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[bookmark: _Toc391302204]Intellectual Property Rights, Copyright and Disclaimer
The copyright and other intellectual property rights in this document are vested in ELEXON or appear with the consent of the copyright owner. These materials are made available for you for the purposes of your participation in the electricity industry. If you have an interest in the electricity industry, you may view, download, copy, distribute, modify, transmit, publish, sell or create derivative works (in whatever format) from this document or in other cases use for personal academic or other non-commercial purposes. All copyright and other proprietary notices contained in the document must be retained on any copy you make.
No representation, warranty or guarantee is made that the information in this document is accurate or complete. While care is taken in the collection and provision of this information, ELEXON Limited shall not be liable for any errors, omissions, misstatements or mistakes in any information or damages resulting from the use of this information or action taken in reliance on it.


[bookmark: _Toc391302205]industry consultation
[bookmark: _Toc391302206]Overview 
As required by Section Z5.5.3 of the Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC), the Performance Assurance Board (PAB) reviews the Risk Evaluation Register (RER) annually and seeks comment from Industry. The RER sets out the Settlement Risks identified and evaluated by the PAB in accordance with the Risk Evaluation Methodology (REM). The RER should be read in conjunction with the REM 2015/2016 and Section Z of the BSC.
This document relates to the Performance Assurance Operating Period (PAOP) 8 - 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2016.
The RER is being issued for you to review and provide comments on:
•	Settlement Risk descriptions;
•	Settlement Risk assumptions and noted controls;
•	Settlement Risk Impact ratings;
•	Settlement Risk Probability ratings;
•	Settlement Risks that should be removed; and
•	Settlement Risks that should be added.

ELEXON has analysed outputs from Performance Assurance Techniques and other sources for 2013/2014, to determine which Settlement Risks may need updating for 2015/16.  
Section 5 of this document highlights the changes we are proposing. All other elements of the RER remain unchanged from 2014/15.
Section 6 looks at upcoming issues and potential impacts on the RER.
Section 2-3 provides background information on the RER.
Note: If you advise on materiality changes to Settlement Risks (i.e. net significance) in your consultation response, we will require a clear rationale alongside supporting evidence to enable us make an informed recommendation to the PAB for approval.

The closing date of the consultation is 18 July 2014.





Target Audience

All BSC Parties, BSC Agents and Performance Assurance Parties as defined within the BSC.



1. [bookmark: _Toc391302207]Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc391302208]Background
Each year, the Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC) Panel and the Performance Assurance Board (PAB) deploy the Performance Assurance Framework (PAF) to manage Settlement Risks. To do this, the PAB identify, evaluate and prioritise the risks that may occur within Settlement and the extent to which they apply to each PAP. Performance Assurance Techniques are applied to Performance Assurance Parties (PAPs) based on the risk they pose to Settlement.
The PAB produce a suite of documents in consultation with the industry to aid this process including:
Risk Evaluation Methodology (REM)
Risk Evaluation Register (RER)
Risk Operating Plan (ROP)
Risk Management Plans (RMPs)
Annual Performance Assurance Report (APAR)
[bookmark: _Toc391302209]Purpose of the RER
The RER sets out the Settlement Risks identified and evaluated by the PAB. Section Z, 5.5 of the BSC requires the PAB to:
Identify and evaluate risks which are Settlement Risks, by applying the Risk Evaluation Methodology[footnoteRef:1];  [1:  The REM describes how the Performance Assurance Board (PAB) will identify Settlement Risks; evaluate Settlement Risks; and assess the materiality of Settlement Risks.] 

Prepare and maintain a register (the RER) setting out Settlement Risks, and the significance of each risk on Settlement in relation to a specific Performance Assurance Operating Period; and
On an annual and ad hoc basis review and update the RER.
The focus of the RER is on risks to Supplier Volume Allocation. These risks may be subject to re-evaluation where there is evidence of indicated changes in probability, impact and controls. This may result in the significance of these risks being adjusted following review.
Central Volume Allocation (CVA) risks and all areas in the BSC that relate to the CVA market are deemed as having a significant effect on Settlement and given the highest level of significance as a matter of course. As such they are not subject to re-evaluation in relation to probability, impact and control strength.  We may identify new CVA risks following review.

