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1.  Apologies 

1.1 The Chairman confirmed the apologies of Barbara Vest, Chris Alexander, Ian Pashley and Andrew Warden. 

Lisa Waters was attending as Barbara’s alternate and Alex Haffner for Ian. 

MODIFICATION BUSINESS (OPEN SESSION) 

2. Report on Progress of Modification Proposals - Verbal 

2.1 The Modifications Secretary, Adam Lattimore, updated the Panel on developments relating to P272 

‘Introduction of Half Hourly Metering for Profile Classes 5-8’. P320 ‘Reporting on Profile Classes 5-8 Metering 

Systems after implementation of P272’ was approved by the Authority and the Connection and Use of System 

Code (CUSC) is in the final stages of its change with the Distribution Use of System (DUoS) charges which 

seems to be going smoothly. 

2.2 A Panel Member had a query from a small Supplier about P305 reporting. ELEXON confirmed that it was 

aware of the issue and is currently developing the relevant report, and it will present its plans to the 

Imbalance Settlement Group (ISG). The plan and ISG’s comments will be presented to the Panel at its 

October meeting.  

ACTION 244/01 

3. P326 ‘Introduction of a non-Working Day adjustment to the Credit Cover Percentage 
calculation’  – 244/04 

3.1 P326 proposed to address inefficiencies with excess Credit Cover under the BSC. The proposed solution seeks 

to remove a limitation in the calculation of Credited Assessment Energy Indebtedness (CEI) for Balancing 

Mechanism (BM) Units registered in the Supplier Volume Allocation (SVA) arrangements. The removal of this 

limitation will allow for non-Working Day variations for a Supplier BM Unit’s BM Credit Assessment Import 

Capability (BMCAIC). 

3.2 A Panel Member felt that Applicable Objective (d) applied better than Applicable Objective (c) and requested 

that the Workgroup consider the Applicable Objectives.   

3.3 Another Panel Member asked if the CALF methodology would need to be reviewed by the Workgroup. 

ELEXON confirmed that this was the case and that it would add the review of CALF to the Workgroup’s 

Terms of Reference.  

3.4 A Panel Member noted that if the Proposed Modification led to more accurate measurement of indebtedness 

and the Workgroup could provide evidence for that, they would be comfortable with the Proposed 

Modification going through the Self Governance route.   

3.5 The Chairman queried the proportionality of the Proposed Modification and wished to know how many BSC 

Parties it is likely to effect and whether this would justify the cost of the changes. ELEXON noted the 

question and will take this back to the Workgroup.  

3.6 A Panel Member, although broadly supportive of the Proposed Modification, noted that it would be possible to 

spend time making requirements much more detailed with little improvement to the process.   

3.7 Bob Brown abstained from the vote 

3.8 The BSC Panel: 

a) AGREED that P326 progresses to the Assessment Procedure; 

b) AGREED the proposed Assessment Procedure timetable; 
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c) AGREED the proposed membership for the P326 Workgroup; and 

d) AGREED the Workgroup’s Terms of Reference. 

4. Request to Raise a Modification ‘Clarifications to P305 legal text’  – 244/05 

4.1 ELEXON sought the Panel’s approval to raise a Modification that proposed minor changes to the approved 

legal text for P305 ‘Electricity Balancing Significant Code Review’ to correct some minor inconsistencies and 

improve the clarity of some new definitions. 

4.2 A Panel Member asked about the Continual Acceptance Duration Limit (CADL) link to Demand Control 

Volumes. ELEXON explained that the legal text had been altered to ensure each Demand Control Event was 

treated separately so that CADL could be applied if applicable.  

4.3 Another Panel Member noted that the changes to the legal text under Section Q1.1.1 looked as though an 

extra obligation was being added on the Transmission Company. The Panel Member asked if that was the 

case and if National Grid was aware of this. ELEXON confirmed that there was no additional obligation, it was 

simply re-numbering the sub-paragraph from (i) to (l).  

4.4 The BSC Panel: 

a) RAISED the Modification Proposal in document 244/05A; 

b) AGREED that this Modification should be progressed as a Fast Track Self-Governance Modification; 

c) AGREED that this Modification DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (d); 

d) AGREED that this Modification should be APPROVED; 

e) AGREED an Implementation Date of 5 November 2015; 

f) AGREED the proposed legal text; and  

g) NOTED that ELEXON will issue the Fast Track Modification Report (including the approved BSC legal 

text), which will that be subject to a 15 Working Day objection period. 

5. P315 ‘Publication of Gross Supplier Market Share Data’  – 244/06 

5.1 Proposed Modification P315 was designed to increase the transparency of Suppliers’ Metered Volumes and 

Metering System Identifier (MSID) counts to give industry participants more equal access to basic market 

share information. The P315 Workgroup consulted on multiple potential solutions and developed a P315 

Proposed Modification solution and a P315 Alternative Modification solution. The Workgroup recommended 

that the P315 Alternative Modification be approved. 

5.2 A Panel Member noted that he had not been at the last Panel meeting and had a question about discussions 

on P315 at that meeting. The Panel member noted that the Panel had expressed a view that both the 

Proposed and Alternative Solution better facilitated Applicable Objectives (b) and (c) but then rejected the 

Proposed Solution in favour of the Alternative Solution. The Panel Member stated that it was his 

understanding that the Panel should state its preference but should not reject the original proposal if it felt it 

was better than the baseline; doing so could affect the appeals process, should that occur. ELEXON noted 

that the Modifications process only allows the Panel to recommend one proposal to the Authority for 

approval. Where the Modification Workgroup has raised an Alternative Modification, the Panel is asked to 

decide which solution it wishes to recommend approval of to the Authority, and by extension is 

recommending the other solution be rejected (even where that solution is also considered to be better than 

the baseline). 
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5.3 Another Panel Member noted that this concern had been raised and discussed by Panel previously and noted 

that the Panel is currently in the middle of a review of its working practices and felt that a review of the 

previous discussions and conclusions should be added to that to ensure that everyone was clear on the 

principles of how recommendations are put to the Panel, how the Panel makes decisions, and the 

recommendations it makes to the Authority.  ELEXON proposed that this could be included in the planned 

review of the change processes. 

