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NON-MODIFICATION BUSINESS (OPEN SESSION) 

1. ENA Open Networks Project Introduction and Update 

1.1 The Open Networks Project Director, Jason Brogden, attended the Panel from the Energy Networks 

Association (ENA) to provide an update on the ENA’s Open Networks Project.   

1.2 JB highlighted that the project has far-reaching impacts across the industry as it will affect 29 million 

electricity customers, 21.5 million gas customers, 180,000 miles of gas network and 519, 304 miles of 

electricity network.   

1.3 JB noted that the Open Networks Project is a key initiative to deliver Government policy set out in the Ofgem 

and the Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS) Smart Systems and Flexibility Plan, 

the Government’s Industrial Strategy and the Clean Growth Plan. He added that having representatives from 

both Ofgem and BEIS on the steering group ensures that the Open Networks Project is in line with their 

future vision.  

1.4 JB noted that collaboration is key to the success of the project. As well as collaborating with Ofgem and 

BEIS, they are also working with 10 of the UK and Ireland’s electricity network operators, and other key 

stakeholders, both in relation to electricity distribution and transmission. JB highlighted that in December 

2017 the ENA published the Open Networks Project: 'Opening Markets for Network Flexibility'. This detailed 

the ENA’s achievements so far and its future direction.    

1.5 JB presented the Open Networks Project’s introductory animation to the Panel for their information. He 

encouraged Panel Members to share and forward on the presentation as applicable.  

1.6 JB identified four workstreams which formed the objectives of the Open Networks Project: 

● Workstream 1: Develop improved transmission to distribution processes around connections, planning, 

shared Transmission System Operator (TSO)/Distribution System Operator (DSO) services and 

operation; 

● Workstream 2: Assess the gaps between the experience our customers currently receive and what they 

would like and identify any further changes to close the gaps within the context of ‘level playing field’ 

and common transmission and distribution approach; 

● Workstream 3: Develop a more detailed view of the required transition from Distribution Network 

Operator (DNO) to DSO including the impacts on existing organisation capability; and 

● Workstream 4: Consider the charging requirements of enduring electricity transmission/distribution 

systems. 

1.7 JB noted that there are a number of publications on the various workstreams available which can be found 

on the Open Networks Project page of the ENA website.   

1.8 JB highlighted that the ENA has undertaken a number of case studies of which it has taken the outputs to 

feed into the overall project. He added that the Open Networks Project is supporting current network 

initiatives; noting that there is also a gas element to what they are looking at.  

1.9 JB advised that they had defined their view of a DSO as “A Distribution Operator (DSO) securely operates 

and develops an active distribution system comprising networks, demand, generation and other flexible 

distributed energy resources (DER). As a neutral facilitator of an open and accessible market, it will enable 

competitive access to markets and the optimal use of DER on distribution networks to deliver security, 

sustainability and affordability in the support of whole system optimisation. A DSO enables customers to be 

both producers and consumers; enabling customer access, customer choice and great customer service.” He 

http://www.energynetworks.org/assets/files/electricity/futures/Open_Networks/14574_ENA_Open%20Networks%20Report_AW_v9_Web.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8GxeWsppmBI
http://www.energynetworks.org/electricity/futures/open-networks-project/open-networks-project-overview/


 

 

MINUTES 

 
 

 

 

     

Panel 276   

 
Page 3 of 20  V1.0 © ELEXON 2018 
 

 

noted that this definition was a cross-industry effort, however, the Open Networks Project is mindful that 

there is more to learn. He added that the definition provides a starting point for the development of the DSO; 

it is not an exhaustive, or closed definition, but will evolve over time as the knowledge of the networks 

increases and the industry develops. 

1.10 JB advised that there are five market models for the DSO in the project. He noted that there were originally 

three models but following stakeholder and market feedback, it was agreed that three was too restrictive and 

was increased to five. JB also advised that the Open Networks Project is going to commission independent 

cost/benefit analysis to help build an evidence base.  

1.11 JB advised that the Open Networks Project is providing significant resource into Ofgem for the Charging 

Futures Forum (CFF) and Charging Delivery Body (CDB). It has also contributed significantly to the delivery 

of the first options paper from the CFF.  

