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1. Executive Summary 

1.1 Industry feedback received by ELEXON on the Business Unit Settlement Risk Report (BUSRR) review, which 

was implemented during April and May 2017, has been mixed. Feedback on individual BUSRR criteria 

changes has generally been positive, while there has been mixed views on the BUSRR Review process and 

frequency with which it is performed. An overarching theme identified in the feedback received is that 

Suppliers prefer BUSRR criteria to be amended as infrequently as possible due to the internal process 

changes and inter-departmental communications required on their end. Related to this, Suppliers feel that 

the BUSRR Review changes were not communicated sufficiently to industry. This view is based on how 

changes are distributed within Supply businesses. Suppliers also expressed their views on the current 

inconsistent reporting criteria that are associated with Settlement Risks such as SR0074 and SR0081. Key 

points for each of the Settlement Risks affected by the BUSRR Review can be found below: 

1.2 SR3019 - SR0022 and SR0028 were combined to create a single Settlement Risk that monitors the quality of 

Half Hourly (HH) Meter Technical Details (MTDs). Industry feedback identified a lack of processing knowledge 

surrounding this risk, with some Suppliers and Agents not understanding how the Technical Assurance Agent 

(TAA) cycle works, or how to fix issues identified. There is difficulty in assessing whether the affected MTDs 

are impacting Settlement or not, which has led to ELEXON initiating an investigation into whether SR3019 

should be considered a top Settlement Risk. 

1.3 SR0072 – Supplier feedback on the introduction of the AMBER BUSRR has been positive, with Suppliers 

noting it provides better clarity of overall industry performance. Suppliers have also praised the support 

ELEXON has provided in notifying them of erroneous instances above 500MWh, which has helped bring 

overall NHH gross error to its lowest volume since November 2014. Suppliers did however note that the 

criteria change for N/A ratings could be reverted, as it no longer rewards Suppliers that have no erroneous 

instances. 

1.4 SR0074 – ELEXON predicted the amount of RED BUSRRs would decrease post-implementation of the 

BUSRR criteria change for SR0074, but the amount of RED and AMBER BUSRRs has increased. This increase 

is due to a decline in performance within Suppliers with less than 2% market share, which continues to grow 

in size with new Suppliers entering the market. Despite this decline in performance, overall NHH performance 

has actually improved over recent months due to improvements by Suppliers within the 8-10% market share 

grouping. A recent Supplier workshop on SR0074, hosted by ELEXON, highlighted that there is a general gap 
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in knowledge regarding this Settlement Risk. ELEXON will seek to improve communication and knowledge 

sharing with Suppliers, especially newer Parties entering the market. 

1.5 SR0081 – Suppliers generally feel the decrease in MWh threshold from 500MWh to 400MWh has not had 

any significant changes to their BUSRR ratings or internal processes. Suppliers feel the introduction of 

measuring R1 performance has been beneficial though, as measuring performance at SF only was a tough 

metric due to the short amount of time available to resolve anything. 

1.6 SR0081b – Due to the amount of energy flowing through the Measurement Class (MC) E metering systems 

being less than 6.5% of all HH import energy, and the fact that Profile Class (PC) 5-8 migrations to HH are 

still in progress, ELEXON proposes to not consider SR0081b as a top Settlement Risk. ELEXON would like to 

review this risk once the proportion of all HH energy reaches 10% and the PAB is confident that most 

applicable metering systems have fully migrated to HH. Suppliers confirmed that SR0081b is not an area of 

focus at the moment. Suppliers are waiting to finish P272 “Mandatory Half Hourly Settlement for Profile 

Classes 5-8” migration before committing resources to improving performance. 

1.7 SR0024 and SR0025 – ELEXON is conducting a Technical Assurance of Performance Assurance Parties 

(TAPAP) check into missing MTDs to assess the impact that missing MTDs have on Settlement. ELEXON 

noted that the risk to Settlement from missing MTDs may be overstated in terms of impact. ELEXON aims to 

provide the results of the TAPAP check to the PAB at the March 2018 PAB meeting. The results of the TAPAP 

check will be used to reassess the net significance of SR0024 and SR0025, as well as consider if the BUSRR 

criteria for these Settlement Risks can be changed to make them more effective. 

1.8 Further details and analysis on each of the above Settlement Risks can be found throughout the rest of the 

paper. 
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2. Background 

2.1 The criteria for the Business Unit Settlement Risk Report (BUSRR) ratings were developed in 2008. The last 

full BUSRR review was conducted in 2016 with three updates brought to the PAB (April 2016-PAB183/07, 

October 2016 - PAB189/12, January 2017 - PAB192/14). As part of this work, ELEXON conducted a review of 

the BUSRR rating criteria for four Settlement Risks and potential solutions to issues were highlighted.  

2.2 As a result of the BUSRR review the PAB approved the following seven changes:  

a) The application of a BUSRR for Settlement Risk 30191 (SR3019), with effect from 1 April 2017; 

b) An introduction of an AMBER rating for SR00722 based on the amount of erroneous instances above 

500MWh energy volume; 

c) A RED / AMBER threshold for SR00743 increased from 500MWh to 700MWh;  

d) A RED / AMBER threshold for SR00814 decreased from 500MWh to 400MWh and the inclusion of 

Settlement performance at R1 into the criteria;  

e) A three month grace period for Suppliers following the application of the new BUSRR criteria for all the 

risks; 

f) The introduction of an “information” BUSRR for Half Hourly (HH) Settlement Performance for sub 100kW 

metered sites (known as SR0081b); and 

g) The monthly publication of Peer Comparison Reports for Meter Operator Agents using NM125 and HM126 

data. 