5.4 A Panel Member noted that some of the legal text had been altered following comments from a BSC Party 

and asked if those changes had addressed all issues raised by that Party. ELEXON confirmed that, while not 

all the issues raised by the Party had led to changes to the legal text, it had discussed everything raised and 

the respondent was happy with this.  

5.5 The Chairman noted that there were fewer responses to the consultation this time than to previous 

consultations, and that the responses received were marginal. ELEXON noted that this was the fourth 

consultation on P315, and it believed that there was ‘consultation fatigue’, with only those with strong views 

continuing to respond. 

5.6 A Panel Member asked what the thresholds meant in terms of customer numbers. Another Panel Member 

replied that 1% equates to roughly 250,000 domestic customers. 

5.7 The Chairman invited Ofgem to give a view. The Ofgem Representative noted that Ofgem had been actively 

involved in the P315 Workgroup and that, as Ofgem had noted at the last Panel meeting, it would be looking 

to see if the P315 Assessment Report provided full evidence and justification around the decision of the 

Workgroup concerning the thresholds, impact on competition and the legal advice the Workgroup had 

received.  

5.8 A Panel Member noted that the information produced would be ‘available on request’. They wished to know 

how the request would be made and where the information would be stored. ELEXON noted that the 

information would be a report on the ELEXON Portal and that the request would be made via the portal. Non-

BSC Parties who wanted to view this information would submit a request and that would initiate the licensing 

process. The Panel Member was concerned that many Parties don’t know about the Portal so would not be 

aware that they could access the information.  

5.9 A Panel Member noted that National Grid had been supportive of P315 as it would provide information on 

embedded generation; the Panel Member asked if National Grid’s view had changed given that there is less 

information on market share available under the Alternative Modification. The National Grid Representative 

noted that the addition of historical data strengthens the benefit of P315 and that any information that can 

be obtained on embedded generation is useful. 

5.10 A Panel Member asked how the quality of the information diminishes as the thresholds are raised and 

whether there was a better way of obtaining the information. The National Grid Representative stated that 

market share information is largely irrelevant to it. The Panel Member asked whether there were better ways 

to get this information to National Grid without the market share information.  

5.11 Another Panel Member noted that there were currently no other options available at this time in providing 

this information, other than P315 and also noted that Panel Members would need to weigh the benefits of 

P315’s two solutions against the Applicable BSC Objectives. 

5.12 The Panel Member also noted that the information currently provided is not available to all BSC Parties, but 

only to Suppliers. The Panel Member considered that this would be useful information for Generators to have.  

5.13 Bob Brown abstained from the vote. 

5.14 The BSC Panel: 
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a) AGREED that the P315 Proposed Modification: 

o DID better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (b);  

(Better facilitates (b): AC, DB, LW, PB, PBo, SC) 

(Neutral in respect of (b): None) 

(Detrimental to (b): PH)  

o DID better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (c); and 

(Better facilitates (c): AC, DB, LW, PB, PBo, SC) 

(Neutral in respect of (c): PH) 

(Detrimental to (c): None)  

b) AGREED that the P315 Alternative Modification: 

o DID better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (b);  

(Better facilitates (c): AC, DB, LW, PB, PBo, SC) 

(Neutral in respect of (c): PH) 

(Detrimental to (c): None) 

o DID better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (c); and 

(Better facilitates (c): AC, DB, LW, PB, PBo, SC) 

(Neutral in respect of (c): PH) 

(Detrimental to (c): None) 

c) AGREED that the P315 Alternative Modification is better than the P315 Proposed Modification (though 

considered both the Alternative and the Proposed better than the baseline); 

d) AGREED a recommendation that the P315 Alternative Modification should be APPROVED and that the 

P315 Proposed Modification should be REJECTED; 

e) APPROVED an Implementation Date for both the P315 Proposed and Alternative Modifications of: 

a. 30 June 2016 if an Authority decision is received on or before 22 October 2015; or 

b. 3 November 2016 if an Authority decision is received after 22 October 2015 but on or before 25 

February 2016; 

f) APPROVED the draft legal text for the Proposed Modification; 

g) APPROVED the draft legal text for the Alternative Modification; and  

h) APPROVED the P315 Modification Report. 

5.15 Another Panel Member noted that the the Panel had sent P315 back into the Assessment Procedure twice for 

further work to be completed, and it had been subject to four consultations (three Assessment Procedure 

and one Report Phase). This all resulted in the P318 Assessment Procedure taking significantly longer that 

the timetable originally agreed by the Panel. The Panel Member suggested it may be useful to conduct a 

lessons learned exercise after the Authority had made a decision in order that any further points that may 

arise can be taken into consideration. The Modifications Secretary noted that P315 was a sensitive 

Modification and that it had only been sent back into the Assessment Procedure once, specifically because 
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the Panel wanted the Workgroup to consult industry on the amendments to the solution following the original 

Assessment Procedure Consultation. The Workgroup subsequently requested more time to further develop 

and assess P315, which the Panel agreed, and consulted again. The Panel also requested clarification on 

some points when the Assesssment Report was submitted to it. In light of the sensitivity and complexity of 

P315, the Modification Secretary believed that Modifications process had worked properly, with the Panel 

ensuring that the industry was fully involved in the Modifications process.  