1.12 JB provided an example of aligning the Open Networks Project to what is going on the industry by 

highlighting that they are involved in the P344 'Project TERRE implementation into GB market arrangements' 

Workgroup. He noted that the key initiative is to ensure that the Open Networks Project is consistent with 

P344.   

1.13 JB advised that in 2018, there will be greater emphasis on wider stakeholder community engagement 

including a quarterly newsletter (which will be published shortly), dissemination events, webinars, external 

events, media outreach, social media and direct engagement to raise awareness. He also highlighted that a 

number of planned consultations will be issued throughout the year in relation to the various workstreams. If 

any Panel Members would like to be involved, they can join the mailing list by contacting 

opennetworks@energynetworks.org.  

1.14 A Panel Member commented that this was an excellent presentation. The Panel Member noted that they had 

some experience with DNOs; some they would describe as being progressive and others were ‘stuck with the 

times’. The Panel Member therefore queried how the Open Networks Project is going to ensure that it is 

being consistent. JB advised that ‘not one size fits all’ as there are different needs present in different areas. 

He noted that companies such as Western Power Distribution (WPD) and UK Power Networks (UKPN) had 

already got their tenders out as they have more of an immediate need that some do not have. He noted that 

the aim is for there to be “standardisation” so that there is a single and efficient interface amongst all its 

customers. However, he noted that this would involve a large amount of data sharing and collaboration 

amongst stakeholders and customers to be successful. Additionally they are trying to make “standardisation” 

simple and consistent, although this is difficult to do. 

1.15 Another Panel Member queried what the BSC Panel should look out for. JB advised that when it had looked 

at different market models, there are different impacts on interfaces for balancing services. He noted that 

input would be needed from ELEXON to feed into the ENA and Ofgem’s work. However he also noted that 

there may be potential BSC Modifications, Grid Code Modifications and licence changes in the future 

depending on the outcome of the project. Additionally the work could lead to a Significant Code Review 

(SCR) although it would work with Ofgem and BEIS on this.  

1.16 A Panel Member was pleased that there will be a standardisation of interfaces. However, the Panel Member 

queried what work the Open Networks Project has been doing with investors. JB advised that unfortunately 

there is not a Trade Association for investors so it is a difficult set of people to get involved with but it has 

been making an increased use of an Advisory Group to facilitate these discussions. JB advised that the Open 

Networks Project intends to host either a breakfast or dinner event so that it can demonstrate that the 

project is worth getting involved in and what the value of the market is. A Panel Member also highlighted 

that BEIS has an Infrastructure Investor Group, run by Ian Payne so it may be worth exploring this as 

another group of individuals to speak to.  

http://www.chargingfutures.com/media/1127/access-and-flc-options-paper-final-published-12022018.pdf
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p344/
mailto:opennetworks@energynetworks.org
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1.17 A Panel Member was concerned about all the various case studies. The Panel Member commented that 

money seems to be being spent in areas where there are lots of competitive parties rather than going out to 

parties directly and asking them to participate. The Panel Member added that smaller companies do not have 

the time and resource to read all of this type of information and are therefore unable to respond to any of 

the consultations. The same Panel Member also commented that DNOs should engage with those who are 

connected to their networks.  

1.18 JB advised that they are specifically looking at queue management and it intends to use its DER Connections 

/ DNO Steering Group more and is happy to speak to any group who wants to speak to them. He also noted 

that there has been an offer made to speak to the Flexible Generators Group (FGG) and Energy UK already.  

1.19 MB advised that for the Panel’s information, Peter Frampton from the Design and Delivery team has been 

attending the forums on behalf of ELEXON to understand the interfaces and to ensure that from a national 

balancing perspective we can still operate. MB also drew the Panel’s attention to the ELEXON Report which 

detailed ELEXON’s response to the ENAs’ consultation on its 2018 forward work plan. As part of this ELEXON 

detailed that given its breadth of understanding around balancing and imbalance etc., we noted that we can 

work with the Open Networks Project to avoid further fragmentation. ELEXON has made the points, as have 

others that standardisation is key.  

1.20 The BSC Panel: 

a) NOTED the update.  

MODIFICATION BUSINESS (OPEN SESSION) 

2. Change Report and progress of Modification Proposals 276/03 

2.1 The Modification Secretary provided an update on open Modifications and Change Proposals and sought a 

one month extension to the P359 and P362 Assessment Reports. 

