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P35 Assessment Consultation Questions

Please find enclosed the Requirements Specification for this Modification Proposal (028AAR, Version 1.1). This document provides the context and the detail of the changes required to support this Modification and therefore provides a basis for consideration when making your response.

Question
Response

Q1(a)
The initial definition of this Modification required that the notification agent making the claim
 be ‘independent’ (i.e. not affiliated, a parent or a subsidiary company) from the counterparties to the affected notification(s). This was considered to eliminate self-notifiers from utilisation of the process proposed by the Modification and therefore the criteria for claiming has been amended such that any notification agent can submit a claim, where the relevant notification agent systems can prove receipt of agreed trades / notifications before the associated Gate Closure (i.e. auditable and independent notification systems (Requirements Specification Section 2.3.1).

Do you support the Modification Proposal even though the Independence element has been removed?
YES / NO

Rationale:


Q1(b)
Do you believe that this approach is equitable and therefore open to all notification agents with the requisite level of system independence and auditability?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q1©
Do you support the approach of making a site visit to inspect and verify the notification agent systems and to audit such claims?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q1(d)
Do you support the approach of not performing the site visit for such verification and audit of any claim until the initial claim is submitted (rather than making the system verification part of the application for Privileged status)?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q1(e)
Do you believe that this approach is sufficiently robust in terms of limiting opportunity for abuse / manipulation by the notification agent?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q1(f)
Do you support this approach, whereby the verification and audit tests on the notification agent systems are based upon proving (in advance) the authenticity of a claim and subsequently limiting the number of claims, rather than assessing the adequacy of the notification agent systems?


Q1(g)
Do you support the approach whereby a claim can be made (and accepted) where the notification agent can prove that the ‘settled intent’ (i.e. the nomination by the counterparties) does not match the notification to ECVAA for whatever reason?


Q2(a)
The Modification Group discussed the timescales for the submission of claims (Requirements Specification Section 4.2.1.2) and determined that it would be appropriate to limit the submission of claims to the period prior to the Initial Settlement (SF) Run (i.e. submission in time for processing and inclusion of the affected notifications in this run).

Do you support the restriction on the submission of claims to the period prior to the Initial Settlement Run?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q2(b)
Where claims are to be restricted to the period prior to the Initial Settlement Run, which of the constraints below is your preferred option?

1. Claim submitted by the end (17:00) of the business day following the Settlement Day;

2. Claim submitted by the end (17:00) of the fifth business day following the Settlement Day; or

3. Claim submitted in time for the Initial Settlement Run (i.e. by 3 business days prior to the scheduled date of the settlement run).
1 / 2 / 3

Rationale:

Q3(a)
Any claim affects the imbalance position of the counterparties to the affected notifications, therefore an authorisation for the Privileged ECVNA to submit such claims is required (Requirements Specification Section 2.4.1.4).

Do you support an extension to the existing authorisation arrangements for the ECVNA to submit claims? Or

Do you support an explicit authorisation from each of the affected counterparties in the event of a claim?
YES / NO

YES / NO

Rationale:

Q3(b)
If explicit authorisation by both counterparties for each claim was required, would you support a provision whereby a BSC Party affected by a notification agent error / system failure could raise a claim itself if the ECVNA is not authorised to raise a claim by one of the counterparties
?


Q4(a)
The Modification Group considered the appropriate values for the number of claims [x] over the rolling period [y] and determined that a value of 12 claims (each relating to a period of no longer than 4 hours) in a rolling year was appropriate, on the basis that this is representative of the expected systems robustness (Requirements Specification Section 2.4.1.6). 

Do you believe that the values of 12 claims in a rolling year are appropriate (if not, please provide your preferred values)?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q4(b)
Do you support the limitation of an individual claim to 4 hours?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q4(c)
Do you believe that these values provide an appropriate level of incentive on data quality and system robustness?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q5(a)
Do you support the levying of an Administration Charge (intended to recoup the ELEXON costs in administering the claim, and in making any site visits, Requirements Specification Section 2.4.1.7)?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q5(b)
The Modification Group discussed the potential value of such Administration Charge and indicated that they believed £1000 per claim to be too low, and £5000 per claim to be too high.

Given that the Administration Charge is intended to reflect the costs of dealing with the claim, what do you believe the appropriate Administration Charge should be?
Rationale:

Q5(c)
Do you believe that the levying of this Administration Charge sufficiently targets the costs associated with this Modification?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q6
The Modification Group discussed the requirement for extending this Modification Proposal (as an Alternative Modification) to include Metered Volume Reallocation Notification Agents (MVRNAs). However, they determined that there was no overwhelming justification for inclusion of MVRNAs.

Do you support the Modification Proposal applying to Energy Contract Volume Notification Agents (ECVNAs) only?
YES / NO

Rationale:

Q7(a)
The Modification Proposal indicates that there may be liquidity gains associated with the implementation of this Modification Proposal.

As a counterparty to a trade / notification, how much closer to Gate Closure would you expect to trade / notify as a consequence of the implementation of this Modification Proposal?

As a notifier of a trade / notification, how much closer to Gate Closure would you expect to notify as a consequence of the implementation of this Modification Proposal?


Q7(b)
In your opinion, would the implementation of this Modification Proposal provide a mechanism for service providers (notification agents) to offer services which enable trading closer to Gate Closure? If so, are you likely to use these services or see an affect from them?


Q7(c)
Would the implementation of this Modification Proposal increase your incentive to trade within day and why?


Q8
Do you believe that this Modification Proposal, as set out in the Requirements Specification, better facilitates the Applicable BSC Objectives?

The Applicable BSC Objectives are set out in paragraph 3 of Condition C3 of the Transmission Licence, as follows:

(a)
The efficient discharge by the Transmission Company of the obligations imposed under the Transmission Licence;

(b)
The efficient, economic and co-ordinated operation by the Transmission Company of the Transmission System;

(c)
Promoting effective competition in the generation and supply of electricity, and (so far as consistent therewith) promoting such competition in the sale and purchase of electricity;

(d) Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the balancing and settlement arrangements.
YES / NO

Rationale:

� i.e. the notification agent requiring restoration of failed notifications in ECVAA post Gate Closure.


� i.e. in the (potential) situation identified in the Requirements Specification where a counterparty could be advantaged by the ECVNA failure to notify and therefore does not wish to authorise the claim and have such advantage removed.
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