7 out of 45 Supplier

2 out of 12 HHMOA
1 out of 0 Suppliers*
0 out of 9 LDSO

1 out of 0 NHHDC*
4 out of 45 Supplier

3 out of 45 Suppliers
0 out of 1 SMRA

2 out of 6 UMSO

0 out of 7 HHDC

0 out of 1 MA

0 out of 12 NHHDC

6 out of 45 Suppliers
0 out of 1 SMRA

1 out of 3 HHDA
1 out of 5 NHHDA

1 out of 7 HHDC
1 out of 12 NHHDC
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Appendix 2 - Findings by Risk ID

<>

Below are the material findings raised by Risk ID for the current and prior year. Beside each risk is the number of PAPs findings were raised at.

Total
Findings

(H& Min

Total
Findings
(H& Min

Number of Audited Entities

Total
Findings
(H& Min

Total
Findings
(H& Min

Focus risks
2021/2022

Focus risks
2022/2023

Number of Audited Entities

BSC Risk ID

16 — Energisation Status

6 — Meter Technical Details
transfer and processing

17 — Exception
Management

4 — Notification of change to

Metering Equipment

8 — Processing of Metered

Data

5 — Fault resolution

brackets)
2021/22
20 (3)

20 (0)

18 (6)

17 (3)

15 (3)

14 (4)

brackets)
2020/21
21 (3)

24 (3)

18 (5)

20 (5)

22 (6)

17 (4)

(by Role) with findings

2021/22

5 out of 12 HHMOA
2 out of 6 LDSO

3 out of 11 NHHDC
8 out of 22 NHHMOA
1 out of 35 Supplier
0 out of 8 HHDC

4 out of 12 HHMOA

11 out of 23 NHHMOA

0 out of 8 HHDC
0 out of 11 NHHDC

3 out of 8 HHDC

1 out of 9 NHHDC
13 out of 33 Supplier
0 out of 5 HHDA

3 out of 12 HHMOA
2 out of 2 LDSO

9 out of 23 NHHMOA
0 out of 8 HHDC

0 out of 3 NHHDC

1 out of 8 HHDC
5 out of 11 NHHDC
1 out of 8 Supplier

2 out of 8 HHDC

1 out of 12 HHMOA
8 out of 22 NHHMOA
2 out of 9 Supplier

2020/21

4 out of 12 HHMOA
1 out of 9 LDSO

6 out of 12 NHHDC
9 out of 21 NHHMOA
1 out of 45 Supplier
0 out of 7 HHDC

5 out of 12 HHMOA
10 out of 21 NHHMOA
0 out of 6 HHDC

0 out of 12 NHHDC

3 out of 3 HHDC

3 out of 12 NHHDC
12 out of 38 Supplier
0 out of 3 HHDA

0 out of 4 NHHDA

1 out of 7 HHDC

5 out of 12 HHMOA
1 out of 12 NHHDC
6 out of 21 NHHMOA
0 out of 9 LDSO

1 out of 7 HHDC
6 out of 12 NHHDC
3 out of 28 Supplier

2 out of 5 HHDC

3 out of 6 HHMOA

6 out of 13 NHHMOA
6 out of 21 Supplier

BSC Risk ID

12 — Metering Equipment technical
detail quality

13 — Manual adjustments

3 — Metering Equipment installation,
programming, maintenance and
Commissioning

14 — Agent appointments

1 - Registration

11 — Unmetered Supplies

2 - Attributes

9 — Data Aggregator processes
Metered Data

10 — Meter read history

*This risk ID has been identified due to findings being raised at a party without the specific workpaper related to the risk ID being tested.

brackets)
2021/22
8(4)

7 (1)

6 (1)

4(0)

4(0)

3(1)

3(0)

2(0)

1 (0)

brackets)
2020/21
0(0)

11 (2)

3(2)

5 (0)

4 (1)

2 (0)

7(1)

3(0)

6 (2)

(by Role) with findings

2021/22

8 out of 9 NHHMOA
0 out of 5 HHMOA
0 out of 2 LDSO

3 out of 4 NHHDC
4 out of 35 Supplier

3 out of 5 HHMOA
1 out of 6 LDSO
2 out of 0 Supplier*

1 out of 0 NHHDC*
3 out of 37 Supplier

0 out of 3 SMRA
3 out of 39 Suppliers

2 out of 5 UMSO
0 out of 8 HHDC
0 out of 2 MA

0 out of 3 NHHDC

3 out of 37 Supplier
0 out of 3 SMRA

2 out of 6 NHHDA
0 out of 5 HHDA

1 out of 11 NHHDC
0 out of 8 HHDC

2020/21

0 out of 7 HHDC

0 out of 12 HHMOA
0 out of 12 NHHDC
0 out of 1 NHHMOA

3 out of 12 NHHDC
7 out of 45 Supplier

2 out of 12 HHMOA
1 out of 0 Suppliers*
0 out of 9 LDSO

1 out of 0 NHHDC*
4 out of 45 Supplier

3 out of 45 Suppliers
0 out of 1 SMRA

2 out of 6 UMSO

0 out of 7 HHDC

0 out of 1 MA

0 out of 12 NHHDC

6 out of 45 Suppliers
0 out of 1 SMRA

1 out of 3 HHDA
1 out of 5 NHHDA

1 out of 7 HHDC
1 out of 12 NHHDC
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Appendix 3 - The BSC Audit Approach

The BSC Audit will be delivered in
two distinct streams of work:

Supplier and SVA Agents are
within the scope of a Process
Assessment engagement,
forming part of Elexon’s
Performance Assurance
Framework (PAF).