2.2 The Modification Secretary noted that the final Workgroup for P344 ‘Project TERRE implementation into GB 

market arrangements’ will be held on 22 March 2018. The central implementation framework, issued in 

February 2018 by ENTSO-E, proposed a change to the Gate Closure time from 60 minutes to 55 minutes. 

ELEXON and the Transmission Company (TC) are currently looking at the impacts of this on overall IT costs 

and delivery timescales.  

2.3 The Modification Secretary noted that we continue to be in discussions with Ofgem on the derogation request 

for P360 'Making the BSC’s imbalance price compliant with the European Balancing Guideline'. However we 

have still not been given an indication on when a decision from Ofgem will be given.  

2.4 MB commented that he previously made the point at the February 2018 Panel meeting that, whether ELEXON 

is likely to be in breach or not, there is still the separate argument on the grounds of efficiency which is still 

outstanding. CF commented that the derogation is only for two years so there is a point at which that money 

would have to be spent anyway.  MB countered that it is the costs of implementing two separate changes 

that give rise to the inefficiency and which was the basis of the derogation request.   

2.5 CF queried whether a change needs to be made in the first place as ELEXON believes that there is a breach 

whereas Ofgem does not believe that there is. CF also noted that there needs to be a consensus at a working 

level i.e. whether the issue is in the assumptions or the methodology. Another Panel Member commented 

that this would still require work to find out whether there is a breach, which would continue to increase the 

cost of the Modification. They noted that although there may be a low percentage of non-compliance, there 

is still a breach. This again falls back to the efficiency argument.   

https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p344/
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p344/
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p360/
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2.6 A Panel Member suggested that the most pragmatic approach would be for ELEXON to inform Ofgem why it 

is not doing any further work on P360. Another Panel Member suggested that the Proposer could defer or 

withdraw the Modification and if Ofgem was not happy with this approach, it could request the Panel re-

starts the Modification process.  

2.7 The Chairman expressed the view that there needs to be a conclusion made on this issue. To this end there 

should be clarity as to whether Ofgem requires any further information at this time. CD noted that Ofgem 

had already informed ELEXON that it was not convinced that there was a breach and was therefore waiting 

on ELEXON to send through further evidence. The Modification Secretary did not agree that this was 

ELEXON’s current position. CD informed the Panel that it was unlikely that Ofgem would submit a formal 

letter to ELEXON stating that it is not in breach, as is the same approach taken towards other regulated 

parties. However, CD agreed that an email would be sent through by close of play on 9 March 2018 detailing 

Ofgem’s current status on this issue so that there could be a resolution as soon as possible.    

2.8 The Modification Secretary noted that Ofgem had rejected the P361 'Revised treatment of BSC Charges for 

Lead Parties of Interconnector BM Units' request for urgency. The Assessment Report will still be presented 

to the Panel at its May 2018 meeting. 

2.9 A Panel Member queried whether ELEXON had heard from the P361 Proposer, Nordpool, since the 8 February 

2018 Panel meeting. The Modification Secretary informed the Panel that it had not.   

2.10 The Chairman noted that at the 8 February 2018 meeting, Nordpool had stressed that the most recent 

charges were having a material impact on its ability to meet its ongoing obligation as a Nominated Electricity 

Market Operator (NEMO). The Chairman therefore queried what the impact was of any delay. CF noted that 

there should be no significant impact as there is no change to the timeline.  

2.11 The BSC Panel: 

a) NOTED the update;  

b) APPROVED a one month extension to the P359 Assessment Report; and 

c) APPROVED a one month extension to the P362 Assessment Report.   

3. P354 ‘Use of ABSVD for non-BM Balancing Services at the metered (MPAN) level’ – 
276/04 

3.1 P354 seeks to allow the Transmission Company (TC) to provide Applicable Balancing Services Volume Data 

(ABSVD) for non-Balancing Mechanism (BM) Balancing Services to BSC Central Systems for allocation to the 

appropriate Supplier BM Units to correct Suppliers’ Energy Imbalance positions. 