2.3 This paper details the following: 

 The results from ELEXON’s investigation on how the changes to the BUSRR criteria influenced 

performance of Suppliers and their Agents; 

 Feedback from Industry regarding the changes; 

 Considerations and next steps; and 

 Next steps relating to SR0024 and SR0025. 

 

3. Settlement Risk 3019 

3.1 SR3019: The risk that Half Hourly Meter Operating Agents (HHMOAs) do not provide correct Meter 

Technical Details (MTDs), including when HHMOAs make changes to MTDs, to the Half Hourly Data Collectors 

(HHDCs) resulting in Meter readings not being collected or misinterpreted. 

  

                                                

 

1 SR3019:The risk that HHMOAs do not provide correct MTDs, including when HHMOAs make changes to MTDs, to the HHDCs resulting in Meter 
readings being misinterpreted or not collected. 
2 SR0072: The risk that Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) process incorrect Meter readings, resulting in erroneous data being entered 
into Settlement. 
3 SR0074: The risk that NHHDCs do not collect and /enter valid Meter readings resulting in old/default data entering Settlement 
4 SR0081: The risk that HHDCs do not process valid HH readings resulting in estimated data being entered into Settlement. 
5 NM12: Missing Non-Half Hourly Meter Technical Details 
6 HM12: Missing Half Hourly Meter Technical Details 
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Criteria for SR3019  

 

 
 

3.2 Settlement Risk 3019 (SR3019) was created by combining two other Settlement Risks: SR00227 and 

SR00288. This amalgamation aimed to remediate issues identified with individual risks. 

 
Past risks and expected results for SR3019 

  

3.3 SR0022 utilised the Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System (PARMS) Serial HM13. 

Balancing and Settlement Code Procedure (BSCP) 533 “PARMS data provision, reporting and publication of 

peer comparison data” and its Appendices define HM13. This serial monitors the volume of amended (resent) 

MTDs by HHMOA (D02689) where any of the key fields have changed. This serial is reported from a 

perspective of HHDC.  

3.4 The Code and Code Subsidiary Documents stipulate10 that the MTDs sent by MOAs should be accurate, 

complete and sent in a timely manner. Consequently, any resent MTDs suggest that the initial MTDs were 

incorrect and therefore MOAs are not fulfilling their obligations. SR0022 allocated a RED BUSRR against 

MOAs having 5% or more of their HH MTDs in a given reporting period resent. However, informal feedback 

from Parties (PAB174/10 and PAB 183/07) has shown that most of those resends were in fact rectifying 

actions to correct MTDs received from the previous MOA. As a result the SR0022 BUSRR was penalising 

MOAs for correcting the invalid information they had received. ELEXON also identified a difference in the 

definition of key fields between BSCP533 and BSCP514 “SVA Meter Operations for Metering Systems 

Registered in SMRS” – BSCP533 identifies two more fields as “key” i.e. Associated Meter Id (J0476) and 

Meter CoP (J0418). A final challenge with HM13 PARMS data is that HHMOAs can avoid issues being detected 

through HM13 by re-dating the Metering System Registration Date. 

3.5 In the PAB 183/07 ELEXON highlighted two challenges with SR0028 – sample size and the selection of the 

sample. SR0028 used data obtained from the Technical Assurance Agent (TAA). This data is limited (the TAA 

sample is only 1% of HH Metering System Identifiers (MSID) and only those which are Measurement Class 

(MC) C. It was concluded that this sample size might not be sufficient to effectively evaluate the health of the 

wider market. Following the implementation of P272, the current portfolio of HH Metering Systems now 

includes those falling under MC C, E, F and G. It was envisaged that TAA’s samples size of 1% of MC C 

                                                

 

7 SR0022 – The risk that HHMOAs do not provide correct MTDs to the HHDC resulting in Meter readings being misinterpreted or not collected. 
8 SR0028 – The risk that the MOAs make changes to the MTDs and do not inform the HHDCs resulting in Meter readings being misinterpreted or 
not collected. 
9 D0268 – Master Registration Agreement Data Transfer Catalogue defines D0268 as Half Hourly Meter Technical Details. 
10 BSC Section L 1.23 “The principal functions of a Meter Operator Agent shall be to install, commission, test, maintain, rectify faults and 
provide a sealing service in respect of Metering Equipment (including if applicable associated Communications Equipment), in accordance with 
Party Service Line 100 and the relevant BSC Procedures and Codes of Practice” 

Primary Measure 

(Performance BUSRR) 

RED AMBER GREEN 

HM13 can show the trend in 

percentage of MTDs that were 

accurate the first time they were 

sent to the HHDC.

Less than 95% of MTDs accurate 

are accurate first time

Between 95% to 99% of MTDs 

accurate first time 

More than 99% of MTDs accurate first 

time

Primary Measure RED AMBER GREEN

Meter Technical Details related 

non-compliances raised by TAA 

across a rolling 12 month period 

10% or more site visited have 

with MTD non compliances

less than 10%, but more than 5% of 

sites visited have  MTD non- 

compliances

Less than 5% of sites visited have  

MTD non- compliances

Primary Measure 

(Performance BUSRR) 
RED AMBER GREEN

HM13 can show the trend in 

percentage of MTDs that were 

accurate the first time they were 

sent to the HHDC.

And

Meter Technical Details related 

non-compliances raised by TAA 

across a rolling 12 month period 

More than 2% of MTDs sent are 

corrections; and 

More than 5% of TAA visits find a 

non-compliance.  

