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Executive Summary 
The Performance Assurance Board (PAB) is required, by Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC) Section Z 8.1, to 

prepare an Annual Performance Assurance Report (APAR), which summarises: 

 Results from risk evaluation and risk assurance procedures focussing on the outcome of deployment of 

Performance Assurance Techniques (PATs); 

 The costs associated in delivering the Performance Assurance Framework (PAF);  

 Recommendations for modifying the PATs; and 

 The benefits of any modifications to PATs. 

Settlement Risks Performance Highlights 

We continue to deliver a more transparent risk based PAF, focusing on the key Settlement Risks affecting BSC 

Parties. The collaborative approach we employ with our customers to monitor performance assurance has resulted 

in good performance by BSC Parties and agents against the following top Settlement Risks (SR): 

 SR00741 - During the year, the non-half hourly market consistently achieved greater than 97% of its 

energy settling on actual data at the Final Reconciliation (RF) Run; 

 SR00722 - The erroneously large Estimated Annual Consumption/ Annualised Advance (EAC/AA) pre and 

post RF error remains well below the 165 GWh error thereshold. Pre RF gross error was 61GWH and 
post RF gross error 48GWh in March 2013; 

 SR00243 - Over the April 2012 to March 2013 period, the overall total number of missing non half hourly 

Meter Technical details (NHH MTDs) has declined by 43k, a 12% reduction on April 2012 figures.  NHH 
MTDs missing at Final Reconciliation Run (RF) has also declined, by 50K, a 21% reduction on April 2012 

figures.  However, the number of NHH MTDs missing between the registration date and RF has 

increased by 5%; and 

 SR00254 - Following some now resolved issues with data in March, April and May 2012, the number of 

Half Hourly Meter Technical Details missing at RF was 13% lower in March 2013 than in July 2012.  

                                                

1 The risk that Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) do not collect and/or enter valid Meter Readings resulting in old/default data entering 
Settlement. 
2 The risk that Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) process incorrect Meter Readings, resulting in erroneous data being entered into 
Settlement. 
3 The risk that Non Half Hourly Meter Operator Agents (NHHMOAs) do not provide Meter Technical Details (MTDs) to the correct Non Half 
Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) resulting in Meter readings being not collected. 
4 The risk that Half Hourly Meter Operator Agents (HHMOAs) do not provide Meter Technical Details (MTDs) to the correct Half Hourly  Data 
Collectors (HHDCs) resulting in Meter readings being not collected. 
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Deployment of PATs 

Error & Failure Resolution:  In 2012/13 the PAB applied the Error and Failure Resolution (EFR) process to 121 

BSC Audit issues and 44 non audit issues. 

14 PAPs were removed from the EFR process against top Settlement Risks due to performance improvement. 

Supplier Charges: The total uncapped Supplier Charges for 2012/13 was £9.4M and capped Supplier Charges 

was £2.7M, this is down from £14.6m and £3.1m respectively in 2011/12. 

BSC Audit: The BSC Audit findings didn’t exceed the BSC Audit materiality of 1.5 TWh and therefore it wasn’t 

qualified. There has been a reduction in the number of audit issues raised, in 2012/13, from 181 to 153. The 

severity of the audit issues has also decreased, there are fewer medium (117 in 2012, 92 in 2013) and higher (22 

in 2012, 15 in 2013) rated issues that were identified as part of the audit. We plan to work with PAB and the new 

BSC Auditor to review the number of open audit issues, the length they have been open as well as their severity, 

with the goal of closing minor audit issues and focusing on those that have a greater impact on Settlement. 

Technical Assurance of Metering: Our response to the Technical Assurance Agent annual report addresses 

issues encompassing commissioning, Settlement impacting non-compliances and the accuracy of MTDs. 

Technical Assurance of Performance Assurance Parties: The Technical Assurance checks we undertook 

identified that the fault investigation processes in its current form may not be fit for purpose. We recommended 

that a review group look for potential improvements. 

Bulk Change of Agent: There were no applications submitted for Bulk Change of Agent in 2012/13. 

Qualifications/Re-Qualifications: The PAB considered and approved 54 applications, 36 Qualifications and 18 

re-Qualifications.  

Trading Disputes: A total of 125 Trading Disputes were raised during 2012/13. The Trading Disputes Committee 

(TDC) heard 66 Trading Disputes during 2012/13 and upheld 64 with a materiality of ~£21M. The increase was 

largely due to a Licensed Distribution System Operator (LDSO) auditing all of its half hourly sites in two Grid Supply 

Point (GSP) Groups to confirm the sites were recording accurately. 

PAB Strategy and Future Considerations 

Throughout 2012/13 we undertook work related to the following PAB strategy work streams: Addressing the 

problems of commissioning of Metering Equipment processes, Supplier re-Qualification and Change of Supplier 

process. 
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A number of issues have arisen since then that we will be monitoring and reporting on as appropriate. These 

include Meter Technical Details, Central Volume Allocation Settlement Risk Controls, CP1388 ‘Meter Technical 

Details for Smart Meters’ and third party access to private networks. 

Financials  

The actual cost of delivering the PAF for 2012/13 was £3.1M against a forecast of £3.2M. We delivered an 

approximate under spend of £442k in contracted costs and an approximate under spend of £47k in operational 

costs. 

Modifications  

During 2012/13, the PAB did not recommend any changes to the BSC. In 2011/12 it recommended changes to the 

BSC to reinforce Metering Equipment commissioning processes, in the form of P283. The Modification places 

commissioning obligations on the Transmission Company and LDSOs because the Registrant and Meter Operator 

Agent are often not well placed to complete Metering Equipment commissioning. P283 was approved by Ofgem on 

31 July 2013. It is scheduled for implementation in November 2014. 
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Message from the PAB Chair 

The year 2012/13 has been another challenging year for ELEXON and its customers alike, with the economic 

pressures and the increasing workload from the Smart Metering programme, Electricity Market Reform and the 

Electricity Balancing Significant Code Review.  

It is particularly satisfying that having achieved 97% energy based on actual readings in the NHH market this 

target has been delivered throughout the year, although we have seen a reduction in performance 

The results reported in the TAA Annual Report and the BSC Auditors Annual Report reveal growing concerns over 

the quality of the commissioning process and meter installations. The BSC Panel, the PAB and ELEXON are working 

together to address these concerns. 

A significant Settlement Error occurred in the North West GSP Group as the result of a GSP Aggregation Rule not 

being amended when an offshore wind farm was connected to the Transmission System. Resolution began in 

March 2013 and will continue until July 2014. 

The ELEXON assurance team has been working hard to make it easier for our customers to engage with the PAF 

processes and we have seen engagement increase. I would encourage you to contact your Operation Support 

Manager (OSM) or one of the team if you have any questions or comments about the PAF or the Settlement Risks.  

We are happy to talk to you at any time.  

We appreciate the work that all Performance Assurance Parties (PAPs) have put into resolving issues to make 

2012/13 another successful year. Thank you for all your efforts. 
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Intellectual Property Rights, Copyright and Disclaimer 

The copyright and other intellectual property rights in this document are vested in ELEXON or appear with the consent of the copyright owner. These materials are 

made available for you for the purposes of your participation in the electricity industry. If you have an interest in the electricity industry, you may view, download, 

copy, distribute, modify, transmit, publish, sell or create derivative works (in whatever format) from this document or in other cases use for personal academic or 

other non-commercial purposes. All copyright and other proprietary notices contained in the document must be retained on any copy you make. 

All other rights of the copyright owner not expressly dealt with above are reserved. 

No representation, warranty or guarantee is made that the information in this document is accurate or complete. While care is taken in the collection and provision 

of this information, ELEXON Limited shall not be liable for any errors, omissions, misstatements or mistakes in any information or damages resulting from the use of 

this information or action taken in reliance on it. 
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1 Introduction  

Scope 

The Performance Assurance Board (PAB) is required, as per Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC) Section Z 8.1, to 

prepare an Annual Performance Assurance Report (APAR), which summarises: 

 Results from risk evaluation and risk assurance procedures focussing on the outcome of the deployment 

of Performance Assurance Techniques (PATs); 

 The costs for ELEXON in implementing the PATs and a comparison against the estimated cost in the Risk 

Operating Plan (ROP) for the previous year, accounting for the discrepancies; 

 Recommendations for modifying the PATs or establishing new PATs; and 

 The benefits and cost savings of any modification to the PATs. 

 

Structure of the Annual Performance Assurance Report  

We’ve structured this APAR for the 2012/13 Performance Assurance Operating Period 5 (PAOP5) as follows: 

 A summary of the risk identification/evaluation processes we follow; 

 Industry/participants’ performance against the top Settlement Risks; 

 A review of the deployment of PATs, including our response to the Technical Assurance Agent’s (TAA) 

report and the BSC Auditor’s report; 

 The cost of delivering PATs; and 

 The PAB Strategy and Future Considerations. 

 

2 Settlement Risks  

Risk Identification & Evaluation  

Section Z Para 5 of the Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC) sets out the requirements for the delivery of the 

Performance Assurance procedures, which includes the Risk Evaluation Methodology (REM), Risk Evaluation 

Register (RER), Risk Operating Plan (ROP) and Risk Management Plan (RMP).  

The REM describes how the Performance Assurance Board (PAB): 

 Identifies Settlement Risks; 

 Evaluates Settlement Risks; and 
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 Assesses the materiality of Settlement Risks. 