2. [bookmark: _Toc390247397][bookmark: _Toc390247398][bookmark: _Toc390247399][bookmark: _Toc390247400][bookmark: _Toc390247401][bookmark: _Toc390247402][bookmark: _Toc390247403][bookmark: _Toc390247404][bookmark: _Toc390247405][bookmark: _Toc390247406][bookmark: _Toc390247407][bookmark: _Toc390247408][bookmark: _Toc391302210]Structure of the Risk Evaluation Register (RER)
All risks are documented generically and by role, rather than by reference to a specific Performance Assurance Party (PAP) and logged using the data fields specified below.
	Column
	Description
	Applicable to

	Settlement Risk Identification Number

	Unique number extracted from the Risk Evaluation Register.
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks

	Effective from Date/Effective to Date
	Operational period of the risk.
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks

	Workflow Status 
	Indicates whether the risk has been approved by the Performance Assurance Board.
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks

	Originator 
	The source of the initial identification of the risk.
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks

	Risk Category 
	Classification of risks into subgroup categories.
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks

	HH/NHH 
	Indicates whether it is applicable in the half hourly or non half hourly market.
	SVA Risks

	Risk Description 
	Detailed description of the risk.
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks

	Gross Settlement Risk Probability
	How likely a Settlement Risk is to occur if there are no controls in place?
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks (Set to 5)

	Gross Settlement Risk Impact
	How severe the impact of a Settlement Risk would be (should it happen) if there are no controls in place?
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks (Set to 5)

	Gross Settlement Risk Significance 
	The gross probability multiplied by the gross impact.
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks (Set to 25)

	Noted Controls 
	The key mechanisms that should be applied routinely to the processes for deriving Trading Charges from recorded energy production or consumption.
	SVA Risks


	Controls Strength 
	The effectiveness of the identified controls when taken in aggregate.
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks (Currently low)

	Net Significance 
	Gross significance multiplied by a factor based on the strength of controls as defined in the Risk Evaluation Methodology.
	SVA Risks
CVA Risks (Currently 25)

	Assumptions 
	Any specific assumptions made in relation to the risk.
	SVA Risks

	Relevant Performance Assurance Parties
	Specific classes of Performance Assurance Parties who may be required to support the application of one or more Performance Assurance Techniques in the event that the Performance Assurance Board chooses to deploy techniques to manage the risk.
	SVA Risks



3. [bookmark: _Toc391302211]General assumptions
[bookmark: _Toc391302212]Independent Assessment of Risks
It has been assumed that predecessors to Settlement Risks have been completed successfully, i.e. the cumulative impact of errors has been excluded from the risk evaluation process. This ensures that Settlement Risks which arise later in the Settlement process do not automatically qualify as highly significant and consequently divert attention from an earlier key control point.
For example, when considering the risk that the Non Half Hourly Data Aggregator (NHHDA) does not pass data to the Supplier Volume Allocation Agent (SVAA), the evaluation is based on the assumption that the aggregated data has been derived in accordance with the Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC) – i.e. it is assumed that the Meter Technical Details (MTDs) that were used to interpret energy consumption for Metering Systems are correct and that Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDCs) have calculated energy consumption correctly etc. 
This approach does not prevent Settlement Risks from covering a range of root causes (reasons for failures of the processes falling under the scope of each Settlement risk). For example, there are many reasons why the NHHDA might not pass data to the SVAA including but not limited to: NHHDA system failure (and failure of associated disaster recovery processes), failure to follow the published timetable due to manual error, mishandling of incoming data, failure to submit the data in the correct format resulting in rejection by SVAA etc.
[bookmark: _Toc391302213]Consideration of Half Hourly and Non Half Hourly Settlement Risks
Many of the identified Settlement Risks arise at each Settlement Run. The gross probability and gross significance of a Settlement Risk may be different when assessed at each Settlement Run. 
In the context of Settlement, the impact of an error arising in respect of a small number of HH Metering Systems is likely to have greater cash flow implications for Trading Parties than an error arising in respect of a small number of NHH Metering Systems. 
Furthermore, since almost all HH Metering Systems settle on actual metered data in all Settlement Runs, the Settlement processes that apply to HH Metering Systems tend to apply equally to each Settlement Run. Therefore the impact of Settlement Risks associated with HH Metering Systems is likely to be the same across Settlement Runs. Conversely, the proportion of NHH Metering Systems which settle on actual metered data increases over the course of each Settlement Run. Therefore the impact of Settlement Risks associated with NHH Metering Systems is likely to be greatest by the Final Reconciliation (RF) Run.
Consequently, in order to avoid recording a multitude of duplicate Settlement Risks (a version of each Settlement Risk in respect of each Settlement Run) and still ensure that the evaluated significance is sufficient to cover all Settlement Runs, the following principles have been applied:
Settlement Risks which relate to Half Hourly Metering Systems have been primarily assessed at the Initial Settlement (SF) Run; and
Settlement Risks which relate to Non Half Hourly Metering Systems have been primarily assessed at the RF Run.
These principles do not limit application of Performance Assurance Techniques (PATs) to these Settlement Runs only. Assurance will be delivered across all Settlement Runs as appropriate.
[bookmark: _Toc391302214]Generic Controls
A number of generic controls have been identified which apply to all risks and have therefore not been logged in The RER against individual risks. These include:
Disaster recovery processes;
Change management processes;
System security controls; 
Appropriate system design and testing; and
Processes for maintaining audit trails in relation to Settlement transactions.