More than 2% of MTDs sent are 

corrections; or 

More than 5% of TAA visits find a non-

compliance

2% or less of MTDs re-sent; and 

TAA non-compliances are 5% or less.  

SR0022 and SR0028 Combined BUSRR Rating / SR0XXX: The risk that HHMOAs do not provide correct MTDs, 

including when HHMOAs make changes to MTDs, to the HHDC resulting in Meter readings being misinterpreted or 

not collected

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

SR0022: The risk that HHDCs do not use the correct Meter Technical Details resulting in Meter readings being 

misinterpreted or not collected.
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MSIDs would equate to 0.5% of all HH MSIDs. Following the implementation of P272 “Mandatory Half Hourly 

Settlement for Profile Classes 5-8” and P339 “Introduction of new Consumption Component Classes11 for 

Measurement Classes E-G”, ELEXON investigated the TAA sample size against all MSIDs belonging to MC C, 

E, F and G. The results show that on average, the TAA sample size represents 0.51% MSIDs of the whole 

market at R1 as per the following table.  

 

3.6 The purpose of combining both risks was to weigh the BUSRR rating towards the risk posed by the 100KW 

Measurement Class C sites, whilst still monitoring the data quality of all HH MTDs. The criteria for 

RED/AMBER/GREEN also changed and became more stringent than the individual risks, especially for the 

RED BUSRR rating. The individual RED criteria and the combined criteria are compared below. 

 

3.7 ELEXON expected to highlight Parties that are underperforming against both measures, thus being more 

likely to impact Settlement. 

  

                                                

 

11 Consumption Component Class (CCC) - defined in section X-2 of the BSC. 

SR3019 RED SR0022 RED SR0028 RED

More than 2% of MTDs 

sent are corrections; and 

More than 5% of TAA visits 

find a non-compliance.

Less than 95% of MTDs are 

accurate the first time (5% 

or more are sent as 

corrections)

10% or more sites visited 

have MTD non-

compliances
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Industry’s feedback 

3.8 The feedback ELEXON received on SR3019 suggests that Parties still find the TAA annual cycle confusing and 

they find it difficult understanding how to manage the issues identified by the TAA and how to address them. 

Considerations and next steps 

3.9 ELEXON is currently discussing the methodology of evaluating whether a Party should go into Error, Failure 

and Resolution (EFR) for SR3019. A weekly internal meeting was set up comprised of Subject Matter Experts 

(SMEs) from PARMS, Technical Assurance (TA) and Metering. 

3.10 According to ELEXON’s recent analysis (PAB200/11 and PAB200/19) and the TAA annual report12, in the year 

2016/17, the TAA found more SVA non-compliances of both categories during the site visits than in the 

previous year. The TAA found five MTD related Category 1 non-compliances and more than 1,400 Category 2 

non-compliances. Tables listing exact definitions for each category can be found in Appendices 1 and 2. 

Category 2 non-compliances could pose a material risk to Settlement whereas Category 1 non-compliances 

are expected to impact Settlement.  

3.11 Following the TAA’s and ELEXON’s investigation it became apparent that among the five Category 1 non-

compliances, four did not impact Settlement. This is due to HHMOAs supplying HHDC with the correct MTDs, 

but subsequently sending incorrect MTDs to the TAA for inspection. ELEXON’s initial view is that for SR3019 

purposes, all TAA non-compliances have to be assessed on a case by case basis to evaluate their impact on 

Settlement. Currently, the TAA’s data does not indicate wide-spread issues relating to the quality of MTDs. 

3.12 ELEXON also discussed how the second part of the criteria (i.e. PARMS serial HM13 data) should help assess 

whether a Party should go into EFR. PARMS data is a high level snapshot of the number of MTDs resent in a 

given month. As a result, it is difficult to examine the impact of the resent MTDs on Settlement without 

requesting PARMS backing (“drill down”) data from HHDCs. Suppliers have reported issues with obtaining the 

PARMS backing data from reporting agents therefore ELEXON is considering an option of requesting the data 

on behalf of Suppliers. 

3.13 The consensus stemming from internal discussions is that neither of the datasets (i.e. the .TAA non-

compliances and HM13 data) clearly quantifies the impact on Settlement. Therefore the decision was made 

to evaluate whether a Party should go into EFR for SR3019 on a case by case basis. ELEXON will ask 

Suppliers and HHMOAs to provide MPAN level data for both TAA and PARMS data and provide explanations 

on non-compliances and missed targets. ELEXON is finalising a template document which will include lists of 

MPANs relating to each dataset and questions relating to non-compliances. 

3.14 ELEXON plans to use this exercise to assess the Parties impact on Settlement and assess whether SR3019 is 
a top Settlement Risk. ELEXON proposes to start with September’s BUSRR data for a three month period.   

                                                

 

12 Source: https://www.elexon.co.uk/reference/performance-assurance/performance-assurance-techniques/audits/technical-assurance-of-
metering-systems-tam/ 
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4. Settlement Risk 0072 

4.1 SR0072: The risk that Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) process incorrect Meter readings, resulting 

in erroneous data being entered into Settlement.  

Criteria for SR0072 and expected results 

 
 

4.2 Settlement Risk 72 (SR0072) monitors the levels of erroneous energy in Settlement, by applying thresholds 

to erroneous instances of Estimated Annual Consumption (EAC) and Annualised Advances (AAs) for every 

Metering System in each Profile Class (PC).  