The RER applies the principles of the REM to identify and evaluate Settlement Risks. It sets out the Settlement 

Risks, and the significance of each risk on Settlement in relation to a specific Performance Assurance Operating 

Period (PAOP - equivalent to the BSC year, 1 April – 31 March). 

Through industry consultation, we identified and assessed the materiality of 134 Supplier Volume Allocation (SVA) 

and 51 Central Volume Allocation (CVA) Settlement Risks.  

Risk Significance Thresholds 

The Settlement Risk thresholds represent the PAB and industry’s risk appetite. 

The thresholds for SVA risks are: 

 Net significance below four – low;  

 Net significance four to 11 – medium; and 

 Net significance 12 and above - high. 

There are currently 39 SVA risks with a net significance below 4; 85 with a net significance of 4 to 11 and 10 with 

a net significance of 12 or more.  

The next section provides a high-level overview of performance against the top SVA Settlement Risks (those risks 

with a net significance of 12 and above) over the year. A table showing the top SVA Settlement Risks is included in 

Appendix 1. 

Top Supplier Volume Allocation Settlement Risks 2012/13 Performance 

The PAB monitors industry and participant performance against top Settlement Risks on a monthly basis in the 

Settlement Risk Report (SRR), where data is available. We assign a risk rating (Business Unit Settlement Risk 

Rating – BUSRR) to the relevant participants. The BUSRRs have been developed to determine the extent to which 

a BU’s performance effects Settlement. Industry performance against the top Settlement Risks in 2012/13 is shown 

below. The risks are discussed in descending order of significance. 
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SR0022: The risk that Half Hourly Data Collectors (HHDCs) do not use the correct Meter Technical Details (MTDs) 

resulting in Meter readings being misinterpreted or not collected (net significance 20) 

This risk is centred on the quality of the HH MTDs that have been submitted by Half Hourly Meter Operator Agents 

(HHMOAs), based on any that have needed to be re-sent with updated information in the key fields5. 

PARMS6 Serial HM13 measures how many times the HH MTDs7 were re-sent with the same Metering System 

effective from date where there has been a change in a key field of the HH MTDs. 

Throughout the reporting period the data shows a slight increase the percentage of HH MTDs re-submitted - from 

4.8% in April 2012 to 5.2% in March 2013 (which equates to an annual average for the period of 4%).   

 

 

 

 

  

                                                

5 Key fields include: outstation ID; Meter ID; outstation number of channels; measurement quantity ID; Meter multiplier; pulse multiplier; CT 
and/or VT ratios; and access to ME at password level 3 (see BSCP514, Appendix 8.2). 
6 Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System. 
7 D0286 flow. 

0.0%

1.0%

2.0%

3.0%

4.0%

5.0%

6.0%

0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

6000

7000

8000

Apr-12 May-12 Jun-12 Jul-12 Aug-12 Sep-12 Oct-12 Nov-12 Dec-12 Jan-13 Feb-13 Mar-13

Reporting period 

Half Hourly Meter Technical Details (D0268s) re-submitted 

Total D0268s received % D0268s re-submitted
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http://www.elexon.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/bscp514_v25.0.pdf
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SR0072: The risk that Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) process incorrect Meter Readings, resulting in 

erroneous data being entered into Settlement (net significance 16) 

   

Chart 2 & 3: SR0072 Gross error since 2007 and for 2012/13 (Source: Material Error Monitoring Data) 

The chart above left, shows how gross error has reduced since 2007. Between March 2007 and March 2013 pre 

Final Reconciliation (RF) error has declined by 78%. Post RF error for the same period has declined by 76%.  

Throughout 2012/13 both pre and post RF gross error remained well below the 165 GWh error threshold at 61 

MWh and 48 MWh respectively. 

SR0073: The risk that stolen energy notified by Revenue Protection units is not used in calculations by Suppliers 

and Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) resulting in inaccurate data being entered into Settlement (net 

significance 15)  

No regular data is available to monitor either the extent of this risk or those parties who are contributing most. 

A Code of Practice is being developed by a Distribution Connection and Use of System Agreement (DCUSA) 

Working Group and, subject to approval, will be introduced in November 2013. This document will tighten up the 

reporting procedures for revenue protection businesses, meaning it would be possible to gather a more accurate 

picture of the amount of stolen units identified. Once the DCUSA Code of Practice is in place and any modifications 

to the BSC are progressed we will review and identify any areas concerning revenue protection that need further 

work.  

Ofgem recently (3 July 2013) put forward proposals for new rules requiring suppliers to clamp down on electricity 

theft. Ofgem is proposing new rules that would require Suppliers to detect, investigate and prevent electricity theft. 

These rules will be enforceable, meaning suppliers could face fines if they break them. Ofgem anticipates having 
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the licence condition in place for suppliers to detect, investigate and prevent theft by early 2014 and is proposing 

that a theft risk assessment service will be up and running in the first quarter of 2015.  

We will continue to monitor these developments and consider any impacts on SR0073. 

SR0074: The risk that Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) do not collect and/or enter valid Meter Readings 

resulting in old/default data entering Settlement (net significance 15) 

 

 

 

Industry performance has shown a continual decrease in NHH Settlement to Annualised Advances (AAs) at RF for 

the Settlement dates crystallising during 2012/13. The percentage of energy settled on AAs dropped by 0.37% 

from 97.53% on 15 January 2011 to 97.15 on 15 March 2012. The PAB and ELEXON continue to monitor non half 

hourly performance and have implemented new Business Unit Settlement Risk Rating (BUSRR) criteria to more 

accurately reflect performance against this Settlement Risk.   
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SR0024: The risk that Non Half Hourly Meter Operator Agents (NHHMOAs) do not provide Meter Technical Details 

(MTDs) to the correct Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) resulting in Meter readings being not collected 

(net significance 12) 

This risk focuses on the NHHMOAs sending MTDs following a Change of Agent, or Supplier with a concurrent 

Change of Agent. We use PARMS8 Serial NM12 (Missing NHH MTDs) to measure this. NHH MTDs are considered 

missing when a D01559 or D014810 flow has been received but no associated NHH MTDs11 have been received. 

Between April 2012 and March 2013 the total number of missing NHH MTDs declined by 12% (43k) from April 

2012 figures. The number of NHH MTDs missing at Final Reconciliation Run (RF) has also declined by 21% (50K).    

However, the number of NHH MTDs missing between the registration date and RF has increased by 5%.  Despite 

the improvement we continue to work with Suppliers and agents to resolve why MTDs are still missing particularly 

after the RF Run.  

 

  

                                                         

  

                                                

8 Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System. 
9 Notification of Meter Operator or Data Collector Appointment and Terms. 
10 Notification of Change to Other Parties. 
11 D0150 flow. 
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SR0025: The risk that Half Hourly Meter Operator Agents (HHMOAs) do not provide Meter Technical Details 

(MTDs) to the correct Half Hourly Data Collectors (HHDCs) resulting in Meter readings being not collected (net 

significance 12) 

This risk focuses on the HHMOAs sending MTDs following a Change of Agent, or Supplier with a concurrent Change 

of Agent. We use PARMS Serial HM12 (Missing HH MTDs) to measure this. HH MTDs are considered missing when 

a D015512 or D014813 flow has been received but no associated HH MTDs14 have been received. 

 

 

 

 
The data for April, May andJune reflects some reporting issues which have since been resolved.. Since then the 

number of D0268s missing after RF declined from 7510 in July 2012 to 6504 in March 2013, a 13% reduction. 

Change of Agent activity heavily influences performance under this Serial.  

  

                                                

12 Notification of Meter Operator or Data Collector Appointment and Terms. 
13 Notification of Change to Other Parties. 
14 D0268 flow. 
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SR0028: The risk that Half Hourly Meter Operator Agents (HHMOAs) make changes to the Metering System and 

do not inform the Half Hourly Data Collectors (HHDCs) resulting in Meter readings being misinterpreted or not 

collected (net significance 12) 

The Technical Assurance of Metering technique requires the Technical Assurance Agent (TAA) to undertake 

inspection visits to Half Hourly Metering Systems. Any non-compliances are recorded including MTD non 

compliances. We monitor the MTD non compliances on a monthly basis to measure SR0028.  

 

Types of MTD Non Compliances: 

Category 1 non-compliances are deemed to be currently affecting the quality of data for Settlement purposes; 

Category 2 non-compliances are deemed to have the potential to affect the quality of data for Settlement purposes 

(but not currently affecting it)  

The TAA identifies MTD non-Compliances using the following codes: 

1.01: Incorrect Standing Data held by DC (MTDs); 

2.01: Incorrect Standing Data held by MOA (MTDs); 

2.02: MTDs do not match (On site & Meter Inspector) after Meter Exchange; and 

2.03: MTDs not provided.  
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The TAA has stated that the health of the market is not improving which is demonstrated in the chart above. 

Category 2.01 and 2.02 non-compliances have increased the most. Category 2.01 non-compliances increased from 

9 in Q2 2011 to 19 in Q1 2013 while category 2.02 non-compliances increased from 21 to 34. The number of 

inspections undertaken in both quarters was similar. The on a more positive note only three Cat 1.01 non-

compliances were identified between Q2 2011 and Q1 2013. 

This continues to be a high risk area as any errors or inconsistencies with MTDs could have an impact on the 

accuracy of half hourly Settlement. We continue to manage these issues through the normal Performance 

Assurance Framework process and are examining further ways to address problems through the workstreams15 

identified in section 6, PAB Strategy and Future Considerations. 