4. [bookmark: _Toc390070551][bookmark: _Toc390247211][bookmark: _Toc390247414][bookmark: _Toc390070552][bookmark: _Toc390247212][bookmark: _Toc390247415][bookmark: _Toc390070553][bookmark: _Toc390247213][bookmark: _Toc390247416][bookmark: _Toc390070554][bookmark: _Toc390247214][bookmark: _Toc390247417][bookmark: _Toc391302215]Review of the Risk Evaluation Register
Our approach to reviewing the Risk Evaluation Register (RER) is described in the Risk Evaluation Methodology (REM) 2015/16 which PAB approved in March 2014. The RER is derived from the activities below (and detailed in sections 2 - 5 of the REM):
       												

ELEXON has analysed the outputs of Performance Assurance Techniques[footnoteRef:2] which showed evidence of changes in probability/impact due to recent/current issues and also whether new processes are to be implemented that will provide new controls to Settlement Risks.  The review included:  [2:  The implementation of any provision or process that mitigate Settlement Risks either by detecting/ preventing the occurrence, or  correcting the effects, as defined in BSC Section Z.] 

•	Closed Trading Disputes during 2012/2013;
•	Closed and new BSC Audit Issues;
•	PARMS Serial data;
•	Technical Assurance checks findings;
•	Change Proposals and Modifications (Approved/Implemented); and
•	Industry inputs on relevant Settlement Risks. 
The outputs of the above were linked to the associated Settlement Risks and, as a result, we assessed which Settlement Risks required modification. As a result of this review ELEXON proposes changes to a number of Settlement Risks. The changes and the rationale behind them are described in the following section.
The changes as they will appear in the RER spreadsheet are in Attachment A to this document. 
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5. [bookmark: _Toc391302216]Changes to the Risk Evaluation Register for 2015/16
Within-Period Revisions
The Performance Assurance Board (PAB) may decide to revise the Risk Evaluation Register (RER) outside of the normal annual review process. Revisions may arise as a result of ad hoc developments affecting Settlement or due to submissions from industry that support the need to revise any part of a specific Settlement Risk sooner than April 2015. Proposed revisions with an effective from date before 01 April 2015 will be implemented as a within period revision on the proposed effective from date (see table below) following PAB approval.

Drivers for change - 2015/16
The main drivers for change relate primarily to issues around commissioning. P283[footnoteRef:3] has been approved for implementation in November 2014 and introduces requirements intended to reinforce Metering Equipment commissioning processes. Changes to the RER have been made to accommodate these requirements. These changes are documented in the table below. [3:  ‘Reinforcing the Commissioning of Metering Equipment Processes’] 



Changes to controls
	Settlement Risk number
	Description
	Current net significance (Prob/Imp/Ctrl)
	Proposed changes & rationale
	Proposed net significance (Prob/Imp/Ctrl)
	Proposed EFD

	SR0011
	The risk that Half Hourly Party Agents do not send specified information to Suppliers resulting in Suppliers not managing the Supplier Hub effectively.
	6
(2/3/low)
	Change:
Red text added to noted controls
 
Suppliers may identify and monitor the requirement for information to be provided (and so identify and take action to address missing information) where it is possible to do so.
The Meter Operator Agent informs the Supplier where commissioning can't be completed so that the Supplier is able to manage the Supplier hub effectively and bring Parties together to get commissioning done fully.