4.3 Erroneous energy stemming from those instances is summed for each Supplier monthly to evaluate the 

impact on Settlement. Each Supplier has their individual threshold of “allowed” erroneous energy which is 

dependent on the Market Share. For example, a Supplier ID with a Non Half-Hourly (NHH) energy share of 

20% would be allocated an acceptable error threshold of 33,000MWh (20% of the Gross Uncorrected Energy 

Error13 [GUEE]; 

33,000𝑀𝑊ℎ = 165,000𝑀𝑊ℎ X 0.2 

4.4 Prior to the changes to the criteria for SR0072, Suppliers could only receive either a RED or GREEN BUSRR 

depending on whether they were above or below the individual Supplier threshold. ELEXON suggested that 

this might cause Suppliers achieving a GREEN rating to not rectify their instances below their threshold 

(albeit these could be still impacting Settlements). In addition, ELEXON wanted to investigate whether the 

introduction of an age criteria to the BUSRR would improve (decrease) the levels of erroneous energy.  

4.5 At PAB192, the PAB agreed to the introduction of an AMBER BUSRR for SR0072. During the meeting, two 

options were presented for the criteria for the new AMBER BUSRR: 

a) Introduction of criteria based on MWh of error and time of unresolved instances; and 

b) Introduction of criteria based on MWh of error and number of instances above a certain volume. 

4.6 The PAB expressed a preference for option ‘b’ for the SR0072 AMBER BUSRR criteria, as it targets a higher 

proportion of error than option ‘a’. Analysis provided by ELEXON at January’s PAB meeting (PAB192/14) 

highlighted that most error is found in new instances; therefore targeting older instances would yield a lower 

reduction in overall gross error.  

4.7 In May 2017, the AMBER BUSRR for SR0072 was introduced, and a Supplier would obtain an AMBER BUSRR 

if its overall gross error was below the set threshold, but 10% or more of its total error was from instances of 

500MWh or higher. The expected result  was to see a gradual reduction in the total gross error, as Suppliers 

would direct their efforts to resolving instances with a higher overall impact. 

                                                

 

13 Gross Uncorrected Energy Error is an absolute measure of error, representative of the extent of a Supplier’s error, rather than its impact 
on the rest of the market. 

Measure RED AMBER GREEN

A Supplier 

remains below 

its threshold of 

acceptable error

Above set threshold

Below set threshold AND 

with at least 10% of error 

coming from instances of 

500 MWh of volume or 

higher

Below set threshold 

AND with less than 

10% of error coming 

from instances of 500 

MWh of volume or 

higher
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4.8 Since May, ELEXON has made improvements to its internal Erroneous Large EAC/AAs monitoring and 

reporting process, working more closely with Suppliers. Instances that are 500MWh or higher are reported to 

the Supplier; this not only helps target high-impact instances across the industry, but also helps Suppliers 

identifying which specific instances need resolving to prevent obtaining an AMBER BUSRR. 

4.9 The volume of overall gross error has decreased since the May 2017 implementation, as have the amount of 

individual instances over 500MWh. 

 

 

4.10 During the September reporting period, the total volume of gross error was 73,692MWh, which is the lowest 

it has been since November 2014’s reporting period, which had a total gross error volume of 59,196MWh. 

4.11 As part of the SR0072 BUSRR review, a change was also made to the criteria for an N/A rating. Previously, 

Suppliers obtained a GREEN BUSRR if they had zero gross error in the reporting period. As part of the BUSRR 

review, Suppliers now obtain an N/A rating for having zero gross error. ELEXON noticed that many smaller 

Parties were obtaining a GREEN BUSRR for a Settlement Risk that looks specifically at the volumes of gross 

error. If a Supplier has no error, then it should not be measured against that Settlement Risk.  

4.12 After introducting the new BUSRR criteria for SR0072, 24 Suppliers were impacted by the N/A criteria 

change. Of these 24 Parties, 12 have received at least one or more GREEN BUSRRs since (due to having at 

least one erroneous instance), while the other 12 have consistently received N/A BUSRRs.  

Industry’s feedback 

4.13 Regarding the changes to SR0072, the feedback has been mostly positive. Suppliers have praised the 

increased efforts of ELEXON in identifying high-impact erroneous instances and believe the introduction of 

the 500MWh threshold strikes a strong balance between the risk to Settlement and the amount of instances 

that pass the threshold.  

4.14 A Supplier did note however that the change for the GREEN and N/A BUSRR criteria was not clear; stating 

that an N/A rating implies a Supplier should not be applicable to the risk. It was suggested that the previous 
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GREEN criteria be re-implemented, as a Supplier that genuinely has zero error in Settlement should be 

recognised as performing well and rated accordingly.  

4.15 While a preference to revert one of the BUSRR criteria changes was expressed by one Supplier, a majority of 

Suppliers felt strongly that the BUSRRs should be changed as infrequently as possible. They noted that 

changes in BUSRR criteria (and ultimately changes to other elements such as Supplier Dashboards) not only 

had to be understood by those who received the reports, but also by the wider teams within a Supply 

company.  

4.16 Suppliers also felt that the last set of BUSRR and Dashboard changes hadn’t been communicated well and 

they only had sight of them once they had been approved and implemented. They would like to be more 

involved during any BUSRR planning in the future and have better engagement in general. Efforts were made 

by ELEXON during the introduction of the BUSRR changes to keep Suppliers updated as much as possible. 

This was achieved through the hosting of webinars and working closely with the Operation Support Managers 

(OSMs), providing them with communications and updates so they could update and engage with their 

Parties. However, as highlighted in the industry feedback section for SR0074 (page 10), poor quality of inter-

departmental communications for certain Suppliers means that any changes communicated to a Party may 

not necessarily be passed on to the correct people that are associated with particular Settlement Risks. 