 

SR0111: The risk that Non Half Hourly Metering Systems are tampered with resulting in under-accounting of 

energy in Settlement (net significance 12) 

No regular data extract is available to monitor either the extent of this risk or those parties who contribute to the 

risk.  

 

SR00112: The risk that Half Hourly Data Collectors use data from faulty Metering Systems resulting in incorrect 

data entering into Settlement (net significance 12).  

No regular data extract is available to monitor either the extent of this risk or those parties who contribute to the 

risk. 

 

SR00116: The risk that Half Hourly Import/Export Metering Systems are incorrectly installed/configured resulting 

in inaccurate data entering Settlement (net significance 12). 

No regular data extract is available to monitor either the extent of this risk or those parties who contribute to the 

risk. 

 

  

                                                

15 Addressing the Problems of Commissioning of Meter Equipment Processes and Meter Technical Details. 
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Overall Performance of Supplier Volume Allocation Settlement Risks  

Each month in the Settlement Risk Report, we calculate an overall risk rating (BUSRR) for each active Supplier ID. 

The BUSRR determines the extent to which the performance of a Business Unit (BU) affects Settlement Risks. 

 

 

  

Throughout 2012/13 the number of red BUSRRs remained fairly stable (ranging between 0-4). The number of 

amber BUSRRs declined between April 2012 and March 2013, down from 18 to 14 and green BUSSRs increased 

from 26 to 30. 

Central Volume Allocation & Lower Level Settlement risk 

The 51 CVA risks are monitored through the Performance Assurance Techniques - the BSC Audit, Qualification and 

the Technical Assurance of Metering.  

There are 85 SVA lower level Settlement Risks (those with a net significance between 4 and 11), which the PAB 

reviews on a less frequent basis than the top Settlement Risks. The PAB monitors the following areas at a market 

level on a monthly basis through the SRR16.  

  

                                                

16 The Settlement Risk Report illustrates market trends and industry performance subject to the availability of data and is presented to the 
Performance Assurance Board on a monthly basis. 
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Initial Reconciliation, Half Hourly Performance 

Settling half hourly energy on actual Meter Readings helps to ensure that the amount of estimated or default data 

submitted for Settlement is reduced.  

Industry has performed consistently above the 99% standard set for Settling on actual Meter Readings for Initial 

Reconciliation (SF) in the half hourly market. We noted a slight dip of performance for some Settlement dates in 

April, May and December (33 days in total which equates to the threshold not being met approximately 10% of the 

time). We continue to monitor and report to PAB on the performance of Half Hourly Suppliers. Consistent under-

performance is subject to remedial PATs. During 2012/13 there were no PAPs subjected to a remedial PAT for 

SR0081/89. 
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Chart 9 & 10: SR0081/89 Percentage of Half Hourly Energy Settled on Actual Meter Readings at Initial Reconciliation (Source: PARMS 
Serial SP08b) 
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Appointments & Notification Risks 

BSCP514 ‘SVA Meter Operations for Metering Systems Registered in SMRS17’ requires Suppliers to notify Meter 

Operator Agents (MOAs) of a change of Data Collector (DC) to allow the MOA to send the Meter Technical Details 

(MTDs) to the correct DC. Similarly the Supplier is required via BSCP502 ‘Half Hourly Data Collection for SVA 

Metering Systems registered in SMRS’ and BSCP504 ‘Non Half Hourly Data Collection for SVA Metering Systems 

registered in SMRS’ to notify DCs of a change in MOA.  

If Suppliers do not appoint agents in a timely manner there is a risk that Meter readings will not be collected 

and/or default data will be entered into Settlement. Once an agent has been appointed, if Suppliers do not notify 

associated agents of the change of DC or MOA there is a risk that MTDs will be missing, rejected or misinterpreted.  

A combination of poor Supplier processes and increased Change of Supply/agent activity can affect performance.  

We use data18 provided by the relevant agents and Parties to monitor compliance with BSCP514 and 502 and 

measure any impact on Settlement.  We then work with appropriate Parties to resolve issues associated with these 

risks. 

What we monitor: 

 Total number of notifications/MTDs received late/missing; 

 The number of notifications/MTDs received late/missing before the Initial Settlement (SF) Run i.e. no 

impact on Settlement; 

 The number of notifications/MTDs received late/missing after SF but before Final Reconciliation (RF) Run 

i.e. correctable impact on Settlement but potential for impact on SP0819 performance; and 

 The number of notifications/MTDs received late/missing after RF i.e. data correctable only via a Trading 

Dispute. 

  

                                                

17 Supplier Meter Registration Service. 
18 Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System Serials (PARMS Serials). 
19 Energy and Metering System Identifier settled on Actual Data/Annualised Advances.   
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Timely Appointment of Agents (SP11) 

We use SP11 to monitor the ability of Suppliers to submit notification of appointment to agents (D0155) prior to 

the effective from date of the appointment following either a Change of Supplier or a Change of Agent. The table 

below shows overall Supplier performance as reported by DCs and MOAs for 2012/13. 

Sent from  Total D0155s 
received in the 
reporting 
period20 

D0155s  
received on 
time 

D0155s 
received before 
SF 

D0155s 
received after 
SF but before 
RF 

D0155s 
received after 
RF 

HHDC Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

45,324 

3,777 

1,745 

7,987 

38,147 (84%) 

3,179 

1,320  

7,569  

6,379 (14%) 

532  

228  

1,317  

708 (2%) 

59  

38  

103  

90 (0.2%) 

8  

2  

18  

HHMOA Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

47,035 

3,920 

1,666 

10,745 

25,609 (54%) 

2,137  

935  

6,048 

15,431 (33%) 

1,286  

388  

9,022  

1,694 (4%) 

141  

38  

374  

4,265 (9%) 

355  

178  

706  

NHHDC Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

6,764,060  

563,672 

277,569 

1,6744,33 

5,931,942 (88%) 

494,329  

206,844  

1,604,883 

816,911 (12%) 

68,076  

59,282  

77,619  

7,233 (0.1%) 

603  

333  

1,668  

7,974 (0.1%) 

665  

186  

3,826  

NHHMOA Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

5,487,751 

457,313 

307,961 

715,680 

5,057,046 (92%) 

421,421  

279,333  

660,847  

383,489 (7%) 

31,957  

19,848  

52,591  

17,078 (0.3%) 

1,423  

606  

3,839  

30,138 (1%) 

2,512  

458  

5,161  

 

The data indicates: 

 HHMOAs changed more frequently than HHDCs; the converse being true of NHHMOAs and NHHDCs; 

 HHMOAs received 25,609 or 54% of D0155s on time whereas NHHMOAs receive 5,057,046 or 92% of 

D0155s on time;  

 NHHDCs received 5,931,942 or 88% of D0155s on time and HHDCs 38,147 or 84% of the time;  

 NHHDCs received 7,974 or 0.1% of D0155s after RF while HHDC’s received just 90 or 0.2% of D0155s 

after RF; and  

 HHMOAs receive 4,265 or 9% of D155s after RF while NHH MOAs received 30,138 or 1% of D0155s 

after RF.  

                                                

20 A reporting period is one calendar month. 

Table 1: Timely Appointment of Agents (Source: PARMS Serial SP11) 
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Missing Appointments of Agents (SP15) 

We use SP15 to monitor the ability of Suppliers to inform DCs and MOAs of changes to the hub composition.  

 

The Supplier receives acceptance of appointment from agents and issues a D0148 (Notification of Change to other 

parties) confirming appointment to DCs and MOAs.  

 

The Supplier then notifies the relevant agents of their appointment with a given effective from date (D0155). The 

number of D0148s should therefore match the number of D0155s received (i.e. none should be missing).   

 

The table below indicates that the total number of missing D0148s is relatively small however the breakdown 

across Settlement Runs shows the impact of the missing D0148s. The data is provided by DCs and MOAs and 

reports on the performance of Suppliers for 2012/13.  

Please note that the NHHDC and NHHMOA data was incorrectly reported against the standard by two Parties (which accounts for distorted the 

figures shown below). Reporting has since been amended. We have therefore only commented on the HH data. 
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Sent from  Unique 
registrations 
(D0155s)  
received21  

Total D0148s 
missing  

D0148s 
missing 
before SF* 

D0148s 
missing after 
SF, before RF* 

D0148s 
missing after 
RF* 

HHDC Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

2,013,861 

167,822  

159,280 

181,656 

6,767 (0.3%) 

564  

485  

780  

987 (15%) 

82 

41 

164  

4,470 (66%) 

373 

300  

545  

1,310 (19%) 

109  

82 

140  

HHMOA Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

2,083,582 

173,632 

149,971 

186,026 

20,746 (1%) 

1,729  

1,457  

2,232  

2,222 (11%) 

185 

46 

751  

9,193 (44%) 

766 

613 

932  

9,331 (45%) 

778  

766  

791  

NHHDC Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

404,287,090 

33,690,591 

29,389,419 

35,684,137 

633,529 (0.2%) 

52,794  

33,530  

93,069  

45,040 (7%) 

3,753 

1,898  

6,864  

364,713 (58%) 

30,393 

11,088 

79,041  

223,776 (35%) 

18,648 

11,787 

22,237 

NHHMOA Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

405,971,314 

33,830,943 

33,220,748 

35,020,998 

7,630,336 (2%) 

635,861 

606,276 

667,671 

26,209 (0.3%) 

2,184 

1,116 

3,591 

226,790 (3%) 

18,899 

13,945 

33,696 

7,377,337(97%) 

614,778 

590,251 

642,463 

* These figures show the D0148s missing at various reported Settlement Runs i.e. before SF, after SF but before RF and after RF as a 
percentage of the total number of missing D0148s. 