Elexon are responsible for the
scope of the detailed on site work
as well as the owner of the
conclusions reached on the
assessment. Testing at market

participants will be performedin a
similar way to previous years.
Elexon will issue a report
summarising the key findings,
which will be presented to The
Performance Assurance Board
(PAB) and The Panel.

Key Activities Performed in
SVA Market:

No ISAE (UK) 3000 Assurance Conclusion provided, Elexon
reports findings to the PAB and the BSC Panel;

Elexon’s owns scope of work and materiality;

Option to perform additional testing as deemed required
to cover emerging risks;

Continued amendments and improvements to the
Workpapers to align with the new Risks and focus on quality
and accuracy of data within flows as well as timeliness.

Increased risk based approach to scoping based on Elexon’s
Risk Evaluation Register and the six focus risks/ events;

KPMG deliver the fieldwork and produce the content for
the Elexon-owned Process Assessment Report delivered
to the PAB and the BSC Panel, including overview of key
findings and insights.

Process Assessment — SVA Market (BSC Parties and BSC Party Agents)

v

-« «—

T

i — T
Scope and procedures owner:

ELEXON
Assurance Conclusion (ISAE (UK) 3000) — CVA MOA and Central Systems

CVA MOA

Ongoing Activities Performed in Central Systems and

CDCA

CVA MOA Market (Separate Report):

Independent ISAE (UK) 3000
Assurance Conclusion and
reporting provided to the PAB and
the BSC Panel in a Central
Systems and CVA MOA BSC
Audit Report.

+ Central Systems and Central Volume Allocation Meter
Operator Agent (CVA MOA) are within the scope of an ISAE
(UK) 3000 Assurance Conclusion.

T
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Appendix 4 — Timeline

BSC audit approach 2021/22

» Audit fieldwork testing began in October
2021. Findings considered between 1 April
2021 and 31 March 2022. Any events

outside that period are not considered within 2021/22 BSC
our Report.
Audit Report 2021/22

 Findings of PAF techniques are used to Funding Shares
support and enhance our Process . Report
Assessment work (e.g. Technical Assurance 202_2/ 23 Audit
Agent). Entity

o ) ) Selection

» Audit findings (Settlement impacting Non-

Compliance) are graded as High, Medium or
Low_%roces)s |m§r0vement angd non- 2022/23 BSC Audit Planning 2022/23 Fieldwork

Settlement impacting non-compliance Audit Approach Memoranda Commences
findings are categorised as MLP. Document

 Entity Selection for the 2022/23 BSC Audit
will be finalised in May 2022, Audit Planning
Memorandums (APMs) will subsequently be
sent out earlier than in previous years.

Today Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb

2021-2022
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Appendix 5 — Glossary of Terms

Acronyms used in this document have the following meanings (as defined in the Balancing and Settlement Code), unless otherwise stated.

Acronym

Definition

Acronym

Definition

Acronym

Definition

Approach BSC Auditor’s Audit Approach for the year ended CVA MOA Central Volume Allocation Meter MTD Meter Technical Details

31 March 2022 Operator Agent
Audit Year Year ended 31 March 2022 DA Data Aggregator NHH Non-Half Hourly
AA Annualised Advance DC Data Collector PAB Performance Assurance Board
ADR Annual Demand Ratio DMA Deemed Meter Advance PAP Performance Assurance Party
BM Balancing Mechanism DTN Data Transfer Network PAT Performance Assurance Techniques
BMRA Balancing Mechanism Reporting Agent EAC Estimated Annual Consumption RER Elexon’s Risk Evaluation Register
BMU Balancing Mechanism Unit ECVAA Energy Contract Volume Aggregation Agent SAA Settlement Administration Agent
BSC Balancing & Settlement Code ELEXON Elexon Limited SoLR Supplier of Last Resort
BSCCo Balancing & Settlement Code Company FAA Funds Administration Agent SSM Statement of Significant Matters
BSCP Balancing & Settlement Code Procedure HH Half Hourly SMRS Supplier Meter Registration Service
CDCA Central Data Collection Agent LDSO Licensed Distribution System Operator SPM Supply Purchase Matrix
Central Systems  BSC Central Services LTV Long-Term Vacant SVA Supplier Volume Allocation
CoA Change of Agent MLP Management Letter Point SVAA Supplier Volume Allocation Agent
COP Code of Practice MOA Meter Operator Agent TAA Technical Assurance Agent
CoMC Change of Measurement Class MPAN Metering Point Administration Number TDC Trading Disputes Committee
CRA Central Registration Agent MPID Market Participant Identifier TWh TeraWatt Hour(s)
CVA Central Volume Allocation MSID Metering System Identifier UMSO Unmetered Supplies Operator
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