Considerations and next steps 

4.17 As the preference expressed by a majority of Suppliers to change the BUSRR criteria as infrequently as 

possible, as well as the overall reduction in gross error, we don’t feel there are any further changes required 

in the near future for SR0072.  

4.18 We feel the introduction of the AMBER BUSRR has been successful. It has provided extra granularity and 

clarification to the monitoring of Supplier performance in relation to NHH Gross Error, which in turn has 

resulted in more Suppliers resolving their largest instances and a reduction in total volume of gross error. 

5. Settlement Risk 0074 

5.1 SR0074: the risk that NHHDCs do not collect and / or enter valid Meter readings resulting in old/default data 

entering Settlement.  

Criteria for SR0074 and expected results 

 
5.2 At PAB189 (PAB189/12), ELEXON proposed to change the criteria for SR0074 so that the threshold for the 

volume of estimated energy increases from 500MWh to 700MWh. The rationale of having the same threshold 

of estimated energy for NHH and HH risks seems unfair given the difference in Performance Standards set 

out in BSC Section S-1 2.2.1 and 2.2.4. 

5.3 The analysis performed by ELEXON highlighted that this change would allow ELEXON to focus on the very 

worst performers whilst still working with those Suppliers gaining AMBER BUSRRs to increase performance 

outside of the EFR process. Less RED ratings were expected as a result of the change. 

5.4 Since the BUSRR criteria change for SR0074 was approved in October 2016, the total amount of RED and 

AMBER BUSRRs has increased. The implementation of the BUSRR criteria change in April 2017 did not reduce 

the amount of RED BUSRRs during preceding months, and despite a brief decrease in May 2017, the amount 

Measure RED AMBER GREEN

Energy Settled 

on 97% of 

Actual Energy at 

RF

Settling less than 

97% of energy on 

Actual reads AND 

more than 700MWh 

of Estimated Energy

Settling less than 97% 

of energy on Actual 

reads AND less than 

700MWh of Estimated 

Energy

Settling 97% or 

more on Actual 

reads 
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of RED BUSRRs is still increasing overall. 

 

 
 

5.5 ELEXON has noted a decline in the average performance of Suppliers with a market share of less than 2%. 

As the amount of new Suppliers has increased over recent years, the proportion of BUSRRs for this Supplier 

group Suppliers has shifted from a predominantly GREEN distribution to being predominantly AMBER or RED 

now. 
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5.6 Since August 2016, less than half of all Suppliers, with less than 2% Market Share, have obtained GREEN 

BUSRRs. Whilst in the August 2017 reporting period, the combined AMBER and RED BUSRR ratings 

amounted to 68.97% of all BUSRRs for this Supplier group. 

5.7 ELEXON has noted that the decline in performance of this category of Suppliers is also reflected in its share 

of estimated energy from the 97% target.  
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5.8 In the August 2017 reporting period, 43.77% of all estimated energy from the 97% target was attributable to 

Suppliers with an energy share less than 2%. This is the highest this Supplier group’s share of estimated 

energy has been, and has been steadily growing since.  

5.9 Despite the increase in RED and AMBER BUSRRs and the amount of estimated energy increasing for 

Suppliers this Supplier group, this has not caused a decrease in overall NHH performance, which has actually 

improved over the same period. 

 

5.10 This improvement is largely attributable to improvements made by Suppliers within the 8-10% market share 

region (Appendix 3). Although there are less Suppliers in this group, improvements made by these Suppliers 

can have a larger impact on overall industry NHH performance due to the larger volumes of energy 

associated with them. Performance improvements have been achieved through EFR plans, through 

collaborations between Suppliers, OSMs and the PAB. 

 

Industry’s feedback 

5.11 ELEXON hosted a Supplier workshop for SR0074 in September, with the objective of creating a Supplier 

forum, to discuss issues around NHH performance and develop common solutions to address them. 

5.12 One of the most common issues identified during the workshop day was that there is a general lack of 

knowledge amongst Suppliers around SR0074. One of the reasons for thisis due to a lack of internal training 

on the Settlement process, with employees not having the appropriate skills or knowledge to be fully 

effective within their roles. It was also highlighted that inter-departmental communications was poor, with a 

lack of clear definitions of responsibilities and accountability between departments impacting the Settlement 

process.  

5.13 Although Suppliers were open about their lack of understanding internally on SR0074, they also identified 

issues associated with their Supplier Agents. One prevalent issue (for smaller Suppliers in particular), is trying 

to influence agents to aid with performance issues. Linked to this, Suppliers believe there are not enough 

agents to deal with the increasing amount of new Suppliers entering the market. This issue correlates with 
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the above performance graphs, which highlights the increasing amount of estimated energy associated with 

this group of Suppliers as its pool size grows.  

5.14 Regarding the threshold increase from 500MWh to 700MWh, the feedback from smaller Suppliers (0-2% 

market share) is that the change hasn’t really affected them, whilst larger Suppliers (2% and above market 

share) have expressed concerns about the increasing amount of new, smaller Suppliers and that the changes 

have now been made easier for them to avoid RED BUSRRs. By increasing the threshold for a RED BUSRR 

from 500MWh to 700MWh, it was suggested this may have an adverse effect on industry performance as 

Suppliers could relax their performance targets without worrying about obtaining a RED BUSRR. This, 

combined with the increasing amount of new Suppliers, means the total volume of estimated energy may 

increase over time. 