 

 

The data indicates: 

 Missing D0148s accounted for 0.3% (or 6,767 for HHDCs) and 1% (or 20,746 for HHMOAs) of the total 

number of unique registrations received. HHDCs had fewer MTDs missing than HHMOAs; and 

 Of the total number of missing D0148s, HHDCs were missing 19% or 1,310 after RF while HHMOAs 

were missing 45% after RF.  

  

                                                

21 Number of unique registrations received in the market place. 

Table 2: Missing Appointment of Agents (Source: PARMS Serial SP15) 
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Timely Sending of MTDs to DCs (NM/HM11) 

We use NM/HM11 to monitor MOAs sending MTDs to DCs (as reported by DCs) following a change to or of the 

Metering System. The table below shows MOA performance in 2012/13. 

Sent from  Total MTDs 
received in 
reporting 
period22 

MTDs  received 
on time  

MTDs received 
before SF 

MTDs received 
after SF but 
before RF 

MTDs received 
after RF 

NHHMOA Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

6,120,629 

510,052 

241,279 

1,391,735 

3,565,633 (58%) 

297,136 

71,496 

1,153,921 

1,961,712 (32%) 

163,476 

93,817 

529,747 

348,776 (6%) 

29,065 

10,236 

47,413 

244,508 (4%) 

20,376 

8,403 

42,181 

HHMOA Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

59,485 

4,957 

3,465 

6,705 

53,355 (90%) 

4,446 

2,913 

6,251 

3,514 (6%) 

293 

185 

464 

1,160 (2%) 

97 

55 

174 

1,456 (2%) 

121 

20 

466 

  

 

The 2012/13 data indicates: 

 HHMOAs sent MTDs on time (90% or 53,355 of the time) compared to NHHMOAs (58% or 3,565,633 of 

the time); and 

 NHHMOAs received more MTDs after RF (4% or 244,508) than HHMOAs (2% or 1,456). 

Missing MTDs via NM/HM12 (also reported on in Top Settlement Risks section). 

We use NM/HM12 to monitor the performance of MOAs sending MTDs following a Change of Agent or Supplier. 

The data is comprised of MTDs sent by MOAs to DCs as well as the incumbent MOA sending MTDs to new MOAs. 

The number of unique registrations should therefore match the number of MTDs received (i.e. none should be 

missing).   

 

The table below indicates that the total number of missing MTDs is relatively small however the breakdown across 

Settlement Runs shows the impact of the missing MTDs. The data is provided by new MOAs and reports on the 

performance of the old MOA in 2013/13.  

Please note that the NHHMOA data was incorrectly reported against the standard by two Parties (which accounts for distorted the figures 

shown below). Reporting has since been amended. We have therefore only commented on the HH data. 

                                                

22 A reporting period is one calendar month. 

Table 3: Timely Sending of MTDs (Source: PARMS Serials HM/NM11) 
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Sent from  Total number 
of unique 
registrations 
received  

Total MTDs 
missing 

MTDs missing 
before SF* 

MTDs missing 
after SF but 
before RF* 

MTDs missing 
after RF* 

NHHMOA Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

658,761,102 

54,896,759 

50,838,903 

58,517,103 

3,833,145 (0.6%) 

319,429 

296,560 

366,712 

341,603 (9%) 

28,467 

17,358 

42,678 

1,137,575 (30%) 

94,798 

87,201 

106,356 

2,353,967 (61%) 

196,164 

184,889 

239,428 

HHMOA Total 

Average 

Minimum 

Maximum 

3,226,291 

268,858 

246,169 

284,442 

182,123 (6%) 

15,177 

12,288 

21,962 

6,008 (3%) 

501 

242 

805 

93,411 (51%) 

7784 

5,747 

12,611 

82,704 (45%) 

6,892 

6,012 

9,027 

* These figures show the MTDs missing at various reported Settlement Runs i.e. before SF, after SF but before RF and after RF as a 
percentage of the total number of missing MTDs. 

 

 

The data above indicates that: 

 HHMOAs were missing a total of 6% or 182,123 MTDs in 2012/13; and  

 After RF – HHMOAs were missing 45% or 82,704 MTDs.  

  

Table 4: Missing MTDs (Source: PARMS Serials HM/NM12) 
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3  Deployment of Performance Assurance Techniques 2012/13 

The Performance Assurance Techniques  

There are currently 16 Performance Assurance Techniques (PATs), which fall into four categories. Appendix 2 

shows further information. This section summarises the outcome of deployment of PATs and our responses to the 

BSC Auditor and Technical Assurance Agent (TAA) annual reports. 

 

       

Error & Failure Resolution  

Error and Failure Resolution (EFR) is a remedial PAT. It provides assurance that Performance Assurance Parties 

(PAPs) understand and address issues identified by other techniques in a timely manner.  

In 2012/13 the Performance Assurance Board (PAB) applied the EFR process to 121 BSC Audit issues and 44 non 

audit issues. 

Of the non-audit issues, EFR was applied to 26 issues for PAPs to address top Settlement Risks.  

Over the course of the year, the PAB removed 14 PAPs from the EFR process against top Settlement Risks due to 

performance improvements. 

There were 16 instances where PAPs were placed into the EFR process to rectify failures identified during Technical 

Assurance Checks. Of these 16 instances, 14 have now been resolved and two are on-going. 

Performance 
Assurance 
Techniques 

Preventative 

(Limits the 
possiblity of 
undesirable 
outcomes) 

Detective 

(Identifies 
undesirable 

outcomes upon 
occurrence) 

Remedial 

(Corrects/Limits 
undesirable 

outcomes upon 
occurance) 

Incentive 

(Motivating 
action to 
minimise 

undesirable 
outcomes) 
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At the end of the 2012/13 BSC Audit, the BSC Auditor closed 55 BSC Audit issues against PAPs that had been in 

the EFR process. 

 

Chart 11: PAPs in EFR for top SVA Settlement Risks in 2012/13 

 

Supplier Charges 

The PAB increased the National Monthly Cap figure in line with the increase in Retail Price Index (RPI), in 

accordance with the BSC. It also increased the Individual Supplier Serial Charges by the same factor. 

The total Uncapped Supplier Charges for 2012/2013 was £9,382,434. The total Capped Supplier Charges for the 

year were £2,720,843. 

Bulk Change of Agent  

There were no applications submitted for Bulk Change of Agent between April 2012 and March 2013.  

Trading Disputes 

The Trading Disputes Committee (TDC) saw increased activity this year, with Parties raising 125 disputes 

compared to 76 in 2011/12. The TDC upheld 64 disputes, with an estimated materiality of £21.3million. A further 

24 disputes were closed by ELEXON over the year. Of those heard by TDC, 53% involved measurement 

transformer ratio mismatches.  

The overall increase was largely due to the auditing project carried out by one particular Licensed Distribution 

System Operator (LDSO) of its half hourly sites in 2 Grid Supply Points (GSP) Groups to confirm the Metering 

Systems were recording accurately. As a result, it raised 102 Trading Disputes to correct errors identified.  

A Settlement Error was identified in the North West GSP as a result of an Aggregation Rule not being amended 

when a wind farm was connected to the Transmission System. This resulted in an estimated error of around £55 
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million. The TDC upheld the pre–OFTO error in December 2012 and a portion of the post-OFTO error in June 2013. 

The balance of the post-OFTO error is being resolved through the normal Aggregation Runs. Resolution runs from 

March 2013 to July 2014. 

The TDC approved the methodology to resolve one Trading Dispute by applying Extra Settlement Determination. 

No GSP Groups exited or entered the post final Settlement Runs for large Estimated Annual 

Consumption/Annualised Advances (EAC/AAs).  However the TDC did determine the scheduled exits for 5 GSP 

Groups at the February 2013 meeting. 

Qualification & Re-Qualification 

Supplier Volume Allocation Qualification & re-Qualification are techniques to ensure that new entrants to the 

market are compliant with the BSC arrangements or existing agents remain compliant when making major 

changes. During 2012/2013, the PAB considered and approved 54 applications. 

Role Qual 2012/13 Re-Qual 2012/13 

Non Half Hourly Data Aggregator (NHHDA) 0 2 

Non Half Hourly Data Collector (NHHDC) 0 5 

Half Hourly Data Aggregator (HHDA) 1 2 

Half Hourly Data Collector (HHDC) 1 2 

SMRA 0 0 

Half Hourly Meter Operator Agent (HHMOA) 1 2 

Non Half Hourly Meter Operator Agent (NHHMOA) 1 5 

Central Volume Allocation Meter Operator Agent  (CVAMOA) 0 0 

Meter Administrator (MA) 1 0 

Supplier 31 0 

Unmetered Supplies Operator (UMSO) 0 0 

Total 36 18 

 

  

Table 5: Qual. /re-Qual. approved in 2012/13 
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Performance Monitoring 

Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System  

The new Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System (PARMS) Serials (provided in the table below) 

were implemented in July 2011. Since then we have seen increased interaction between Suppliers and Supplier 

Agents. Following implementation we identified some performance and reporting issues against the associated 

Settlement Risks. We investigated these issues and where appropriate conducted site visits to review operations 

which have resulted in process improvements. CP1387 ‘Clarifications to BSCP533 ‘PARMS Data provision, Reporting 

and Publication of Peer Comparison Data’ and appendices’ was raised and subsequently approved for 

implementation in November 2013. We will be conducting a PARMS drill down Technical Assurance of Performance 

Assurance Parties check to ensure all parties are reporting accurately going forward. 