3.2 A Panel Member noted the use of operational metering rather than Settlement metering for P354 and queried 

whether checks similar to the Technical Assurance Agent (TAA) audit could be carried out on a number of 

sites to determine if there are any discrepancies. The TC noted that they have the ability to audit any 

ancillary services to check whether the delivered volumes submitted are what were expected. The TC and 

ELEXON agreed to discuss whether this could form part of the annual audit. The TC noted that this is a wider 

issue and relates to the overall assurance processes for behind the metering provision of services. ELEXON 

and the TC agreed to have a discussion out of the Panel meeting on this issue.  

3.3 ELEXON advised that there had been a number of behind the Meter issues identified out of P344, P354 and 

P355 'Introduction of a BM Lite Balancing Mechanism' and as such, it is looking to form an Issue Group 

shortly to discuss these issues in an open forum. A Panel Member suggested that before an Issue Group was 

formed, data needs to be collected from a random selection of sites to determine if there is an issue to begin 

with. The Chairman noted that there is reasonable support in principle for the Issue Group to be formed and 

advised that clarity as to what would be covered would be provided out of the Panel meeting.  

https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p361/
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p361/
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p354/
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p355/
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3.4 A Panel Member commented that P354 was unnecessary as they believed that P344 would address all of the 

issues that P354 seeks to resolve. The Proposer of P354 disagreed commenting that the Panel has to look at 

both P344 and P354 independently against the current baseline. He also disagreed that the full P354 solution 

would be covered under P344.  

3.5 A Panel Member commented that if Parties want to be dispatched as much as possible, then they would need 

to have a secondary BMU (as per the current P344 solution) so that TERRE could dispatch STOR. The TC 

highlighted that TERRE and STOR are different products and clarified that the TC will not dispatch STOR 

through the TERRE platform. 

3.6 Another Panel Member commented that from a variety of parties it had spoken to, there was a consensus 

that there appears to be a number of ‘bitty’ changes in the process i.e. P344, P354 and P355 being 

progressed as separate Modifications. The Panel Member noted that this was a messy approach and instead, 

one Modification should have been raised to address all of the issues and require system changes to be made 

all at once. The Panel Member also commented that there appears to be a distinction between ‘big’ and 

‘small’ parties and BM and non-BM Parties. They also suggested that Ofgem may be able to gain a better 

insight into these distinctions through its Regulatory Impact Assessment. 

3.7 The TC highlighted its response to the P354 Report Phase Consultation. The TC recognised the Proposer’s 

views in relation to market efficiency and competition, however they also recognised that equal treatment 

should be around equal access. They therefore had some concerns that there is currently not a level playing 

field between Balancing Services providers. The TC believed that P354 will only improve competition if there 

are sufficient routes to market for non-BM providers. This is why it is working to develop solutions for wider 

access to TERRE and the BM through P344. 

3.8 One Panel Member noted that no new arguments or material changes had been evidenced in the responses 

to the Report Phase Consultation.  The Panel Member also recalled that previously many Panel members had 

previously commented how finely the choice between the Proposed and the Alternative Modification was, and 

how the Chairman had cast the deciding vote. 

3.9 Another Panel Member commented that their view had changed because of the concerns raised by some 

industry members of data being shared without a Customer’s consent. The member’s concern related to the 

competition aspects around this, noting that they would want further information obtained on this issue. The 

Panel Member suggested that Ofgem may be able to uncover these concerns as part of its Regulatory Impact 

Assessment once it receives the P354 Final Modification Report.  

3.10 One Panel Member disagreed with the proposed Implementation Date recommendation. They noted that 

they agreed with the second part of the recommendation (1 April 2020 as a Standalone BSC Systems Release 

if an Authority decision is received after 30 March 2018) but disagreed with the first part of the 

recommendation (1 April 2019 as a Standalone BSC Systems Release if an Authority decision is received on 

or before 30 March 2018). This is because they were concerned that Parties would be unable to amend their 

systems and processes in time for a 1 April 2019 Release date.   

3.11 Another Panel Member did not believe that the first part of the recommendation of a 1 April 2019 

Implementation Date was needed as they did not expect a decision to be made by Ofgem by 30 March 2018. 

However, the Panel was reminded that under the current Modification process, whole recommendations have 

to either be approved or rejected.  