5.15 Feedback made by a number of Suppliers, which also applies to SR0081, is that the inconsistency in reporting 

period durations means any fixed MWh threshold can be significantly harder to comply with at times. It was 

noted that on months with longer reporting periods, a Supplier could achieve a better average performance 

than the previous month but possibly obtain a worse BUSRR due to breaching the MWh threshold. A 

suggested alternative is to introduce a fixed MWh value ‘per day’ instead of over an entire inconsistent 

reporting period. This would mean the longer months have a higher threshold and the shorter months a 

lower one.  

 

Considerations and next steps 

5.16 The SR0074 Supplier workshop proved that Suppliers (particularly newer ones) have a gap in knowledge 

related to Settlement Risks and the Settlement process as a whole, which can lead to poorer quality of inter-

departmental communication and ultimately increasing the risk of NHH Settlement performance being 

impacted. ELEXON can do more for the industry to improve Suppliers understanding of the top Settlement 

Risks. More training sessions, webinars and industry days would aid this and ELEXON will seek to improve 

communication and sharing of knowledge with Suppliers where possible. Similarly, with the increase in 

estimated energy associated with the increasing amount of new Suppliers, there is the potential to improve 

the handover process of ‘Supplier in a box’ companies that provide easy entry into the market for new 

Suppliers.  

6. Settlement Risk 0081 

6.1 SR0081: The risk that HHDCs do not process valid HH readings resulting in estimated data being entered 

into Settlement. 

Criteria for SR0081 and results 

 
 

6.2 Before the introduction of the amended BUSRR criteria in April 2017, SR0081 was allocated BUSRR ratings 

based on Supplier’s performance at SF Volume Allocation Run (VAR). Through EFR work and conversations 

with Suppliers, ELEXON learned that the main contributing factor to poor SF performance is due to Meter 

faults or communications line failures. In many cases, those issues were addressed by R1 when the 

Measure RED AMBER GREEN

Energy Settled 

on 99% of 

Actual Energy at 

SF AND R1

Settling less than 99% of 

energy on Actual reads at 

both SF AND R1 AND 

more than 400MWh of 

Energy from target at R1

Settling less than 99% of 

energy on Actual reads 

(at either SF OR R1) AND 

less than 400MWh of 

Energy from target

Settling 99% or 

more on Actual 

reads at both SF 

AND R1
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estimated data was replaced by the actual metered volumes. ELEXON concluded that evaluating performance 

at both VARs will highlight Suppliers that are unable to address those common issues, but also those that are 

able to maintain high standard at both VARs. 

6.3 During the BUSRR review, ELEXON looked into revising the threshold for SR0081. The threshold is the 

amount of energy in a given PAB reporting month that Suppliers are allowed to ‘miss’ from the 99% 

obligation set out in Section S-1 of the Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC). Before the BUSRR review, both 

SR0074 and SR0081 had the same level of threshold i.e. 500MWh. However, ELEXON noted that the Code 

performance requirement is less stringent for NHH sector with 97% target at RF, as opposed to HH14 sector 

with 99% at SF and consecutive VARs.  

6.4 The PAB agreed (PAB192/14) to measure performance at both VARs, measure threshold at R1 and reduce it 

from 500MWh to 400MWh. ELEXON evaluated the amount of RED and AMBER BUSRRs before and after the 

introduction of the amended criteria as presented below. ELEXON noted that while the amount of RED 

BUSRRs dropped, they seem to cover a similar amount of estimated energy entering the Settlement. When 

comparing two half year periods (before and after introduction of the new criteria), the proportion of RED to 

the sum of RED and AMBER BUSRRs dropped by more than 17% (36.26% to 19.00%) while the estimated 

energy captured by RED BUSRRs dropped by less than 4% (96.07% to 92.13%). 

 

6.5 The graph below presents performance data from six months before the introduction of the new criteria up 

until the latest data available. We can see SR0081 improving in recent months. 

                                                

 

14 SR0081 evaluates performance and obligation in relation to Metering Systems belonging to Measurement Class C only. 

PAB Month RED rating AMBER rating GREEN rating RED Energy from target AMBER Energy from target

Oct-16 11 19 20 97.02% 2.98%

Nov-16 15 18 18 97.23% 2.77%

Dec-16 9 19 22 93.72% 6.28%

Jan-17 9 23 19 96.23% 3.77%

Feb-17 13 20 20 96.79% 3.21%

Mar-17 9 17 27 93.79% 6.21%

Apr-17 6 22 26 89.78% 10.22%

May-17 5 28 20 85.49% 14.51%

Jun-17 9 31 13 96.21% 3.79%

Jul-17 7 26 20 94.02% 5.98%

Aug-17 6 26 22 93.50% 6.50%

Sep-17 5 29 21 85.87% 14.13%
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Industry’s feedback 

6.6 Following the change to SR0081, the data presented in the Supplier monthly Dashboard changed from SF to 

R1. Most Suppliers find it confusing as the BUSRR is allocated on their performance at both runs. Suppliers 

would like to have SF performance displayed in this rather than R1, or both.  Also it was pointed out that the 

graph isn’t labelled as to the Run (SF or R1), so it’s very confusing to look at and understand the position.  

6.7 However, the general view was that measuring performance at SF was a very tough metric – with only a 

handful of days to resolve anything.  Suppliers don’t see that the threshold change has made any difference 

to their processes – given the nature of the HH market, a couple of sites will be all that is required to go 

below the threshold (regardless of whether it’s 500MWh or 400MWh). 

Considerations and next steps 

6.8 ELEXON noted that results of changes for SR0081 matched the expected outcomes. ELEXON will monitor 

SR0081 performance, evaluate changes (if any) proposed to BUSRRs by the PAF review and decide if and 

when the next SR0081 review becomes necessary. Nonetheless, after receiving feedback from Suppliers on 

the Dashboards, ELEXON will review the template for SR0081 and come back to the PAB for approval. 