To date no parties have been subject to EFR against the top Settlement Risks which are reported by the PARMS 

Serials.  

Serial Title 

SP11 Timely Appointment of Agents 

SP12 Timely Notification of Changes of the Data Aggregator via D0148 

SP13 Timely Notification of Changes of the Meter Operator Agent via D0148 

SP14 Timely Notification of Changes of the Data Collector via D0148 

SP15 Missing Appointments of Agents 

HM11 Timely Sending of HH MTDs to HHDCs 

HM12 Missing HH MTDs 

HM13 Quality of HH MTDs 

HM14 Timely HH Meter Investigation Requests 

NM11 Timely Sending of NHH MTDs to NHHDCs 

NM12 Missing NHH MTDs 

NC11 Missing NHH Meter Reads & History from Old NHHDC to New NHHDC 

 

 

 

Table 6: New PARMS Serial implemented July 2011 
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ELEXON’s Response to the Auditor’s Annual Report 

The Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC) Auditors annual report (available on the ELEXON website) confirmed 

that the BSC Audit findings did not exceed the BSC Audit Materiality Threshold of 1.5 TWh23. Therefore the audit 

was not qualified. The report details the BSC Auditor’s opinion for the period and is accompanied by their 

Statement of Significant Matters.  

We are very pleased with the overall improvement, noting that there has been a decrease in the number of audit 

issues raised, from 181 to 15324. The severity of the audit issues has also decreased, there are fewer medium (117 

in 2012, 92 in 2013) and higher (22 in 2012, 15 in 2013) rated issues that were identified as part of the audit. We 

plan to work with PAB and the new BSC Auditor to review the number of open audit issues, the length they been 

open as well as their severity, with the goal of closing minor audit issues and focusing on those that have a greater 

impact on settlement. 

There are a number of recommendations relating to significant issues within the audit report.  This section 

describes how we are addressing those issues.  

Erroneous Values of Estimated Annual Consumption and Annualised Advances  

The audit report noted that a number of Metering Systems had been identified with EAC/AAs values that are in 

excess of reasonable or expected levels. It did note that there has been improvement in the level of the issue and 

the number of Suppliers that are impacted.  

Actions to be taken  

The PAB and ELEXON, as part of its strategy will continue to focus on this issue working towards a better 

understanding of root causes, assessing where the BSC requirements can be improved and continuing to support 

PAPs.  

ELEXON is working with PAPs, to assess the level of potential error below the current reporting thresholds. The 

TDC and PAB are working in conjunction to facilitate Trading Disputes Exit for Grid Supply Point Groups and to 

maintain an on-going monitoring process.  

Non-Half-Hourly Data Aggregator D0095 Exception Report 

The audit report noted that although Suppliers do have processes and procedures in place to review the D0095 

exception reports, the majority have either a backlog of exceptions awaiting review or they do not review all 

exception codes on the report.  

                                                

23 The BSC Audit Materiality threshold was maintained as 1.5TWh and agreed in the BSC 2012/13 Scope.  
24 For the roles audited in both the 2011/2012 and 2012/2013 Audits. 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/reference/market-compliance/performance-assurance/performance-assurance-reports/?utm_source=Newscast&utm_campaign=8bbf58bdf2-Newscast_Issue_455_Staff_17_6_2013&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_a451cd09d2-8bbf58bdf2-393697273
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Actions to be taken  

ELEXON will work with individual Suppliers to develop an understanding of the underlying issues related to these 

codes.  

Non-Half-Hourly Standing Data Flow and Meter Reading Backlog 

The audit report shows that Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) have made significant progress in 

understanding the underlying causes and addressing the level of backlogged standing data flows and Meter 

readings.  

Actions to be taken  

ELEXON will identify where significant change is due to occur and provide assistance and support where needed. 

D0023 Exception Report 

It was highlighted in the audit report for the year ended 31 March 2011 that there was a difference between the 

D0023s reported by Non Half Hourly Data Aggregators (NHHDAs) and the D0023s that NHHDCs believe they can 

action. This appears to be impacted by the change of NHHDC and/or change of NHHDA activity.  

Actions to be taken  

CP1376 ‘Issues with Reporting Failed Instructions (D0023) Flows’ was implemented in the June 2013 release. 

CP1376 facilitates improved D0023 reporting from the NHHDA software, more accurate reporting of material 

exceptions and requires lower risk exceptions to be reported on separately. 

Energisation Status not Confirmed to Data Collectors 

It was identified in the audit report that the energisation status of Metering Systems is either not processed in a 

timely manner or not confirmed to Data Collectors (DCs) in all required circumstances. The auditor noted that this 

may lead to inappropriate estimation or consumption missing from Settlement. 

Actions to be taken  

ELEXON and the PAB work with Suppliers and their agents, focusing on identifying the root causes and resolving 

these issues. 

Metering System Faults not Resolved in a Timely Manner 

The BSC Auditor has continued to identify that not all Meter Operator Agents (MOAs) are resolving Metering 

System faults or sending the correct flows to the related parties on a timely basis and/or there continues to be a 

backlog in outstanding faults requiring resolution. The report highlighted that the unresolved faults may lead to an 

increased level of estimation and/or the recording of inaccurate consumption data in Settlement. 
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Actions to be taken  

The BSC Auditor recommended that ELEXON and the PAB work with Suppliers and their agents, focusing on 

identifying the root causes and resolving these issues.  On the back of our investigation into the fault investigation 

process through the TAPAP checks in 2012/13, ELEXON will be hosting a review group to look at the process in 

more detail and find the root causes and potential solutions. 

Proving Tests not Performed or not Performed on a Timely Basis 

The audit report identified problems in the scheduling and performance of tests for Half Hourly Metering Systems 

and/or communication of their results. It was noted that this may be due to delays between the physical 

installation of the Meter and the point at which the site carries any load. This can be difficult for Half Hourly Meter 

Operator Agents (HHMOAs) who need to manage when the proving test needs to be undertaken. 

Actions to be taken  

ELEXON and the PAB will work with Suppliers and their agents, focusing on identifying the root causes and 

resolving these issues. 

Incomplete or Delayed Provision of Meter Reads and Meter Technical Details 

The audit report noted that some Meter Operators do not provide Meter reads and/or Meter Technical Details 

(MTDs) to DCs within the required Settlement timescales or, where they have been provided the data flows are 

incomplete or inaccurate.  

Actions to be taken  

ELEXON and the PAB will work with Suppliers and their agents, focusing on identifying the root causes and 

resolving these issues. The Supplier Volume Allocation Group (SVG) is looking into possible solutions around the 

MTD issues highlighted in the audit report. 

Change of Measurement Class 

The audit report highlighted that both Half Hourly and Non Half Hourly MOAs still experience problems with the 

processes in place to manage Change of Measurement Class. 

Actions to be taken  

ELEXON will work with industry to ensure that the processes in this area are fit for purpose. 

Errors in the Capture of Metered Data in the Half-Hourly Market 

The report noted that the TAA inspects a sample of Half Hourly Metering Systems registered in the Supplier 

Volume Allocation (SVA) and Central Volume Allocation (CVA) markets to determine if parties are compliant with 
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the requirements as set out in the BSC, the Balancing and Settlement Code Procedures (BSCPs) and Metering 

Codes of Practice.  

The BSC Auditor and ELEXON have both performed an assessment of these non-compliances in order to quantify 

their potential impact on Settlement. 12 exceptions were identified in the SVA sample where there had been an 

impact on Settlement in the audit period.  

Actions to be taken  

Modification Proposal P28325, was raised in 2011 to address issues concerning commissioning. P283 was approved 

by Ofgem on 31 July 2013 and will be implemented in November 2014. 

ELEXON and the PAB are also developing solutions in order to address further commissions concerns.  This issue is 

discussed in the section 6, PAB Strategy and Future Considerations. 

Licensed Distribution System Operator Disconnection and De-Energisation Processes 

The audit report identified a number of issues in respect of the disconnection and de-energisation processes 

operated by LDSOs, which impact on their ability to pass complete and timely information into Settlement. LDSOs, 

Suppliers and their agents have requested further guidance in respect of the BSC requirements in these areas in 

order to improve the level of consistency in their application.  

Actions to be taken  

ELEXON, with support from the PAB and the SVG, will develop and publish guidance to Suppliers, MOAs and LDSOs 

to ensure that a consistent approach is taken across the market. 

Conclusion  

The BSC Audit has identified that significant issues are still occurring, despite an overall improvement. The BSC 

Audit continues to provide valuable information for Settlement Risk evaluation. These findings help us to confirm or 

re-assess, as appropriate, the probability and impact of higher rated risks, so that the PAB is focussed on the key 

Settlement Risks affecting the industry. 

 

  

                                                

25 Reinforcing the Commissioning of Metering Equipment Processes. 
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ELEXON’s Response to the Technical Assurance Agent’s Annual Report 

The TAA inspects Metering Systems in accordance with the Technical Assurance of Metering (TAM) technique.  The 

TAA’s annual report was presented to the PAB in May 2013 and to the BSC Panel in June 2013.  The main findings 

are summarised here.  The Half Hourly Metering System population for the audit year was approximately 118k, 

and these Metering Systems measure around 55% of the volume of energy in the market.  

The table below shows an overview of the inspection visits made by the TAA.  

Results of TAA Inspection Visits Volume Comments 

Supplier Volume Allocation (SVA) Main 

Sample 

1,176 1,173 standard inspection visits, including 3 re-visits to check the resolution of 

Category 1 non-compliances, approximately 1% of the SVA Metering System 

population. 