5.16 A Panel Member noted that Ofgem is currently reviewing the market share thresholds for releasing 

information, and that P315 could be rejected by the Authority because the thresholds it proposes could be 

different. The Panel Member would like to see some work done on ensuring that Modifications are not 

rejected because of a technicality such as this but because the principle of the Modification was wrong. The 

Ofgem Representative noted that it was unlikely that the Authority would reject just on that basis. 

5.17 The Panel Secretary noted that the Change team is about to begin a review of the Modifications process 

(Action 228/02) and that a review of any lessons to be learnt from P315 will be incorporated into that work.   

6. P318 ‘Change of Party ID/Company Number through Enabling Assignment’  – 244/07 

6.1 P318 sought to enable a BSC Party to transfer its Party ID and/or change its Company Number in order to 

reassign its rights and obligations under the BSC, without going through the full Market Exit and Market Entry 

procedures. The intention of this Modification is for this process to apply when such a change is of an 

administrative nature only. 

6.2 A Panel Member commented that while understanding the rationale for the Proposed Modification and feeling 

it was the right way to continue, the Panel had recently seen a dispute where companies had transferred 

MSIDs and felt that there was more work to be done to investigate how Parties might use this to side-step 

obligations. However, the Panel Member did acknowledge that the Proposed Modification had addressed this 

issue as far as the Workgroup was able.  

6.3 Another Panel Member noted that Parties’ liabilities would be transferred too, and that the Change of Party 

ID/Company Number would need to be approved by the Performance Assurance Board (PAB) and the Panel. 

The Panel Member felt that these were significant barriers to prevent Parties going through this process to 

side-step obligations and noted that the PAB felt it had the tools to handle any issues that could arise. 

6.4 A Panel Member was generally supportive of the Proposed Modification but asked what would happen if the 

Party executing the novation ended up in a dispute with the PAB or if the PAB rejected the change, and 

asked what rights of appeal Parties might have. ELEXON confirmed that the PAB makes the final 

recommendation on any such action to the Panel, which then makes the final decision; there is no appeal 

after that.   

6.5 A Panel Member expressed the view that becoming a BSC Party is very difficult, but felt that the checks were 

not robust, which has led to this Modification, which could be considered to be a workaround.  The Panel 

member wanted to see ELEXON improve the Market Entry process and ensure that it is easier for new Parties 

to enter the market. The Panel Member felt there would be less need for a workaround like this as a result. 

6.6 Another Panel Member suggested that Market Exit and Entry is something to be included in the Panel 

Strategy. 

ACTION 244/02 

6.7 Bob Brown abstained from the vote. 

6.8 The BSC Panel: 

a) AGREED that P318: 
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a. DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (c); 

b. DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (d); 

b) AGREED an initial recommendation that P318 should be APPROVED; 

c) AGREED an initial view that P318 should be treated as a Self-Governance Modification; 

d) AGREED an initial Implementation Date for P318 of: 

a. if Self-Governance, 25 February 2016 as part of the February 2016 Release; or 

b. if not Self-Governance, 25 February 2016 as part of the February 2016 Release if an Authority 

decision is received on or before 1 December 2015. 

e) AGREED the draft legal text; 

f) AGREED that P315 is submitted to the Report Phase; and 

g) NOTED that ELEXON will issue the P318 draft Modification Report (including the draft BSC legal text) for 

a 12 Working Day consultation and will present the results to the Panel at its meeting on 8 October 

2015. 

7. P321 ‘Publication of Trading Unit Delivery Mode’  – 244/08 

7.1 P321 proposed to publish information on the direction of delivery (delivery or off-taking) of Trading Units in 

each Settlement Period. The Proposer sought for this to the explicitly provided to give customers better 

access to this information. 

7.2 The BSC Panel: 

a) AGREED that P321; 

a. DOES better facilitate Applicable Objective (b); and 

b. DOES better facilitate Applicable Objective (c); 

b) AGREED an initial recommendation that P321 should be APPROVED; 

c) AGREED an initial view that P321 should be treated as a Self-Governance Modification; 

d) AGREED an initial P321 Implementation Date of: 

a. if Self-Governance, 30 June 2016; or 

b. if not Self-Governance, 30 June 2016 if an Authority decision is received on or before 14 January 

2016; 

e) AGREED the draft BSC and Code Subsidiary Document (CSD) changes for P321; 

f) AGREED that P321 is submitted to the Report Phase; and 

g) NOTED that ELEXON will issue the P321 draft Modification Report (including the draft BSC legal text) for 

a 12 Working Day consultation and will present the results to the Panel at its meeting on 8 October 

2015.  

8. P323 ‘Enabling inclusion and treatment of SBR in the Imbalance Price’  – 244/09 

8.1 P323 proposed to enable the value of Supplemental Balancing Reserve (SBR) to be included in the imbalance 

price calculation without affecting BM cash flows. The Proposer sought to have this in place by 5 November 

2015 in line with the implementation of approved Modification P305. This is because it is necessary that 

elements of P305 are in place (e.g. the Value of Lost Load (VoLL) price).  
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8.2 A Panel Member asked ELEXON to clarify what warnings the market would recieve if SBR was called upon. 

ELEXON replied that National Grid would notify Parties when SBR providers were being warmed up. When 

SBR was dispatched, notification would be published on BMRS and ELEXON would issue a Circular. The 

National Grid Representative confirmed that the first step would be a Notice of Insufficient System Margin 

(NISM) being issued, followed by a notification on the systems warning sections of the Balancing Mechanism 

Reporting Service (BMRS) when the service was being warmed. An additional warning would be added when 

SBR was dispatched. 

8.3 A Panel Member asked whether there would be a notification on the System Operation Notification and 

Reporting System (SONAR) and ELEXON confirmed that there would be.   