Rationale:
P283 was approved by Ofgem on 31 July 2013 for implementation on 6 November 2014.   

The Modification places commissioning obligations on the Transmission Company and Licenced Distribution System Operators because the Registrant and Meter Operator Agent are often not well placed to complete Metering Equipment commissioning. The additional text to noted controls reflects the requirements introduced by P283.
	No change
	6/11/2014
P283 implementation date.

	SR0072
	The risk that NHHDCs process incorrect Meter readings, resulting in erroneous data being entered into Settlement.
	16
(5/4/medium)
	Change:
Red text added to noted controls 

Meter Reading Validation. The NHHDC informs the Supplier of incorrect Meter register mappings. Investigate inconsistencies process. Site visit checks by the NHHDC. EAC/AA validation.
Commissioning - where appropriate for the Metering System.

Rationale:
For completeness.
	
	1/4/2015

	SR0116
	The risk that Import/Export Metering Systems are incorrectly installed/configured resulting in inaccurate data entering Settlement.
	12
(4/3/low)
	Change:
Red text added to noted controls

Proving Tests (if appropriate). COP4 Testing.  D0001 (Request Metering System Investigation). Investigate inconsistencies process. Commissioning. 

Meter Reading Validation.
Rationale:
For completeness.

	
	12

	SR0174
	The risk that NHHMOAs do not provide correct Meter Technical Details to the LDSO resulting in the LDSO not receiving data of sufficient accuracy to enable the calculation of LLFs correctly.
	8
(4/2/low)
	Change:
Red text added to noted controls 

D0001 Requests Metering System Investigation.
Commissioning - where appropriate for the Metering System.

Rationale:
For completeness.
	No change
	1/4/2015

	SR0175
	The risk that HHMOAs do not provide correct Meter Technical Details to the LDSOs resulting in the LDSOs not receiving data of sufficient accuracy to enable the calculation of LLFs correctly.
	8
(4/2/low)
	Change:
Red text added to noted controls 

D0001 Requests Metering System Investigation.
Commissioning.

Rationale:
For completeness.
	No change
	1/4/2015
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6. [bookmark: _Toc390247217][bookmark: _Toc390247420][bookmark: _Toc390069276][bookmark: _Toc390070557][bookmark: _Toc390069277][bookmark: _Toc390070558][bookmark: _Toc391302217]Future considerations
There are four workstreams being tracked through the Technical Progress Report that may impact Settlement Risks for Performance Assurance Operating Period 8, 1 April 2015 – 31 March 2016. These are discussed below. At present we have not confirmed any impact on Settlement Risks as a result of this work. However, should any impacts be identified at a later date, they will be presented to Performance Assurance Board (PAB) as Within Period Revisions to the RER.
[bookmark: _Toc391302218]Central Volume Allocation
Background
Section Z5.1.3 of the Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC) deems all Central Volume Allocation (CVA) Settlement Risks to be significant in terms of both probability and impact on Settlement. As such we apply a blanket net significance of 25[footnoteRef:4] to all CVA risks. In response to the Risk Evaluation Register (RER) industry consultation last year this rationale was queried and we were asked if we had carried out or intend to carry out any additional work to better understand CVA risks and whether we would consider changing some of the criteria. Due to the requirements in the BSC we are unable to alter the net significance of these risks, however we have undertaken reviews of the CVA risks in the past – updating our assumptions about CVA risks and improving how we identify and prevent CVA issues. We proposed to undertake a review of the way we document and publish information on CVA risks. [4:  Please refer to the ‘Net Significance’ section in the latest Risk Evaluation Methodology  for further details on net significance calculation.] 