SVA Specific Sample 89 The specific sample looked at the Half Hourly Metering Systems that had been 

installed post January 1 2008. 

SVA Targeted Sample 2 Where the TAA suspected non-compliance. 

Central Volume Allocation (CVA) Main 

Sample 

51 Approximately 5% of the CVA Metering System population. 

No Access 10% This is in line with last year’s findings. 

Category 1 Non-Compliances SVA 28 Category 1 non-compliances.  Of these 27 have or are in the process of 

being managed to resolution. 

CVA 1 CVA Category 1 non-compliances, resolved. 

Category 2 Non-Compliances SVA 2,586 Category 2 non-compliances.  845 commissioning records non-

compliances. 2,061 are outstanding. 

CVA 12 Category 2 non-compliances.  5 commissioning records non-compliances.  

All outstanding. 

 

The Technical Assurance Agent’s Statement on the Health of the Half Hourly Metering System 

Population 

Commissioning: Once again, we have seen an association between the quality of commissioning evidence and 

Category 1 non-compliances. 

53 out of the 89 individual Half Hourly Metering Systems inspected in the specific sample had commissioning non-

compliances, a mirror of the main sample findings. 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/reference/market-compliance/performance-assurance/performance-assurance-reports/
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Category 1 Non-Compliances: 1.2% of the SVA sample was identified as having Category 1 non-compliances, 

extrapolated this means that there could be 1,500 Metering Systems that are not recording accurate data.  There 

has been an improvement in the time taken to rectify Category 1 non-compliances, from an average of 58 working 

days in 2012 to 20 working days in 2013. There was one Category 1 non-compliance in the CVA market.  However 

the impact to Settlement was minimal.   

Standing Data Non-Compliances: MTD key field26 non-compliances continue to remain low. In non-key fields, 

industry continues to compile and use incorrect standing data. 

Timing Errors: There has been a significant increase in the number of timing error instances, both major and 

minor in this audit year, 50% attributable to one Half Hourly Data Collector (HHDC). 

Overall Accuracy: 33% of overall accuracy calculations relied on data being available via the National 

Measurement Transformer Error Statement (NMTES) rather than through actual certificates.  

Meter Calibrations: The TAA is concerned that 68% of non-compliances raised for Meter calibration certificates 

are attributable to Meters manufactured post 2000.  

 

ELEXON’s Response to the Technical Assurance Agent’s Report 

This section describes how we are addressing the significant issues reported by the TAA.  

Commissioning of Metering Systems 

The TAA, the BSC Auditor and the BSC Panel have all raised serious concerns with the issues industry experience in 

regards to the commissioning process. 

Actions to be taken 

We are developing a number of work streams to investigate this area, such as; Guidance & Education, Incentives 

and more effective use of the existing PAF. 

Please see section 6, PAB Strategy and Future Considerations for full details as to how we plan to address the 

problems with the commissioning process. 

Category 1 Non-Compliances 

ELEXON has worked very hard in collaboration with the TAA over the last 2 years to get the number of outstanding 

non-compliances down to a more manageable level and this is reflected in the TAA’s findings.   

                                                

26 Key fields include: outstation ID; Meter ID; outstation number of channels; measurement quantity ID; Meter multiplier; pulse multiplier; CT 
and/or VT ratios; and access to ME at password level 3 (see BSCP514, Appendix 8.2). 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/bscp514_v25.0.pdf
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Actions to be taken 

We have included the management of non-compliances into the new TAA Services contract, which went live on 1 

April 2013.  Parties will find that they have more direct contact with the TAA in getting outstanding actions 

completed to rectify non-compliances than they had before. 

We will also continue to report party specific details to the PAB on a monthly basis and industry trends on a 

quarterly basis to the Technical Assurance of Metering Experts Group (TAMEG), whose remit is to assess the trends 

of non-compliance and to look for root causes and propose actions to remedy them. 

Accuracy of Meter Technical Details / Standing Data Non-Compliances 

The TAA has identified that there is more that industry could be doing to improve the quality of MTDs.  The TAMEG 

and ELEXON will continue to look at root causes, the commissioning process and the processes in place within 

industry in order to identify issues and remedy them. 

Actions to be taken 

We will continue to monitor the level of MTD non-compliances through measuring industry performance against 

Settlement Risk 2827. Any consistent failures in performance will lead to us initiating the Error and Failure 

Resolution technique. 

Certificate and record related Non-Compliances  

In addition to the commissioning aspect of record and certificate related non-compliances, the TAA identified and 

expressed concern that 68% of non-compliances were raised for missing Meter calibration certificates, and those 

were attributable to Meters manufactured post 2000.  The TAA questioned why this should be an issue if these 

types of certificate are provided with more recently manufactured and calibrated Meters. 

Actions to be taken 

The TAA and ELEXON intend to delve further into this area by asking MOAs and Suppliers for more information for 

us to analyse. 

It may be that further education is required to remind parties of their responsibilities and accountabilities.  We will 

report our progress to the PAB on a quarterly basis and again in the Annual Performance Assurance Report for 

2013/14. 

                                                

27 The risk that HHMOAs make changes to the Metering System and do not inform the HHDCs resulting in Meter readings being misinterpreted 
or not collected 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/group/technical-assurance-of-metering-expert-group-tameg/
http://www.elexon.co.uk/reference/market-compliance/error-and-failure-resolution/
http://www.elexon.co.uk/reference/market-compliance/error-and-failure-resolution/
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No Access & Pre-Audit Visits 

The TAA and ELEXON are both pleased to see the level of ‘no access’ remains stable.  However, this shouldn’t be 

used as a benchmark for parties to aim for.  Efforts still need to be made to improve.  The majority of ‘no access’ is 

the result of no one being available at site to provide access (whether that is because the Supplier has not done 

enough to make sure there is attendance by the customer or the property is now vacant). 

Actions to be taken 

We have reviewed the guidance for securing access.  We are also hosting and delivering an education day in 

September 2013.  We will reinforce the requirements and best practice process at that meeting and through 

updated guidance, working closely with those that manage the TAM process within parties’ businesses. 

Progress Update on the Procurement of the Technical Assurance Agent  

In January 2011 we began a full service review of the TAM technique and the TAA contract.  As a result we were 

able to define the requirements of the TAA services, which we put out to tender in the autumn of 2012 (because 

the contract had come to its end of life). This also meant changes to BSCP27 (Technical Assurance of Half Hourly 

Metering Systems) via CP1379 ‘Service Review of the Technical Assurance of Metering Systems’. The largest 

change is the inclusion of a query process into BSCP27. This allows parties to query the TAA’s decision on a non-

compliance raised as a result of an inspection of the Metering System.  This is not a new process, rather the 

process is newly added into the BSCP to reflect current practice. 

On April 1 2013 after a 3 month implementation period the new TAA services successfully went live.  We achieved 

Final Acceptance of the new services on 28 June 2013 following a three month bedding in period.   

During this period the TAA (provided by the C&C Group) delivered the services to all Service Level Agreements and 

expectations, with excellent feedback from the ELEXON auditors of its field staff and from the customers of its 

services.   

We will be initiating a customer survey of the TAA’s services in the autumn of 2013 and will be hosting and 

delivering a TAM education day in September, more details can be seen in the events section of the ELEXON 

website. 

Proposed scope of work for 2014/15 

We will continue to inspect 1% of the SVA main sample and 5% of the CVA sample for all measurement class ‘C’ 

Metering Systems.  The specific sample for 2014/15 will look at sites with multi ratio CTs /VTs and also sites with a 

Metering Dispensation.  This will all be proposed via the Risk Operating Plan for 2014/15 through the usual PAF 

processes. 

 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/change/modifications/2/?show=10&type=all
http://www.elexon.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/03/bscp27_v12.0.pdf
http://www.elexon.co.uk/news-events/
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Technical Assurance of Performance Assurance Parties  

The aim of the Technical Assurance of Performance Assurance Parties (TAPAP) technique is to detect where parties 

are meeting the BSC obligations and to identify any weaknesses in the BSC processes (and other processes as 

appropriate).  

Technical Assurance ‘checks’ are targeted at key market performance and risk areas on an annual basis. These are 

approved by the PAB.   

The TAPAP scope of work is designed to address market issues, including those identified by other PATs such as:  

 Error and Failure Resolution (BSCP538);  

 SVA Qualification (BSCP537);  

 Technical Assurance of Half Hourly Metering Systems (BSCP27);  

 PARMS28 Techniques (BSCP534); and  

 The BSC Audit (BSC Section H).  

The scope of work can also cover:  

 Gap Areas – BSC requirements where minimal assurance is gained by the other PATs e.g. Disaster 

Recovery arrangements and Change Control procedures;  

 Recently Introduced Requirements – New obligations may be introduced under the BSC change process. 

As a result, a check may be included within the scope of work for TAPAP to ensure parties fulfil these 
additional obligations; and 

 Market Issues – Compliance issues may be identified by ELEXON, the BSC Auditor, or other Performance 

Assurance Parties (PAPs). This can lead to TAPAP checks being included in the scope of work for 
relevant groups of PAPs.  

The scope of work is published on the TAPAP webpage. The PAB can approve within-period revisions to the scope 

if necessary based on the output of other PATs. 

Last year we performed: 

 5 dispute exit checks; 

 2 post qualification checks; 

 12 fault investigation process checks; and 

 All Supplier Agents were subject to the confirmation of agent compliance checks. 