8.4 The Panel Member was also concerned that the timeliness of the signals would have an adverse impact on 

smaller Parties, those that do not have 24 hour operations, and non-BSC Parties and noted that there had 

been a lack of involvement from smaller Parties in both the Modification Workgroup and the consultation 

responses.  The Panel Member commented that this was something that the Authority would have to take 

into consideration when making a decision on this Modification. The Panel Member also asked for clarification 

on when the NISM would be issued, as he thought that SBR could be dispatched without a NISM. The 

National Grid Representative stated that it was possible to begin warming SBR up before a NISM was issued, 

but it would not dispatch SBR until after a NISM was in force, at least not over the coming winter period.  

8.5 Another Panel Member noted that industry had been calling for a better understanding of when SBR will be 

used and was concerned that National Grid had not provided any guidance and that because the use of SBR 

would be determined by the weather, once it has been dispatched the chances are that it would remain in 

use on for a prolonged period of time.  The Panel Member commented that it was difficult for industry to 

plan appropriately without an understanding of the situations in which National Grid would dispatch SBR and 

felt there would be little opportunity to learn from experience if SBR is used as infrequently as expected.  

8.6 A Panel Member expressed a view that the manual solution put forward under P323 is appropriate if the use 

of SBR is rare, for example for about three hours a year. However, if the need to use it is more frequent then 

more work needs to be done on developing an automated solution to ensure a quicker price report.  

8.7 The National Grid Representative noted these comments and also noted that the SBR Team at National Grid 

is working on producing some scenarios to help industry better understand when SBR would be dispatched. 

The National Grid Representative will also feed the issues raised by the Panel back to the team.  

8.8 A Panel Member expressed concern with the economic rationale behind the price being applied to SBR. The 

Panel Member felt that the argument for pricing the at the VoLL price was contrived, and would be more 

comfortable if it was priced at the Reserve Scarcity Price (RSP) as it would give a sense of continuity in the 

way reserve is thought about. The Panel Member understood that SBR was an administrative solution but 

thought that the economic argument was not robust enough. Another Panel Member agreed that it did not 

make sense to price voluntary actions at the same price as involuntary actions. ELEXON noted the Panel 

Members’ concerns; however, those concerns are outside of the scope of P323, which is designed to provide 

a solution for this winter should the C16 Statement changes be approved. The issue of whether to use VoLL 

or the RSP was the decision of the C16 workgroup and not something that could be addressed by the P323 

Workgroup. The National Grid Representative also noted that SBR is seen as a proxy to Demand Control, and 

that SBR would only be expected to be used where the alternative would be a Demand Control event 

occurring. This was a key reason why the VoLL price is being used. 

8.9 A Panel Member commented P323 was entirely dependent on the approval of the changes to the C16 

Statement by the Authority and that P323 and the C16 changes should either both be approved or both 

rejected. The Panel member asked National Grid to update the Panel on the progress of the C16 

consultation. The National Grid Representative informed the Panel that the consultation deadline was 10 

September and National Grid’s report to Ofgem was due on 17 September 2015 (seven calendar days later). 
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So far the one consultation response had been in favour of the proposals, Ofgem then has 28 calendar days 

to reply to the report with any objections. If there are no objections then the C16 Statement changes will be 

implemented on 5 November 2015.  

8.10 A Panel Member expressed the view that if SBR is dispatched it will lead to appeals that National Grid did not 

use SBR as a last resort should there still be generation available that it could have called upon under the 

Balancing Mechanism. 

8.11 A Panel Member was surprised see that if a Demand Side Balancing Reserve (DSBR) provider reduces 

demand when called on by National Grid, the imbalance position of the corresponding Supplier(s) will 

effectively be made longer and they would be paid for that reduction in demand at the VoLL price. The Panel 

Member would expect to see the Supplier’s position adjusted. ELEXON has noted this issue in the 

Modification Report and will examine it further by raising an Issue.  

8.12 A Panel Member stated felt that P323 raised questions about the need for a more holistic approach to 

changes like this. The National Grid Representative noted that this had been raised as an issue and that it 

was conducting a more general review. The Panel Secretary agreed to look at this issue and determine 

whether this was also something that should be included in the Panel Strategy. 

ACTION 244/03 

8.13 The BSC Panel: 

a) AGREED that P323; 

a. DOES better facilitate Applicable Objective (a);  

(Better facilitates (a): AC, DB, LW, PB, SC) 

(Neutral in respect of (a): BB, PBo, PH) 

(Detrimental to (a): ) 

b. DOES better facilitate Applicable Objective (c); 

(Better facilitates (c): AC, BB, PB, PBo, PH) 

(Neutral in respect of (c): DB, SC) 

(Detrimental to (c): LW) 

c. DOES better facilitate Applicable Objective (d); 

(Better facilitates (d): AC, BB, PB, PH ) 

(Neutral in respect of (d): DB, PBo) 

(Detrimental to (d): LW, SC) 

b) AGREED an initial recommendation that P323 should be APPROVED; 

c) AGREED an initial view that P321 should be treated as a Self-Governance Modification; 

d) AGREED an initial P323 Implementation Date of: 

a. 5 November 2015 if an Authority decision is received on or before 29 October 2015; or 

c. 10 Working Days following the Authority decision, if a decision is received after 29 October 

2015; 

e) AGREED the draft legal text and CSDs; 

f) AGREED that P323 is submitted to the Report Phase; and 
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g) NOTED that ELEXON will issue the P323 draft Modification Report (including the draft BSC legal text and 

CSD changes) for a 11 Working Day consultation and will present the results to the Panel at its meeting 

on 8 October 2015. 

NON-MODIFICATION BUSINESS (OPEN SESSION) 

9. Minutes of Meeting 243 Actions arising 

9.1 The minutes of the previous meeting were agreed and an update on the actions provided.  

9.2 Actions 241/01, 243/01, 243/02, 243/03, 243/04 and 243/05 were closed. 

9.3 Actions 234/04 and 228/02 remain open. 

10. Chairman’s Report 

10.1 The Chairman noted that the Panel’s letter to the CMA had been sent, some details of that letter published in 

Utility Week and the Panel had received copies of the article.  