3.12 The BSC Panel:  

a) AGREED that the P354 Proposed Modification: 

o DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (a); 

o DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (b); 
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o DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (c); 

o DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (d); and 

o DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (e); 

b) AGREED that the P354 Alternative Modification: 

o DOES NOT better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (a); 

o DOES NOT better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (b); 

o DOES NOT better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (c); 

o DOES NOT better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (d); and 

o DOES NOT better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (e); 

c) AGREED by majority that the P354 Proposed Modification is better than the P354 Alternative 

Modification; 

d) AGREED by majority a recommendation that the P354 Proposed Modification should be approved and 

that the P354 Alternative Modification should be rejected; 

e) AGREED an Implementation Date for the Proposed Modification of: 

o 1 April 2019 as a Standalone BSC Systems Release if an Authority decision is received on or before 

30 March 2018; or 

o 1 April 2020 as a Standalone BSC Systems Release if an Authority decision is received after 30 March 

2018;  

f) AGREED an Implementation Date for the Proposed Modification of: 

o 1 April 2019 as a Standalone BSC Systems Release if an Authority decision is received on or before 

30 March 2018; or 

o 1 April 2020 as a Standalone BSC Systems Release if an Authority decision is received after 30 March 

2018;  

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

h) APPROVED the draft legal text for the Alternative Modification; 

i) APPROVED the P354 Modification Report. 

4. P356 Aligning the BSC with Grid Code Modification GC0099 “Establishing a common 
approach to interconnector scheduling consistent with the single intraday market 
coupling processes set out within Regulation (EU) 2015/1222 (CACM)”’ – 276/05 

4.1 P356 will align the BSC with Grid Code Modification GC0099, which seeks to introduce a standard and 

updated Interconnector Scheduled Transfer (IST) process to the Grid Code. This is in order to establish 

common, cross-code provisions, which are compatible with both the EU single intraday market coupling 

processes and GB and EU balancing processes. 

4.2 The BSC Panel:  

a) AGREED that P356:  

o DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (a); 

o DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (b);  

https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p356/
https://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/electricity/codes/grid-code/modifications/gc0099-establishing-common-approach-interconnector
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o DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (c); and 

o DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (e);  

b) AGREED a recommendation that P356 should be approved; 

c) APPROVED an Implementation Date of: 

o 1 November 2018 (as part of the November 2018 BSC Release) if the Authority’s decision is received 

on or before 30 June 2018; or 

o 21 February 2019 (as part of the February 2019 BSC Release) if the Authority’s decision is received 

after 30 June 2018;  

d) APPROVED the draft legal text; and 

e) APPROVED the P356 Modification Report. 

5. P365 ‘Enabling ELEXON to tender for the Retail Energy Code (REC)’ – 276/06 

5.1 P365 seeks to enable ELEXON to participate in the process to appoint the REC Administrator which is 

expected to occur in the near future. 

5.2 The Chairman said that as the BSCCo Board would like ELEXON to have the ability to take part in the 

tendering process for the REC, he would not participate in the debate on P365. The Chairman noted that as a 

member of the BSCCo Board, should the Panel perceive a conflict of interest, chairing duties can be passed 

to the Deputy Chairman. The Panel did not object to the Chairman continuing with the agenda item.  

5.3 A Panel Member was pleased that a number of small Suppliers had responded to the P365 Report Phase 

Consultation but was surprised that not all of the big six Suppliers had responded. The Panel Member queried 

whether this was a concern. Another Panel Member commented that as an employee of a big-six company, 

he was aware that the big-six Supplier is supportive of the proposal. However, as this is yet to go to the 

tender process, they found it particularly difficult to respond to as they did not want to be seen as favouring 

one particular Party by providing a response. The same Panel Member commented that they were happy with 

ELEXON’s assurances in relation to cost control and had no competition concerns with ELEXON being a not-

for-profit organisation.  

5.4 A Panel Member commented that ELEXON has been through this process a number of times and they were 

pleased that the P365 Draft Modification Report highlighted all the previous concerns that had been raised as 

this increased transparency for the industry. The Panel Member noted that ELEXON will remain under 

scrutiny throughout the tender process but it is clear that they have the best interests of BSC Parties at the 

forefront.  