7. Settlement Risk 0081b 

7.1 SR0081b: The risk that HHDCs do not process valid HH readings resulting in estimated data being entered 

into Settlement specifically related to sub 100kW HH Metered Sites. 
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Criteria for SR0081b and expected results 

 
 

7.2 SR0081b “for information” BUSRR was introduced as part of the BUSRR Review (PAB192/14 and 

PAB193/05A), monitoring the performance of Metering Systems belonging to Measurement Class E (import 

only). During PAB193 (February 2017 meeting), ELEXON investigated the possibility of the introduction of a 

separate BUSRR for Measurement Classes F and G Metering Systems. However, at the time it was envisaged 

that the energy going through such sites was too small to be considered a risk - the exact evaluation was 

impossible due to the lack of CCC IDs in the Supplier Volume Allocation Agent (SVAA) data which would 

differentiate MC F or G sites. 

7.3 On 1 April 2017 two changes to the BSC were implemented. The aforementioned P339 and P347 “Reduction 

in R1 Read Requirement for Half Hourly Sites”. Implementation of P339 allowed ELEXON to investigate 

performance data and the number of Metering Systems falling into each MC category. The P347 changed the 

performance obligation for MC F and G from 99% at all VARs to 90% at all VARs until 1 January 202015. The 

PAB made the decision not to create a BUSRR for MC F and G. 

7.4 The evaluation of SVAA data post implementation date (1 April 2017) shows that, on average, in a given 

month at R1, total import energy (actual and estimated) flowing through Measurement Class E Metering 

Systems equates to circa 6.35% of all HH energy. 

 

7.5 Industry’s performance at SF, R1 and R2 for Measurement Class E Metering Systems is below the target of 

99% as presented in the following graph. Despite the target for MC C and E being the same at all VARs, the 

performance for SR0081b is considerably lower than for SR0081. The root cause for this is currently 

unknown.  

                                                

 

15 Section S-1 paragraphs 2.2.8 and 2.2.8A.  

Measure RED AMBER GREEN

Energy Settled 

on 99% of 

Actual Energy at 

R1 AND R2

Settling less than 99% of 

energy on Actual reads at 

both R1 AND R2

Settling less than 99% of 

energy on Actual reads 

(at either R1 OR R2) 

Settling 99% or 

more on Actual 

reads at both R1 

AND R2

Settlement month MC C MC E MC F MC G

Apr-17 90.89% 6.44% 0.01% 2.66%

May-17 90.98% 6.36% 0.01% 2.65%

Jun-17 91.02% 6.33% 0.01% 2.64%

Jul-17 90.94% 6.38% 0.01% 2.67%

Proportion of overall HH energy per Measurement Class at R1
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Industry’s feedback 

7.6 Parties highlighted to ELEXON that although SR0081b is not a top Settlement Risk and does not form a part 

of BUSRRs it should be included in the BUSRR guidance document. It would be helpful to have a description 

of the BUSRR and criteria, as well as weekly reporting for monitoring purposes. Parties have also asked about 

future plans for reporting on Measurement Classes F and G.  

7.7 Suppliers confirmed that SR0081b is not an area of focus at the moment. Suppliers are waiting to finish P272 

migration before committing resources to improving performance. 

 

Considerations and next steps 

7.8 Following the review of the SR0081b data, ELEXON is not recommending introducing SR0081b as a top 

Settlement Risk. While the industry performance against this risk is below the target, the amount of energy 

flowing through the MC E Metering Systems is less than 6.5% of all HH import energy. In addition, the 

migration of remaining Profile Class (PC) 5-8 customers to HH will also impact the SR0081b performance. 

ELEXON would like to review this risk once the proportion of all HH energy reaches 10% and the PAB is 

confident that most applicable Metering Systems fully migrated to HH.  We welcome the PAB’s comments and 

suggestions on this approach. 

 

8. SR0024 and SR0025 

8.1 SR0024: The risk that NHHMOAs do not provide Meter Technical Details to the correct NHHDCs resulting in 

Meter readings not being collected. 

8.2 SR0025: The risk that HHMOAs do not provide Meter Technical Details to the correct HHDCs resulting in 

Meter readings not being collected. 
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Criteria for SR0024  

 
 

Criteria for SR0025 

 
 

8.3 SR0024 and SR0025 are driven by PARMS serials NM12 and HM12 respectively. The PARMS serials NM12 and 

HM12 measure the effectiveness of MOAs under Section K of the BSC (paragraphs 2.4.1 and 2.5.3) and thus 

the effectiveness of the Supplier, within the Supplier Hub, to manage its Supplier Agents and the transfer of 

Meter Technical Details (MTDs).  

 

Considerations and next steps 

8.4 At October 2016’s PAB meeting, it was highlighted during the BUSRR Review paper (PAB189/12) that the risk 

to Settlement from missing MTDs may be overstated in terms of Settlement impact. This was based on the 

responses from 14 Suppliers and seven MOAs. In each case where Suppliers and DCs noted that where a 

Change of Agent (CoA) event had occurred for the MOA only, they were still receiving and processing actual 

reads. It was also noted that where a Change of Supplier (CoS) or CoA for DC event had taken place as a 

“re-gain” (i.e. where the Supplier or DC held MTDs from a previous unique registration) and reads were 

received, the reads were validated against these historical MTDs and previous read history. Therefore it was 

suggested that where DCs are reporting missing MTDs from the current MOA these may not necessarily 

result in missing reads and therefore pose limited risk to Settlement. 