10.2 The Chairman noted that the recruitment process for Nigel Cornwall’s replacement on the Board was still 

ongoing. 

10.3 Finally, the Chairman noted that there would be a joint Panel/Board lunch after the Panel’s December 

meeting. 

11. ELEXON Report – 244/01 

11.1 Mark Bygraves provided an overview of ELEXON’s consultation responses. 

P272 update 

11.2 MB noted that ELEXON is moving into the next phase of P272. Migration Plans have been received from all 

but 2 suppliers (with less than 40 MPANS in total). The plans will be presented to the PAB for approval on 24 

September 2015. 

11.3 Following the success of the P272 industry day, ELEXON also held a follow up meeting for Gemserv, National 

Grid and Electralink.  A future event is planned for Data Collectors and Meter Operator Agents on 22 

September 2015. 

EMR  

11.4 ELEXON continues to maintain a positive cash flow, with the grant and Service Agreement payments being 

received in accordance with the agreed payment schedule. 

Settlement Reform 

11.5 Since the first SRAG meeting ELEXON has been working on the area of enabling HH settlement for customers 

with smart meters.  The next meeting is scheduled for 15 September 2015. 

11.6 A Panel Member commented that DECC is considering requiring smart meters for all feed in tariffs, and felt 

that this was a significant issue that could cause problems within the market, and asked ELEXON to raise this 

with DECC. The SRAG Panel sponsor commented that this was in the SRAG’s work plan for later in the year, 

however he would suggest that this work is accelerated assist in giving DECC a picture of unmetered 

generation in the market. 

Data Quality – Duel Fuel 
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11.7 ELEXON has drafted and issued a consultation and report on behalf of the working group.  The information 

gathered through the consultation will feed into a report on the Centralised Registration System which Ofgem 

is proposing as part of its Next Day Switching programme.  The report will be sent to Ofgem in November, 

and will be provided to the Panel for review in advance of that. 

New search function on the ELEXON website 

11.8 In response to feedback about the ELEXON website search function, new search software will be launching 

on the website in October 2015.  

P305  

11.9 A P305 Information day is being planned for 1 October 2015.  

11.10 A Panel Member commended ELEXON on holding a workshop and asked it how to publicise the day to non- 

BSC Parties, particularly embedded generators. ELEXON noted the issue and will look into how to 

communicate the information outside of BSC Parties. 

ACTION 224/04 

 

Update on Imbalance Settlement Data 

11.11 Further to the action from Panel last month Roger Harris, explained the recent increases on the Imbalance 

Settlement Charts in the ELEXON Report. 

11.12 For further details on ELEXON’s work over the past month, please see the ELEXON Report.  

12. Distribution Report - Verbal 

12.1 There was no Distribution Report. 

13. National Grid Report – Verbal 

13.1 There was no Report from National Grid. 

14. Ofgem Report – Verbal 

14.1 The Ofgem Representative, Rory Edwards, confirmed that Ofgem are conducting a flexibility project, to 

investigate changes that would allow energy systems to respond to demand more flexibly to avoid or reduce 

the need for network investment. A position paper on the work is due for publication in the next month. 

14.2 A Panel Member was aware of the project because they had been made aware by Energy UK, they noted 

that this project didn’t seem to have much publicity with non-Energy UK members. RE will talk to the team 

and get them to contact the Panel Member. 

15. Report from the ISG – 244/01a 

15.1 The Panel noted the report from the ISG. 

16. Report from the SVG – 244/01b 

16.1 The Panel noted the report from the SVG. 

17. Report from the PAB – 244/01c 

17.1 The Panel noted the report from the PAB. 

https://www.elexon.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/234_01_ELEXON_Report_v1.0.pdf
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18. Report from  the TDC – 244/01d 

18.1 The Panel noted the report from the TDC. 

19. Trading Operations: BSC Operations Headline  Report – 244/02 

19.1 The Panel noted the BSC Operations Headline Report.  

20. Change Report – 244/03 

20.1 The Panel noted the Change Report. 

20.2 David Lane left the meeting 

NON MODIFICATION BUSINESS (OPEN SESSION) 

21. GSP Group Correction Scaling Weights: SVG recommendations – 244/10 

21.1 ELEXON presented the Supplier Volume Allocation Group’s (SGV) recommendation that there should be no 

review of the Scaling Weights in 2015 due to insufficient new information and that the next review should be 

in 2017 after the implementation of P272 ‘Mandatory Half Hourly Settlement for Profile Classes 5-8’. 

21.2 The BSC Panel: 

a) AGREED that there will be no review in 2015; and  

b) AGREED that the next review will be in 2017 after the implementation of P272. 

22. Loss of Load Probability Calculation Statement – 244/11 

22.1 Under approved Modification P305, the Panel is required to establish and maintain a Loss of Load Probability 

(LoLP) Calculation Statement. The Statement must set out the methods used by the Transmission Company 

to calculate LoLP values. The P305 Workgroup developed the methods contained in the Statement presented 

to the Panel, which was approved by the Authority as part of its overall decision to approve P305.  ELEXON 

invited the Panel to recommend to the Authority that the draft Statement reflects the methods developed as 

part of P305 and is approved for implementation on 5 November 2015. 

22.2 A Panel Member noticed that the calculation had a lot of detail on the availability factors for conventional 

generators; however there was nothing concerning that availability for Interconnector flows. The Panel 

Member asked why there was no uncertainty in the LoLP calculation. Several Panel Members who had 

attended the Workgroup clarified that they had viewed the historic data and noted that the Interconnectors 

would be available even if the power was flowing in the opposite direction, and are increasingly seen as part 

of the Transmission System under European developments. Given the complexity of the calculation already, 

the Workgroup had agreed to assume that Interconnectors would always remain available.    