What are we doing now?
In conjunction with the PAB we are currently documenting the controls[footnoteRef:5] that are applied to CVA risks for inclusion in the Risk Evaluation Register (RER). This information is designed to add completeness to the RER and align the CVA risk documentation with the SVA risk documentation.  As well as documenting the noted controls for each CVA risk we have drafted additional information in the RER on preventative actions, identifying issues and mitigating actions if issues occur. There is no intention to change any of the criteria of CVA risk evaluation and we will continue to apply the blanket net significance of 25 to all CVA risks. We will present the proposed amendments to PAB as Within Period Revisions to the RER when the work is completed. We anticipate this to be in July 2014 assuming that CGI (the Central Systems provider) are able to provide information by the end of June 2014. [5:  These were originally omitted from the RER due to the Code requirement that these risks will always be deemed as having a significance effect on Settlement (i.e. a net significance of 25 consisting of a probability of 5, impact of 5 and low control strength). ] 

[bookmark: _Toc391302219]Supplier Re-Qualification
Background
We presented a paper to the PAB in 2013 which highlighted a need for further Supplier assurance. The paper focused on developing options for:
Addressing the sometimes excessive amount of time between a Supplier gaining the PAB’s approval and becoming operational; and
Third Parties seeking the PAB’s approval for off-the-shelf Suppliers that could end up operating differently compared to their original Qualification assessment. 
The PAB agreed to use elements of the three options presented:
Revocation of SVA Qualification;
Qualification health check; and
Controlled Market Entry.
ELEXON was directed by the PAB to undertake further development of these options. Following this, ELEXON recommended to the PAB that a Modification be raised to add extra Qualification assurance for Suppliers. The Modification proposal set out three additional controls for the PAB to use to monitor Suppliers following Qualification. These included: revocation of SVA Qualification; Qualification Health Check; and Supplier re-Qualification. 
PAB agreed to the Modification and it was presented to the Panel for approval in January 2014 (Panel paper 220/04). The Panel considered the merits of the proposed Modification but did not approve it. Instead they recommended seeking wider consideration of the issue via an Issue Group.  The PAB agreed to continue to discuss the issues internally and consider an Issue Group at a later stage. 
What are we doing now?
We continue to work together with the PAB to better quantify the problem and consider additional solutions. The PAB asked us to summarise the powers available to them to monitor Suppliers. We will present our findings to the PAB at its meeting in July 2014. 
[bookmark: _Toc391302220]P272 Mandatory Half Hourly Settlement for Profile Classes 5-8 /P300 Introduction of new Measurement Classes to support Half Hourly DCUSA Tariff Changes (DCP179)
Background
P272 ‘Mandatory Half Hourly Settlement for Profile Classes 5-8’ was raised on 20 May 2011, and proposed to mandate Half Hourly (HH) Settlement for all Metering Systems within Profile Classes (PCs) 5-8 from 1 April 2014. The P272 Workgroup developed an Alternative Modification which would move implementation by one year to 1 April 2015, with all other aspects identical to the Proposed Modification.
The Authority noted a minded-to position to approve the P272 Alternative Modification as it considered that a decision was contingent on the approval of DCUSA Change Proposal (DCP) 179 ‘Amending the CDCM tariff structure’. Part of the proposed solution to DCP179 requires additional Measurement Classes to be created under the BSC. In response to the DCUSA Change Proposal, P300 ‘Introduction of new Measurement Classes to support Half Hourly DCUSA Tariff Changes (DCP179)’ was raised. It proposes to divide existing Measurement Class E into three Measurement Classes E, F and G to provide for the requirements of DCP179. P300 is currently undergoing assessment by a Workgroup, and its Assessment Report is due to be presented to the Panel at its meeting on 8 August 2014.
What are we doing now?
There are a number of Performance Assurance Techniques that will be impacted by the implementation of these modifications. We are currently mindful of the following:
1.	BSC Audit
The PAB are monitoring the progression of P272, P300 and DCP179. P272 may create a shift in the number of BSC Agents to be audited (e.g. Non Half Hourly Meter Operator Agents (NHHMOAs) may apply to qualify as Half Hourly Meter Operator Agents (HHMOAs), alternatively they may choose to retain NHH customers only). This will impact the scope of the audit. PAB will reflect such impacts as part of the review of the audit scope (undertaken each February and September).
2.	Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring Systems
We do not expect there to be any real impact on the criteria of the PARMS Serials as they currently stand. 
The Business Unit Settlement Risk Ratings will not be affected, other than to possibly show a downward swing in the performance of SR0074[footnoteRef:6] at the Third Reconciliation Run (R3) and Final reconciliation (RF). This may occur if it is found that Profile Class 05-08 Meters (Automatic Meter Reading) meters are no longer supporting the 80% performance at R3 and 97% performance at RF as these Actual Reads are moved into Half Hourly Settlement. This is yet to be properly forecast though and further investigation into this is required. [6:  The risk that NHHDCs do not collect and/or enter valid Meter readings resulting in old/default data entering Settlement.] 