                                                

28 Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System. 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/reference/market-compliance/audits/technical-assurance-of-performance-assurance-parties/
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The checks on the fault investigation process were designed to identify areas of non-compliance and weakness in 

the BSC and look deeper at how parties operate the processes.  You can view the report on the Performance 

Assurance Report page of the ELEXON website. 

The key highlights from the checks are: 

The Prescribed Fault Investigation Process May Not be Fit for Purpose 

The BSCPs prescribe the processes for responding to a suspected issue or fault with the Metered Data from a 

Metering System Identifier (MSID).  The processes are very much geared towards acting within given timescales 

and not on providing quality information. 

There is a Decreasing Level of Expertise 

Once again, and we’re hearing this from many areas of the market place, parties have expressed anecdotally that 

they are seeing a decreasing pool of expertise and a de-skilling of the roles to perform the field work. 

There are Bespoke Contractual and Process Arrangements  

In both the non-half hourly and half hourly markets, there is inconsistency in the fault investigation process across 

parties, dependent upon contractual relationships across the Supplier Hub. 

There are Inconsistent Approaches to the Quality of Information Used in the Data Flows 

We found that the information used in the data flows varies across parties; some provide more information than 

others.   

Getting it Right First Time is the Key 

There is no doubt that getting the Metering System set up correctly in the first place will benefit Settlement, as 

well as other key areas (e.g. customer billing).   

Controls (such as commissioning and process performance monitoring and validation) are already in place to 

‘prevent’ Metering System faults.  However, we consistently see the same issues arising.  We need to make sure 

these controls happen, and that they happen successfully.  These issues are: 

 Poor or no communications between parties; 

 Manually worked processes; 

 Problems with access to Metering Systems; and 

 Unclear processes. 

Commissioning is effectively the last line of assurance for a Metering System. If it doesn’t take place, or is 

performed incorrectly, the risk to Settlement increases.   

http://www.elexon.co.uk/reference/market-compliance/audits/technical-assurance-of-performance-assurance-parties/
http://www.elexon.co.uk/reference/market-compliance/audits/technical-assurance-of-performance-assurance-parties/
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The approach to ensuring that commissioning is a valid, useful and reliable control for the quality of data entering 

Settlement will be one that tackles it from various angles.  Please see section 6, PAB Strategy and Future 

Considerations for more details on how we propose to do this further. 

We will be running a review group to look at the identified areas of weakness and look for ways to address them.   

Proposed scope of work for 2014/15 

As the BSC Panel and the PAB have expressed concern about the issues with the commissioning process, we think 

that a TAPAP check on the commissioning process records (why or why not they are or are not provided to the 

TAA through the TAM process) would be appropriate.   

 

We would use it as a method of building our collective understanding of the issues so that the PAB strategy work 

looking into this arena can be as informed as necessary to make the appropriate improvements to the processes.  

We will propose the TAPAP check through the ROP and usual PAF processes in due course. 

 

5 Cost of Delivering the Risk based Performance Assurance Framework 

The cost of delivering the Performance Assurance Framework (PAF) is set out in the table below. 

Cost Type 2012/13  

Actual  (£) 

July FY 2012/13 

Forecast (£) 

ROP 2012/13 

Forecast   (£) 

Operational 913,468  - 960,882 

Contractual 2,163,648   2,605,833 2,219,154 

Total 3,077,116  - 3,180,036 

  

 

Total Costs 

Total costs are 3% lower than the Risk Operating Plan (ROP) 2012/13 forecast.  This is largely due to money set 

aside for contractual costs not being spent or being reallocated to 2013/14. Full details are given in the contractual 

costs section below. 

Table 7: Cost of Delivering PAF in 2012/13 
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Operational Costs 

The operational costs shows an under spend of 5%, £47,414, from the ROP 2012-13 forecast29. This is due to one 

less Full Time Equivalent and streamlining of PAF processes. 

Contracted Costs 

The contracted costs cover outsourced provision of the following: 

 Annual BSC Audit; 

 Technical Assurance of Metering technique delivery by the Technical Assurance Agent (TAA); 

 The Qualification Service; 

 Support and maintenance for Performance Assurance software; and 

 Support and maintenance of the Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System software. 

There has been an under spend of £442k (17%) compared to the July Full Year forecast. This can be attributed to 

a number of elements, mainly: 

 Funds allocated to the operational audit not spent in 2012/13 (~£89k) 

- ~£25k for ad hoc (reallocated to 2013/14) 

- ~£64k for BSC procurement costs (reallocated to 2013/14) 

 Funds allocated to Qualification and Re-Qualification not spent in 2012/13 (~£176) 

- ~£93k  for Qualification  

- ~£57k for Re-Qualification 

- ~£27k for Qualification procurement not spent in 2012/13 (reallocated to 2013/14) 

 Funds allocated to TAA not spent in 2012/13       

- ~£217k for TAA Exit Costs (the incumbent was awarded the contract in April 2013 following 
competitive re-procurement process) 

- ~ £24k for TAA ad hoc (reallocated to 2013/14) 

- Other ad hoc variations amounted to an underspend/reallocation of £9k 

 Additional spending was recorded for 

                                                

29 This is a combination of actual expenditure to July and forecast to the end of the year and is a revised view of spending set out in Year 2 of 
the 2012/15 ELEXON Budget (used in the ROP forecast). 

Table 3: Performance Assurance Cost 2012/13 
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- ~£15k TAA reporting (new budget item introduced in 2012/13) 

- ~£58k TAA meeting attendance (increased attendance required by TAA at the Performance 

Assurance Board, the BSC Panel and Technical Assurance of Metering Expert Group in addition 

to monthly contract meetings) 

6 Performance Assurance Board Strategy and Future Considerations 

PAB Strategy 

The Performance Assurance Board (PAB) Strategy has several work streams in place for 2013/14. 

Addressing Problems of the Commissioning of Metering Equipment Processes 

Background 

As previously discussed in the section 3, ‘ELEXON’s Response to the TAA Annual Report’, the commissioning of 

Metering Equipment processes remains problematic. 

What are we doing now? 

Based on the key points of our consultation with the PAB and the TAA we have formulated an approach for 

addressing this issue. Modification P283 seeks to reinforce Metering Equipment commissioning processes and will 

make the requirements and responsibilities on BSC Parties and agents clear and enforceable. This will go some 

way to addressing the issue but as it will not to be implemented until November 2014 the PAB feel we need to do 

something sooner. 

We believe it is appropriate to look at the options for providing incentives, both within and outside of the BSC. We 

will engage with Ofgem and look at what incentives there is already in place and how we can better educate 

industry about those as well as considering other options.  We will also need to consider how we report and 

monitor any incentives. 

We are also considering the idea of a central body to hold and validate commissioning records. This would be a 

long term plan which although would not remedy issues immediately would reduce many problems going forward. 

Under the auspices of the Performance Assurance Framework we can follow the risk management processes and 

look at how to apply techniques to tackle the commissioning process. This will be further developed via the Risk 

Operating Plan. 

We will update PAB and the BSC Panel on a monthly basis. Any changes required to the Code or our processes as 

a result of this work will be presented to PAB and industry via the appropriate routes. 

Overview of ELEXON’s approach to tackling the commissioning issues 

1. Guidance & Education for Industry 
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 Best Practice processes 

 Impact - £’s & Settlement volumes 

 Responsibilities (BSC & P283 when implemented) 

 Accountabilities 

2. New mechanisms 

 e.g. central body to hold commissioning records 

3. Incentives 

 What can ELEXON do under the BSC? 

 What do be done outside of the BSC, engage with Ofgem? 

 What is already there e.g. Distribution Price Control Reviews? 

4. Performance Assurance Framework 

 Manage existing non-compliances and root causes 

 Normal PAF processes (RER, ROP) 

Supplier re-Qualification  

Background 

We recently presented a paper to the PAB30 which highlighted controls for further Supplier assurance. The paper 

focused on developing options for: 

 Addressing the sometimes excessive amount of time between a Supplier gaining PAB approval and 

becoming operational; and 

 Third Parties seeking PAB approval for off-the-shelf Suppliers that could end up operating differently 

compared to their original Qualification assessment.  

The PAB agreed to use elements of three options presented: 

 Revocation of Supplier Volume Allocation (SVA) Qualification 

 Qualification health check 

 Controlled Market Entry 

 

                                                

30 This paper was confidential and so is not available to the public. 
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What are we doing now? 

ELEXON is currently undertaking further development of this approach and will present the analysis to the PAB at a 

future meeting. It is possible that changes to the deployment of the Performance Assurance Techniques (PATs) 

may be recommended following the outcome of developing the agreed approach further.  

Change of Supplier  

Background 

The Change of Supplier process has been reviewed in a number of guises (e.g. the Customer Transfer Programme, 

European developments and the Master Registration Agreement), issues still remain.  However the BSC Auditor 

raised it as a market issue this year in relation to delays in receiving D0086 flows (Notification of Change of 

Supplier Readings) from Non Half Hourly Data Collectors.  

What are we doing now? 

We have reconsidered this problem in relation to the Risk Evaluation Register (RER) but feel that no changes are 

required at this time. Ofgem is currently looking at the process used by industry to transfer a customer from one 

Supplier to another. They believe that smart metering presents an opportunity to improve this process. 

We will continue to keep a watching brief on wider industry developments and contribute appropriately. 