22.3 The Panel Member also asked why the calculation of the Final LoLP value was carried out at Gate Closure if 

the objective of the LoLP calculation was to compute scarcity at time of use. The National Grid 

Representative noted that there had been much discussion about this and the balance of accuracy and 

signals to industry under P305. The decision taken by the Electricity Balancing Significant Code Review 

(EBSBR) technical working group was to calculate the Final LoLP value at Gate Closure because that was the 

point at which participants’ positions were fixed. The P305 Workgroup had agreed with that conclusion. The 

Panel Member queried what the signal was for; if the signal was about behaviour during an imbalance period 

then a later signal would be more appropriate. Several Panel Members pointed out that the Grid Code does   

not allow participants to deviate from their notified positions Gate Closure and so should not be penalised for 
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events that happen after this point to which they cannot respond to. As a result, the Workgroup had agreed 

this point, recognising a balance existed between accuracy and giving industry a chance to respond to the 

signals. 

22.4 The Panel Member was also concerned about the calculation of the largest loss of load at the largest facility, 

presuming that this is a dynamic tracking of what’s on the system at Gate Closure instead of the presumption 

that Sizewell will always be the largest loss of load. The National Grid Representative clarified that the largest 

loss calculation is the largest value that is likely to be seen on the system in that year. This linked into the 

feedback from industry, and that under the Security and Quantity of Supply Standard (SQSS) this was 

expected to be 1,800MW. That value did not change under the static LoLP function but will change with the 

introduction of the dynamic LoLP function.  

22.5 ELEXON noted that the acronym used for Conventional Generation Capacity, CAP in the LoLP Calculation 

Statement is currently used in the BSC to denote the Credit Assessment Price. The Panel agreed that ELEXON 

would amend this before the Statement is sent to the Authority. 

ACTION 244/05 

22.6 A Panel Member asked what the rationale of the Workgroup was for using a different de-rated margin to the 

one used in the capacity market. Several Panel Members believed that it was due to the LoLP calculation 

being calculated one hour ahead of real time, whereas the value under the capacity market is calculated over 

an annual period. 

22.7 A Panel Member asked where BSC Parties would be able to find the LoLP Calculation Statement once 

approved. ELEXON confirmed that the Statement would be available on the ELEXON website with the rest of 

the BSC documentation. The Panel Member asked why the lookup table that would illustrate the relationship 

between historical LoLP and de-rated margin values will be published on the ELEXON Portal, commenting 

that it seemed undesirable to publish the Statement and the table on two separate websites.  ELEXON 

agreed to provide clarity on this. 

ACTION 244/06 

22.8 The BSC Panel: 

a) NOTED the responses to ELEXON’s consultation; 

b) AGREED that the attached statement fulfils the requirements of forthcoming BSC Section T1.6A.1 and 2 

and reflects the P305 Workgroup’s agreed methods; 

c) RECOMMENDED that the Authority approves the Loss of Load Probability Statement; 

d) AGREED that, should the Statement be approved by the Authority, it is added to the BSC Baseline 

Statement with an effective date of 5 November 2015 (as part of the November 2015 Release); and 

e) NOTED that ELEXON will publish the lookup table on the ELEXON Portal once the Authority approves the 

Statement. 

23. BSC Panel Strategic Work Programme Update – 244/12 

23.1 The BSC Panel was invited to note the amendments to the Strategic Work Programme agreed as part of the 

quarterly review undertaken by Panel Committee Chairs and Panel Sponsors. 

23.2 A Panel Member noted that the work in the programme on Data Quality doesn’t seem to have a Panel 

Sponsor. ELEXON will check and see if one was appointed.  

ACTION 224/07 

23.3 The BSC Panel: 
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a) NOTED the amendments to the Strategic Work Programme; and  

b) NOTED that the revised Strategic Work Programme will be published on the ELEXON website following 

the September Panel meeting. 

24. Payment Default and Quarterly Advice Notes – 244/14 

24.1 Following the quarterly Advice Note trigger on 3 July 2015, there were 22 Payment Defaults. Five of the 

defaults should have been Default Funding Shared and two were Events of Defaults. Where payment is not 

received within two Business Days the BSC requires the outstanding amounts to be ‘mutualised’ amongst BSC 

Parties based on their Default Funding Share. Due to the low value of the sums involved and because 

payment is imminent, it is both costly and inefficient for these invoices to be mutualised. ELEXON informed 

the Panel of operational practice for Payment Default events and invited it to discuss the appropriate action 

for low value Payment Default events. 

24.2 A Panel Member asked why the current ELEXON approach is discretional. ELEXON responded that it adopts 

discretion where it has been in communication with the Party and knows that it intends to pay.  

24.3 Another Panel Member noted that ELEXON had to balance the practicality of its current approach with an 

understanding of what was an acceptable level of debt for industry. The Panel Member believed that ELEXON 

needed to determine that to give the industry comfort with the delegation of the responsibility.  

24.4 A Panel Member was concerned about the cost of raising a Modification against what the issue is costing 

ELEXON. They wanted to see some more analysis of cost benefit of a Modification and what type of 

Modification it should be. 

24.5 The Panel asked ELEXON to consider the points raised and come back to it with some more information on 

the structure of a potential Modification. 

ACTION 244/08 

24.6 The BSC Panel: 

a) NOTED ELEXON’s operation of the Payment Default procedures; and  

b) DEFERRED raising a Modification to the BSC to allow limited discretion to quarter end Advice Notes 

below £500. 

25. European Network Code on Electricity Balancing – Verbal Update 

25.1 ELEXON updated the Panel on the key potential impacts on the BSC of the European Network Code on 

Electricity Balancing (NC EB). 