3.	Qualification/Requalification
Initial work has been done to confirm which Suppliers and Agents would be impacted by the Modification. Impacted Suppliers and Agents will be contacted to ensure that they understand the change and the options available to qualify in the HH market or perform a Change of Agent/Change of Supplier.
4.	Technical Assurance of Metering
There is no immediate impact on Technical Assurance of Metering as the PAB has chosen to focus only on mandatory HH metered sites (Measurement Class C). If P300 is approved this will be reassessed, and we will be mindful of how to manage any other Measurement Classes as agreed by the PAB.
5.	Technical Assurance of Performance Assurance Parties
We anticipate additional assurance requirements may be a result of the increased number of HH metering; therefore this will need to be considered for the Risk Operating Plan[footnoteRef:7].  [7:  The ROP sets out how the PAB will manage Settlement Risks by establishing which Performance Assurance Technique(s) to use for each Risk.] 

6.	Supplier Charges
P300 may lead to us needing to re-define SP08C. Its current definition (Percentage of non-mandatory HH Energy Settled on Actual Readings) would become redundant as in effect there would be no more / very few elective HH Metering Systems - Measurement Class E Metering Systems (HH Metering Under 100KwH). 
The amended definition would need to include the aforementioned Measurement Class E Metering systems and two new Measurement Class Metering Systems: - Whole Current (WC) and Current Transformer HH Metering Systems for Domestic and WC Non-Domestic HH Metering Systems with Aggregated Distribution Use of System Billing. 
There may also be a requirement to amend the standards of SP08C to include additional settlement run types. 

[bookmark: _Toc391302221]SP08 ‘Energy and Metering System Identifiers on Actuals’ performance 
Background
We have noted an increase in the number of Suppliers showing HH Settlement Performance degradation across the Settlement Runs for the same Settlement Dates. This implies that Suppliers are removing actual reads and replacing them with estimated reads in later Settlement Runs. The PAB have also noted that HH performance is markedly volatile and performance often drops below the 99% standard in individual GSP Groups due to just one or two Metering System Identifiers.  
Upon investigation it was noted that the causes behind the underperformance and degradation of performance for HH is almost always attributed to the actions of Party Agents.
What are we doing now?
We are currently examining the existing Settlement Risks relating to this issue, in order to fully understand any potential impact on the market and provide greater assurance to industry. 
We are also investigating the materiality of the estimated data being submitted across the Settlement Runs. Depending on the outcome of this work, we will consider reviewing the net significance of the associated Settlement Risks.

7. [bookmark: _Toc390069283][bookmark: _Toc390070564][bookmark: _Toc390069284][bookmark: _Toc390070565][bookmark: _Toc390069285][bookmark: _Toc390070566][bookmark: _Toc390069286][bookmark: _Toc390070567][bookmark: _Toc390069287][bookmark: _Toc390070568][bookmark: _Toc390069288][bookmark: _Toc390070569][bookmark: _Toc390069289][bookmark: _Toc390070570][bookmark: _Toc390069290][bookmark: _Toc390070571][bookmark: _Toc390069292][bookmark: _Toc390070573][bookmark: _Toc390069370][bookmark: _Toc390070651][bookmark: _Toc391302222][bookmark: _Toc390069371][bookmark: _Toc390070652][bookmark: _Toc390069391][bookmark: _Toc390070672][bookmark: _Toc390069392][bookmark: _Toc390070673]  Further Information
If you have any questions or require further information on the Risk Evaluation Register please contact:

Melinda Anderson
Email: melinda.anderson@elexon.co.uk 
Telephone: 020 7380 4019

8. [bookmark: _Toc391302223]References
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