5.5 MB highlighted some feedback he had received that although Parties recognise that there is currently a lot of 

industry change going on at the moment, ELEXON still received nine responses to the Report Phase 

Consultation for P365. He commented that this is extremely positive. He also highlighted that the draft legal 

text is transparent in relation to cost and so there are no surprises for Parties.  

5.6 A Panel Member was concerned about ensuring a level playing field in the tender process. The Panel Member 

suggested that Ofgem take note and ensure that both not-for-profit and for profit models are able to 

participate. He noted that it would be beneficial to have a number of models as one model should not be 

seen as being better than another.  

5.7 The Chairman noted that if the BSCCo Board is given the option for ELEXON to take part in the tendering 

process for the REC, then it would explain its decision to the BSC Panel and BSC Parties. However, he noted 

that they would not do this at the time the tendering process is taking place due to commercial 

confidentiality.  

https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p365/
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5.8 The BSC Panel:  

a) AGREED that P365: 

o DOES better facilitate Applicable BSC Objective (d); 

b) AGREED a recommendation that P365 should be approved; 

c) APPROVED an Implementation Date of 5 Working Days following a determination by the Authority; 

d) APPROVED the draft legal text; 

e) APPROVED the P365 Modification Report. 

NON-MODIFICATION BUSINESS (OPEN SESSION) 

6. Minutes of Meeting 276 and actions arising 

6.1 ELEXON apologised for the minutes of the previous meeting being sent out late.  

6.2 A Panel Member commented that he was keen for the balanced discussion on P354 to be recorded. He 

agreed that what was detailed in the Panel 275 minutes was satisfactory.  

6.3 The minutes of the previous meeting were therefore agreed, subject to minor amendments to sections 5.10, 

9.2 and 15.2 that had been made following the issue of the Panel papers.  

6.4 An update on the actions was also provided: 

● ACTION 273/03 – ELEXON to determine the best way of cataloguing and progressing issues raised by 

the BSC Panel. Work is currently being carried out on this by Victoria Moxham and CK and Victoria will 

bring an update to the Panel on this at its 12 April 2018 meeting.  

● ACTION 272/01 – National Grid (NG) to return to Panel to provide a further update on treatment of 

gas in the context of SO/TO separation. This action is still ongoing. NG will attend the 12 April 2018 

Panel meeting in relation to this. However, separately a joint meeting is being arranged between NG and 

ELEXON to discuss legal aspects further. 

● ACTION 272/07 – ELEXON to investigate potential review of the impacts of P342. The outcome of the 

implementation review is included as a tabled item on the March Panel agenda (276/08) so can now be 

closed. 

● ACTION 275/01 - ELEXON to look into the voting arrangements for Modifications, particularly in the 

context of accommodating smaller Parties who may be kept informed on the progress of Modifications, 

but be unable to attend the requisite number of meetings. The Modifications Secretary is currently 

looking at the voting arrangements in further detail and we should have an update on that at the 12 

April 2018 Panel meeting.  

● ACTION 275/02 – The Panel requested for a presentation about the ENA Open Networks Project. The 

ENA Open Networks Project Director, JB, attended the March Panel meeting to provide a verbal update. 

This action can now be closed.  

● ACTION 275/03 – Ofgem to return to Panel to report back on the stress testing issue particularly of 

smaller Parties, as indicated in Ofgem’s forward work plan. Ofgem will attend the 12 April 2018 Panel 

meeting to provide an update.  

● ACTION 275/04 - PAB Chairman to have an initial informal discussion with the Chairman of the Smart 

Energy Code (SEC) Panel to discuss PAB’s concerns regarding issues around smart meter roll out, 



 

 

MINUTES 

 
 

 

 

     

Panel 276   

 
Page 10 of 20  V1.0 © ELEXON 2018 
 

 

particularly around SMETS1 meters going dumb on change of supplier and potential detrimental impacts 

on Settlement because of this. The PAB Chairman is going to arrange a discussion with the Chairman of 

the SEC Panel. The PAB’s concerns will be formally presented to the Panel via a paper included on the 

March Panel meeting agenda (276/09). 

7. Chairman’s Report – verbal 

7.1 The Chairman noted that the Annual BSC Meeting will take place on Thursday 12 July 2018. He noted that 

BSC Parties will have the opportunity to vote on two of the BSCCo Board Directors who have been appointed 

within the previous 12 months. The Chairman advised that ELEXON had written to Clare Perry MP, the new 

Minister of State for Energy and Clean Growth to ask if she would be one of the key speakers at the event. 