25.2 The National Grid Representative noted that the high level principle of the NC EB imbalance price thresholds 

in seeking to make imbalance prices more marginal is not dissimilar to PAR. While at the moment it is difficult 

to envisage the precise detail; the high level intentions of the NC EB aligns with current UK intentions. 

Although it is useful to look at the implications, it is still very difficult to know what is coming. 

25.3 There will be a requirement to ensure that all the aspects of Imbalance Settlement are harmonised across 

the EU no later than July 2019. However, there is currently no detail on what will need to be done. The 

National Grid Representative noted that ACER has put firm dates in draft Code but has also stated that those 

dates may change if other timeframes slip, so whilst the dates are a guide they are not set in stone.  

25.4 The Chair asked if ‘harmony’ means that all systems will have to have the same processes or if it means that 

general principles must be adhered to. ELEXON replied that currently there is no guidance on this. A Panel 

Member commented that they felt that harmonisation should not mean exactly the same.  
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25.5 ACER in its covering letter to the European Commission, expressed a preference for a 15 minute Imbalance 

Settlement Period, currently 8 EU Member States employ this Settlement Period. There is no cost benefit 

analysis to back this statement and ACER had acknowledged that a final decision should be made in 2016 

after a cost benefit analysis has been conducted by The European Network of Transmission System 

Operators for Electricity (ENTSO-E). National Grid will be responsible for the UK section of this work, ENTSO-

E have contracted the work to Frontier Economics. 

25.6 There was some concern about the condition that the BSCCo role must be formally assigned or delegated 

subject to ‘regulatory oversight’. The National Grid Representative noted again that this was high level 

principle; its interpretation was that ELEXON’s role would continue as is. 

25.7 A Panel Member asked whether Ofgem should be encouraging industry to consider whether Modifications 

should be raised until there is more certainty on what the ENCEB will mean. The Ofgem Representative noted 

that it would consider this; however it also noted that it couldn’t prevent industry from raising Modifications. 

25.8 The BSC Panel: 

a) NOTED the update. 

NON MODIFICATION BUSINESS 

26. Panel Governance Review: Delegation and Operations – 244/15 

26.1 The Panel was invited to consider the initial findings of the Panel Governance Review regarding delegation 

and operating practices. Subject to the review and agreement of the Panel, it is proposed that these initial 

findings are published for reference and used by the Panel as the basis of further work required to implement 

the recommendations. 

26.2 The Panel agreed the minutes of this discussion should be made public and published with the minutes of the 

open session. 

26.3 The Panel discussed the concept of ‘collective responsibility’, specifically the situations where it is appropriate 

for the Panel to present a unanimous, collective view on a decision (eg in respect of Trading Dispute 

referrals) in a ‘cabinet’ sense, as opposed to situations where it is expected and acceptable that the Panel will 

make a decision, but that views of individual Panel members may differ, and that there is value (for the sake 

of transparency) in the industry understanding the individual and collective decisions and views of Panel 

members (eg in respect of Modifications). 

26.4 The Chairman noted that this discussion was helpful to him and pointed out that sometimes the definition of 

‘collective responsibility’ would be the same of that as a corporate board (for example where Panel Members 

had been fully consulted on a letter or communication issued in its name). It was, however, clear that in the 

general work of the Panel, such and Modification decisions, that the responsibility of individual Panel 

Members was to bring their expertise and knowledge to bear. In those cases, Panel Members’ views were 

individual and clearly recorded as such.  

26.5 In the context of the work of the Panel and the Performance Assurance Board (PAB), a Panel Member 

queried what was meant by the phrase ‘assessing industry’s risk appetite’. ELEXON clarified that Section Z of 

BSC details a set of roles and responsibilities allocated across the Panel and PAB looking at the risks to 

Settlement, effectively the risk that calculations and allocations aren’t conducted in accordance with the 

Code. That framework is built on risk assessment principles; the theory is that Panel should work with 

industry to understand what issues are of greatest concern to industry. PAB’s role is then to identify and 

articulate how it plans to use the tools at its disposal (within the Performance Assurance Framework) to 

manage those risks. A Panel member noted that the latest Report from the BSC Auditor had stressed the 
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importance of using robust governance. He noted that the Panel was not strong on Audit expertise and 

suggested that the Panel subgroup should consider using expert advice to assist its work in this area. 

26.6 A Panel Member sought clarification on the voting rights and capabilities of Panel Sponsors whilst attending 

their respective committee meetings, noting that Panel Sponsors were not members of the Committees 

sponsored and did not vote at these Committees but queried what the correct approach is on voting when 

disputes and issues were referred to the Panel for decision. The Panel Member’s view was that the sponsor’s 

role was to explain thinking and debate of both the committee attended by the sponsor and the Panel and 

that any potential limitation on the ability for Panel Sponsors to participate and vote on matters brought to 

the Panel was undesirable. ELEXON noted that the issue of voting was comprehensively covered in the 

Conflict of Interest policies for Trading Dispute Referrals and that this should be used as the basis for a more 

general Panel policy on conflict of interest. 

26.7 A Panel Member commented that the Panel had a representative on the Grid Code Review Panel but felt that 

there was no formal link to other Codes, and that should be to ensure effective cross code working. ELEXON 

noted that it attended other Code meetings and reported back to the Panel via the Panel’s Committees and 

directly, via the current ELEXON report to the Panel. 

26.8 The Panel Member also welcomed the proposed role definitions for other Officers of the Panel and 

emphasised their importance in ensuring that Panel Committee Chairs and other support staff were fit for the 

role they were appointed to an effectively trained.  

26.9 The Panel Member also noted that there was a proposed requirement for the Panel Sponsor and the 

Committee Chair to meet at least once a quarter and they asked if that happened currently.  ELEXON replied 

that, in addition to attendance at the scheduled committee meetings, Panel Sponsors and Committee Chairs 

currently met at the quarterly strategy review meetings as well as through additional ad hoc meetings on a 

case by case basis.  