8.5 At PAB200, the PAB approved a Technical Assurance of Performance Assurance Parties (TAPAP) check to be 

conducted by ELEXON into missing MTDs (PAB200/15). ELEXON provided the scope for this TAPAP check, 

including what exactly the check will cover, who will be checked and how the checks will be conducted. The 

results and conclusions of the TAPAP check will be used to reassess the net significance of SR0024 and 

SR0025, as well as consider if the BUSRR criteria for these Settlement Risks can be changed to make them 

more effective. 

Measure RED GREEN

NM12 measures 

the percentage of 

Meter Technical 

Details (MTDs) 

sent within 

timescales to the 

HHDC

Percent Missing 

D0150s before 

R1 - After RF > 

0.5% AND 

Percent of 

D0150s Missing 

Before R3 - After 

RF > 25%

Percent Missing 

D0150s Before 

R1 - After RF > 

0.5% AND 

Percent of 

D0150s Missing 

Before R3 - After 

RF < 25%

Percent Missing 

D0150s After RF 

< 0.5% AND 

Percent of 

D0150s Missing 

Before R3 - After 

RF > 25%

Percent Missing 

D0150s Before 

R1 - After RF 

<0.5% AND 

Percent of 

D0150s Missing 

Before R3 - After 

RF < 25%

AMBER

Measure RED GREEN

HM12 measures 

the percentage of 

Meter Technical 

Details (MTDs) 

sent within 

timescales to the 

HHDC

Percent Missing 

D0268s before 

R1 - After RF > 

0.5% AND 

Percent of 

D0268s Missing 

Before R2 - After 

RF > 0%

Percent Missing 

D0268s Before 

R1 - After RF > 

0.5% AND 

Percent of 

D0268s Missing 

Before R2 - After 

RF = 0%

Percent Missing 

D0268s Before 

R1 - After RF 

<0.5% AND 

Percent of 

D0268s Missing 

Before R2 - After 

> 0%

Percent Missing 

D0268s Before 

R1 - After RF 

<0.5% AND 

Percent of 

D0268s Missing 

Before R2 - After 

RF = 0%

AMBER
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8.6 The checks will be undertaken between November 2017 and February 2018. ELEXON will present the results 

of the TAPAP check at the March 2018 PAB meeting. 

9. Recommendations 

9.1 The PAB is invited to: 

a) NOTE the contents of the paper; and 

b) COMMENT on the BUSRR criteria changes implemented as part of the 2017 BUSRR review. 

Appendices 

Appendix 1 – TAA Category 1 non-compliance list 

Appendix 2 – TAA Category 2 non-compliance list 

Appendix 3 – NHH Estimated Energy from 97% target by market share 

 

For more information, please contact: 

Adam Jessop, Settlement Operations Analyst 

Adam.Jessop@elexon.co.uk 

020 7380 4371 

 

Paulina Stelmach, Settlement Operations Analyst 

Paulina.Stlemach@elexon.co.uk 

020 7380 4372 

  

mailto:adam.jessop@elexon.co.uk
mailto:Paulina.Stlemach@elexon.co.uk
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Appendix 1 – TAA Category 1 non-compliance list 
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Appendix 2 – TAA Category 2 non-compliance list
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Appendix 3 – NHH Estimated Energy from 97% target by market share 

 

 

0-2% 2-4% 4-6% 6-8% 8-10% 10-12% 12-14% 14-16% Total

Sep-14 3647 672 20631 24951

Oct-14 3930 321 21961 26213

Nov-14 6822 36901 43722

Dec-14 8379 713 1014 43180 53287

Jan-15 10744 1155 2032 1398 51308 66636

Feb-15 17191 1839 4421 2632 86579 112662

Mar-15 23179 2129 3874 4518 99925 133624

Apr-15 15831 1787 3469 2457 71651 95195

May-15 16610 486 2721 2182 84307 106306

Jun-15 15243 830 1357 3167 75998 96596

Jul-15 9293 934 2039 46199 58465

Aug-15 13235 1091 2828 65694 82848

Sep-15 12116 1502 2807 63815 80240

Oct-15 11329 1703 68499 81531

Nov-15 8324 1502 50568 60395

Dec-15 11239 2114 65957 79310

Jan-16 13025 2398 8255 70907 94585

Feb-16 13578 2996 10535 63723 90832

Mar-16 12472 2907 11718 52253 231 975 80556

Apr-16 16887 4243 807 13387 74246 3578 4393 117541

May-16 14284 3452 1429 9475 59915 3215 4971 96741

Jun-16 12414 4297 1313 8366 48775 3816 7643 86625

Jul-16 12990 6840 286 7294 50413 3463 7516 88803

Aug-16 11549 5484 5985 39025 1997 6078 70119

Sep-16 10791 5472 3601 30738 1609 4267 56478

Oct-16 13230 5852 3480 31145 1199 2811 57717

Nov-16 13428 3896 3141 26194 1249 3157 51065

Dec-16 15297 4162 3110 23684 1840 4907 53000

Jan-17 21993 4957 320 33172 2006 6711 69158

Feb-17 20949 4771 29874 2983 7040 65617

Mar-17 24429 5237 29853 4771 8366 72656

Apr-17 27949 10038 39043 3857 8957 89845

May-17 20249 4489 23561 1205 2997 52501

Jun-17 20267 4133 22124 1283 4308 52114

Jul-17 19023 3251 18889 1988 2770 45920

Aug-17 23082 4175 21952 3532 52741

PAB 

Reporting 

Month

Estimated Energy from 97% Target  (MWh)