ELEXON has also compiled a list of potential other key speakers so it is currently looking into these options. 

The Chairman highlighted that there will also be a dinner following the Annual BSC Meeting for the Panel, 

BSCCo Board and members of the ELEXON Executive Team, with an approximate start time of 6.30pm to 

ensure there is adequate time for Panel Members to catch their trains.  

7.2 The Chairman commented that the Energy Industries Club events seemed to be going well. We had four BSC 

Parties present as well as members of the Panel, BSCCo Board and ELEXON Executive Team at the last one. 

The Chairman noted that the David Gray event was very interesting, and that on 14 March 2018, there will 

be the Secretary of State who will speak. The Chairman noted that there will be another four BSC Parties 

present as well as members of the Panel, BSCCo Board and ELEXON Executive Team. He commented that 

the events seemed to be achieving their intent. 

7.3 The Chairman noted that every three years the BSCCo Board has an external evaluation of its effectiveness 

and the individuals who sit on it, including the Chairman. The evaluator that has been chosen is Independent 

Board Evaluation and the evaluator assigned is Lisa Thomas of IBE. The Chairman noted that he has already 

asked the deputy Chairman of the Panel to see Lisa at some point between now and the next Panel meeting 

on 12 April 2018, and will probably ask one other. This is in order for them to provide their views on the 

Board, the way it presents itself and the individuals concerned. The Chairman noted that if there are any 

particular Panel members who would like to ensure that their views are heard, Panel Members should speak 

to the deputy Chairman.  

7.4 The Chairman noted that since the last Panel meeting there had been another gas price hike at the end of 

February 2018 given the weather which caused National Grid to issue a Gas Deficit Notice, which had been 

the first time it had done this in eight years. He commented that spot prices inevitably leapt extremely high; 

even higher than where they were in December but not much gas flowed in via the interconnector.   

7.5 The Chairman noted that the Government published the bill to cap energy prices in the retail market for 

millions of customers. The bill requires Ofgem to put a cap on those prices. He highlighted that it had now 

passed its second reading but one of the interesting features of the bill to note is the opportunity for appeal  

to the Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) has not been made available on this occasion.  

7.6 The Chairman also noted that on 7 March 2018, Ofgem published their proposals, which are intended to 

constrain the profits of DNOs, in particular to lower the cost of equity.  

8. ELEXON Report – 276/01 

8.1 MB provided an update on recent activities and developments relevant to the BSC and ELEXON since the last 

Panel meeting. 

8.2 MB highlighted the BSCCo Business Plan reiterating that we received no negative comments, although we did 

not receive many comments at all from industry. As a result it was presented to the Board at its meeting on 

28 February 2018. MB noted that subject to minor amendments, it was approved by the Board and to be 

published by mid-March 2018. MB highlighted that the minor amendments were in relation to costs; these 
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were changed by 0.3 %. Given that none of the responses were about the cost, we considered that it was 

not necessary to go back out to industry for comment.  

8.3 MB highlighted the New Power article on sandboxes, of which Panel Members had been provided with a copy 

at the meeting itself. As it is a subscription magazine, ELEXON was unable to circulate the article prior to the 

meeting. MB asked the Panel to note that he was interviewed as part of the same feature which can be 

found on page 18. MB noted that Pamela Taylor, who heads the Innovation Link team at Ofgem coordinating 

the development of sandboxes across the industry, was also interviewed by New Power. She will also be 

attending the Energy Industries Club event on 14 March 2018, when the Secretary of State is present.  

8.4 MB noted that ELEXON held a Half Hourly (HH) Settlement design stakeholder event on 28 February 2018. 

He noted that despite the bad weather, this was still well attended. The event gave attendees the 

opportunity to hear in further detail the Target Operating Models (TOMs) that are being developed.  

8.5 In relation to default risk, NP noted that it monitors market conditions as part of ELEXON’s market analysis 

process. However, we have identified that there is a potential risk of higher payment default towards the end 

of March 2018, specifically around the Easter period due to a combination of factors. This includes: 

● when gas payments are due on the last Thursday of the month; 

● BSC Settlement System Buy Price for Thursday 1 March 2018 were up as high as £990 per MWh; 

● subsequent days having a higher price average; 

● the impact of the mis-match between demand and forecast volumes at the same time; and  

● taking into account the Easter period where there is an extension to the Credit Cover arrangements 

because of the bank holidays.  