26.10 The Panel Member noted that the proposed role description for Panel Committee Members included 

responsibility for ‘bringing the Panel’s attention to external matters which may affect the BSC or the work of 

the BSC Panel’. The Panel member felt that this should be amended to also include bringing matters to the 

attention of Ofgem and that a definition of Ofgem’s role in the context of the BSC Panel should be included 

within the role descriptions. ELEXON replied that the Panel’s communications policy stated that the Panel was 

the body to inform Ofgem of external issues (and that committees should report to the Panel first rather than 

straight to industry or any other body); it also noted that the Panel was accountable to BSC Parties, not 

Ofgem (and that this was the strong steer from Ofgem during the early stages of the Panel’s  governance 

review work, focusing on accountability).  

26.11 Another Panel Member reiterated this point and felt that although it was important for Ofgem to be closely 

involved in the Panel’s work, the Panel and Panel Chair should not be overly deferential to Ofgem and its 

views. Ofgem’s role is to make decisions on Modifications, and while it is important that Ofgem is part of the 

process, it is important that they are seen to be making independent decisions on Modifications.  Robust 

chairmanship of Modification Working Groups is key to achieving this. 

26.12 A Panel Member noted that the role of the Panel Sponsor to ensure that work was ‘on time, on budget and 

on scope’, but commented that budget is the responsibility of the Board, not the Panel and, in any case, 

Panel sponsors were not close enough to the work of the committees to be able to fulfil this role.  Another 

Panel Member noted that the role was not to ensure but to challenge. ELEXON noted this and agreed to 

amend the document to reflect the sponsor’s role as one of ‘advise and challenge’ rather than ‘supervisory’. 

26.13 There was discussion on the proposal to improve presentations – making them short and structured to 

provide a framework for discussion.  Panel members were supportive of this, but noted that complex issues 

benefit from additional detail and that this should be taken into account on a case by case basis. 
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26.14 In the context of operating practices, the National Grid Representative commented that a three hour meeting 

including lunch seemed like a very short meeting. ELEXON noted that there have been Panel meetings of that 

length and that it was dependent on the business of the meeting. A Panel Member asked if the proposed five 

hour limit was a guide or an absolute limit, ELEXON commented that the proposed limit was based on 

guidance from the Institute of Directors on the maximum duration of effective meetings. However, it was 

recognised that this was guidance and so might be treated as a ‘soft’ limit which, for example, could be 

exceeded if all attendees agreed. ELEXON suggested that such detail should fall into a policy document (as a 

guideline) rather than be written into the BSC. 

26.15 In the context of the proposed list of reports that should be provided to the Panel, MB asked for further 

clarification on the requirement for additional reports. He noted that reports from committees already 

existed, and questioned the need for creating additional, new reports over and above those already provided. 

AR provided reassurance that the aim wasn’t to increase the volume of paperwork, but to provide more focus 

for the Panel in respect of each of its different responsibilities (in particular, to provide it with more feedback 

focus and insight into the work of its committees, their workload and issues they were facing). 

26.16 The Chairman noted that the Panel was currently given the opportunity to discuss the reports from the Panel 

Committees, but there was generally very little question or challenge; he asked what would change with the 

‘new’ system. ELEXON replied that it was for the Panel to decide how it wanted to run its committees and 

what information it required from them to ensure that it had effective oversight of its committees.  AR 

questioned how much value the Panel was getting from the committee headline reports in the format 

currently provided.  A Panel Member commented that committee updates should be focused on issues, 

upcoming work and possible cross committee work and that no update should be expected when committee 

work was proceeding as expected. 

26.17 The Panel Member felt that the idea of having a pool of alternates was a good one and would like that 

system to be applied to all Panel Committees. They also requested that the alternates list should be 

published on the website. 

26.18 The Chair asked the Panel about the form of the minutes, noting that Panel minutes were usually very long. 

A Panel Member felt that they were too long and queried whether they were read outside of the Panel. 

Another Panel Member noted that the quality of the minutes was high and felt that they were useful; another 

Panel Member noted that the minutes are useful when disputes arrive.  The Chair noted that the transcripts 

could be kept and it would be a more accurate reflection of the discussion.  The Ofgem Representative noted 

that Ofgem found it useful to review the minutes when making decisions on Modifications. They suggested 

that a transcript and/or a recording would be less useful.  MB noted that the production of Panel minutes was 

time consuming.  A Panel Member expressed the view that the Panel’s role was important and the quality of 

the minutes provided comfort to the industry.  A Panel Member noted that the Panel minutes were detailed 

but valuable; they also noted that voice recordings would be difficult to scan through and felt that video 

recordings would be more useful.  There was a proposal that external readership of the minutes should be 

monitored, but the chair’s view was that, in fact, the Panel was the main audience for the minutes.  In 

addition, it was noted that in certain, relatively rare situations, the full granularity of the minutes is required. 

26.19 The Panel considered the option of an enhanced headline report, but concluded there was benefit in the 

rationale, discussions and different views of Panel members being available via a detailed set of minutes (not 

least, to facilitate transparency of decision making).   

26.20 ELEXON agreed to bring a paper to the Panel setting out actions in relation to the Panel governance review 

that could be taken relatively soon without the need for any Modification to the BSC, plus a plan for 

progressing any Modifications that were required. 

26.21 The BSC Panel: 
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a) COMMENTED on the attached thought pieces; and 

b) AGREED that, subsequent to any comments and observations, the attached thought pieces should be 

published for reference. 

27. Any other Business 

27.1 There was no other business in the Closed Session. 

28. Next meeting 

28.1 The next meeting of the BSC Panel will be held at the offices of ELEXON Ltd, 350 Euston Road, London NW1 

3AW on Thursday 8 October 2015.  