Settlement Risk Controls Review 

Background 

As outlined in the PAB Strategy paper PAB130/07, we proposed to review the controls identified for all SVA 

Settlement Risks. The review was intended to look at: 

 Consistent application of control strengths (high/medium/low) against all Settlement Risks; 

 Detailed analysis of the top controls (e.g. those most frequently used) focussing on their effectiveness; 

and 

 Recommendations for improving the controls. 

What are we doing now? 

In light of the wider Performance Assurance Framework process work, which is reviewing all the PATs, the RER 

and associated controls, we plan to undertake the control review as part of this work. 
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Future considerations 

Meter Technical Details 

Background 

Following discussions with the PAB around Meter Technical Details (MTD) the BSC Auditor was asked to check 

various processes to verify data retrieval, data validation and ultimately ensure that Meter Operator Agents 

understand the processes.  

Therefore as part of the 2012/13 BSC Audit, the BSC Auditor, had conversations with Supplier’s, Meter Operator 

Agents and Licenced Distribution System Operators (LDSOs) in relation to MTDs. The following areas were 

discussed:  

 Their understanding/perception of the industry challenge/issue?  

 What do they do currently to create and maintain data quality?  

 What additional activities and/or procedural controls they believe could be used to create and maintain 

data quality?  

What are we doing now? 

The BSC Auditor will present a separate report to PAB shortly. Any changes to Settlement Risks required as a result 

of the Auditor’s findings will be presented to PAB and industry. 

Central Volume Allocation (CVA) Risks 

Background 

Section Z 5.1.3 of the BSC deems all CVA Settlement Risks to be significant in terms of both probability and impact 

on Settlement. As such we apply a blanket significance of 25 to all CVA risks.  

 

In response to the Risk Evaluation Register (RER) industry consultation last year this rationale was queried and we 

were asked if we had carried out or intend to carry out any additional work to better understand CVA risks and 

whether we would consider changing some of the criteria.  

 

Due to the requirements in the BSC we are unable to alter the gross significance of these risks, however we have 

undertaken reviews of the CVA risks in the past – updating our assumptions about CVA risks and improving how 

we identify, control and prevent CVA issues.  
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What are we doing now? 

We are currently undertaking further work in relation to CVA risks.  We are documenting the controls that are 

applied to CVA risks for inclusion in the RER. As well as documenting the noted controls for each CVA risk we will 

also provide additional information in the RER on preventative actions, identifying issues and mitigating actions if 

issues occur. We will present the proposed amendments to PAB and industry when the work is completed. 

Meter Technical Details and Distribution of Configuration Details for Smart Meters 

Background 

Change Proposals (CP) 1388 ‘Meter Technical Details for Smart Meters’ and CP1395 ‘Distribution of Configuration 

Details for Smart Meters’ provide alternative detail for how Suppliers will discharge their responsibilities, defined by 

Modification Proposal P292 ‘Amending Supplier & Meter Operator Agent responsibilities for smart Meter Technical 

Details31’ and under the Department of Energy and Climate Change’s Smart Metering Implementation Programme’s 

new operating model. 

Under the new operating model, the Meter Operator Agent (MOA) will continue to install and maintain Meters 

through site visits, when requested by the relevant Supplier. However, only Suppliers will be able to configure 

smart Meters remotely, for example, to set and change the Meter’s tariff registers to effect a change of Standard 

Settlement Configuration. 

CP1388 and CP1395 detail how Suppliers will distribute configuration details for smart Meters to market 

participants (Data Collector (DC) and Licenced Distribution System Operator (LDSO)) – configuration details are 

required by the DC and LDSO to enable them to process Meter readings correctly. 

Both CPs are currently in the Assessment Phase of their progression. If approved, implementation is scheduled for 

February 2015. 

What are we doing now? 

We are considering potential impacts on the PARMS and transitional issues if either CP is approved. If we 

determine there are any impacts on Settlement Risks we will progress any proposed changes to the RER as within 

period revisions at the appropriate time. 

 

 

 

 

                                                

31 P292 was approved by Ofgem on 19 June 2013. 
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Third Party Access to Private Networks  

Background 

In the Risk Evaluation Register (RER) 2013/14 we discussed the impact of new Electricity and Gas Regulations 

which came into force in November 2011. These regulations allowed customers on private networks to choose their 

own Supplier. The BSC supported two options for complying with the regulations: 

 Full Settlement metering, and 

 Difference metering32.  

There was a concern however that these processes may not support large volumes of requests by Suppliers for 

their potential customers. In addition a number of stakeholders asked for advice on the processes, and in relation 

to difference metering have suggested possible improvements.  

In response to stakeholders concerns Change Proposal (CP)1377 ‘Clarifying rules on Third Party Access on Licence 

Exempt Distribution Network’ was raised and implemented in November 2012. Since then another CP has been 

raised. CP1378 is identical to CP1377 except that it removes the requirement on Registrants to appoint a common 

Meter Operator Agent (MOA), and instead allows customers to choose their own MOA. The rationale for this CP is 

that allowing customers a free choice of MOA is important for competition and would not cause any risks to 

Settlement. This CP is currently being assessed. 

What are we doing now? 

Currently SR0032 ‘The risk that Half Hourly Data Collectors (HHDCs) do not process Complex Site Supplementary 

Information correctly resulting in erroneous data entering Settlement’ is covered in the RER. To date there are only 

a handful of customers opting for third party access and we do not feel any changes to the RER are required. We 

will however, continue to monitor the situation and follow the progression of CP1378.  

  

                                                
32 This option is recognised as a type of ‘Complex Site’ in the BSC. 
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Appendix 1 – Top Settlement Risks 2012/13 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Settlement Risk 

Number 

Settlement Risk Title Net Significance 

SR0022 The risk that HHDCs do not use the correct Meter Technical 

Details resulting in Meter readings being misinterpreted or 

not collected. 

20 

SR0072 The risk that NHHDCs process incorrect Meter readings, 

resulting in erroneous data being entered into Settlement. 

16 

SR0073 The risk that stolen energy notified by Revenue Protection 

units is not used in calculations by Suppliers and NHHDCs 

resulting in inaccurate data being entered into Settlement. 

15  

SR0074 The risk that NHHDCs do not collect and /enter valid Meter 

readings resulting in old/default data entering Settlement. 

15 

SR0024 The risk that NHHMOAs do not provide Meter Technical 

Details to the correct NHHDCs resulting in Meter readings 

being not collected. 

12 

SR0025 The risk that HHMOAs do not provide Meter Technical 

Details to the correct HHDCs resulting in Meter readings 

being not collected. 

12 

SR0028 The risk that HHMOAs make changes to the Metering 

System and do not inform the HHDCs resulting in Meter 

readings being misinterpreted or not collected. 

12 

SR0111 The risk that NHH Metering Systems are tampered with 

resulting in under-accounting of energy in Settlement. 

12 

SR0112 The risk that HHDCs use data from faulty Metering Systems 

resulting in incorrect data being entered into Settlement. 

12 

SR0116 The risk that Import/Export Metering Systems are incorrectly 

installed/configured resulting in inaccurate data entering 

Settlement. 

12 
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Appendix 2 – Performance Assurance Techniques 

Preventative Techniques: Limiting the Possibility of an Undesirable Outcome   

Education: Provides guidance at an industry level on market-wide issues. 

Supplier Volume Allocation (SVA) Qualification: Provides assurance against the impact on Settlement from 

new entrants being non-compliant with the provisions of the BSC. 

SVA Re-Qualification: Provides assurance that Qualified Persons continue to meet the Qualification 

Requirements. 

Bulk Change of Agent: Mitigates the risk to Settlement of large numbers of Supplier Agent changes. 

Detective Techniques: Identifying Undesirable Outcomes that have Occurred 

Performance Monitoring & Reporting: The monthly collection and reporting of industry process key 

performance indicators, providing metric information on five top Settlement Risks. 

Material Error Monitoring: Estimates Settlement Error relating to market-wide issues (erroneously large AA/EAC 

values, Unmetered Supplies and Energisation Status). 

Technical Assurance of Metering: Provides assurance that Half Hourly SVA and Central Volume Allocation 

Metering Systems are installed properly and recording consumption accurately. 

BSC Audit: Provides assurance that calculations and allocations performed during the period are in line with the 

BSC. 

Technical Assurance of Performance Assurance Parties: Provides assurance that Performance Assurance 

Parties are compliant with the BSC in specific areas.  

Remedial Techniques: Correcting Undesirable Outcomes that have Occurred 

Supplier Charges: Provides a mechanism for applying liquidated damages to Suppliers failing to meet applicable 

performance levels set out in the BSC. 

Trading Disputes: Enables Settlement calculations to be re-performed with more appropriate data in certain 

circumstances. 

Error and Failure Resolution: Provides assurance that issues identified by other techniques are understood and 

addressed in a timely manner by Performance Assurance Parties. 

Change Mechanism: The PAB can direct ELEXON to raise a Change Proposal to address a Settlement Risk or to 

make a recommendation to the Panel to raise a Modification Proposal. 
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Incentive Techniques: Motivating Action to Avoid Undesirable Outcomes 

Peer Comparison: Provides a mechanism for the publication of Suppliers’ performance against a distinct sub set 

of Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System (PARMS) Serials at a Grid Supply Point Group level 

where applicable. 

Removal of Qualification: Provides a governance regime for the timely rectification of outstanding issues by 

Supplier Agents, and ultimately removes the problem element if issues persist.  

Breach and Default: Provides a governance regime for the timely rectification of material issues by BSC Parties, 

and ultimately limits the activities of the BSC Party or removes the problem element from the market if issues 

persist. 

 