8.6 NP noted that ELEXON is therefore looking out for all of these potential factors. However, Panel Secretary 

may need to check Panel Members’ availability over the Easter period should anything arise out of the back 

of any of these processes. NP also highlighted that any issues to do with payment defaults which occur prior 

to Easter i.e. by Thursday 29 March 2018, will be carried over to Tuesday 3 April 2018 under BAU processes.  

8.7 MB also highlighted the Foundation Architecture programme that ELEXON is currently working on. He noted 

that we are coming to the end of stage one at the end of April 2018 and are on track to deliver major phase 

one milestones. MB advised that a significant part of the programme is to accommodate the P344 TERRE 

requirements. The first draft of the solution has now been defined for Project TERRE but we have been 

working on a high level design for some time and refining it as the P344 requirements have been refined. MB 

highlighted that we should have the costs associated with that work by the 12 April 2018 Panel meeting.  

8.8 MB noted that in addition, we thought that it would be timely to demonstrate to the Panel in further detail 

the work that we have been doing by carrying out a ‘show and tell’ session. This session proved very 

successful with the BSCCo Board at its meeting on 28 February 2018. The session demonstrated the work we 

have been doing on proof of concepts and how the new architecture will support future BSC change. MB 

commented that time permitting, ELEXON would like to carry out a similar exercise for the Panel at its 12 

April 2018 meeting. The Chairman commented on behalf of the BSCCo Board that the Board went into the 

exercise not knowing what to expect but emerged extremely motivated and impressed by it. He added that 

he would expect the Panel to also benefit from the experience.  

8.9 A Panel Member commented that he went along to the project steering committee as the Panel Sponsor for 

this work. He commented that there appears to be a good governance structure in place, excellent 

engagement from both internal and external resources and noted that assurance is also in place from an 

external Service Provider. MB added that stakeholder engagement will increase.   

9. Distribution Report 
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9.1 DL had nothing to report. 

10. National Grid Report 

10.1 CF noted that the C16 formal annual consultation closed on 20 February 2018 and was submitted to the 

authority on 27 February 2018 for publication by 1 April 2018.  

10.2 CF also noted that the ABSVD formal consultation to support P354 closes on 8 March 2018 and will be 

submitted to the Authority on 15 March 2018.  

10.3 CF also noted that the Electricity System Operator (ESO) Forward Work Plan launch event was held on 22 

February 2018. 80 people attended in person and 90 people dialled in. The ESO Forward Work Plan 

consultation closed on 5 March 2018 so National Grid is now carefully considering the feedback which will be 

published at the end of March 2018.  

10.4 CF advised that the Charging Futures Forum (CFF) was held on 28 February 2018 with an additional task 

force meeting held in Glasgow on 6 March 2018.  

10.5 CF also advised that the TERRE Implementation Framework is currently out for consultation and closes on 4 

April 2018. A stakeholder event is then going to take place in Brussels on 19 March 2018 at ENTSO-E’s 

premises.  

11. Ofgem Report 

11.1 CD advised that the CMA had dismissed the appeal against Connection Use of System Code (CUSC) 

Modification CMP261 'Ensuring the TNUoS paid by Generators in GB in Charging Year 2015/16 is in 

compliance with the €2.5/MWh annual average limit set in EU Regulation 838/2010 Part B (3)', which Ofgem 

believed to be good news. 

11.2 CD noted that on EU exit implications, Ofgem has published an open letter setting out the work that it has 

started on what changes may be needed to codes and licenses. He added that this is currently out for views 

and closes on Friday 9 March 2018.  

11.3 CD noted that Arik Dondi from Ofgem attended the 8 February 2018 Panel meeting, noting the upcoming 

publication on the switching programme. CD advised that these have now been published and details 

Ofgem’s outline business case and blueprint phase decision.  

11.4 CD advised that Ofgem has published its strategic outline case which is looking at the business case for 

market wide HH Settlement. This is the first step towards analysing costs and benefits and looking at the 

wider strategic case e.g. exploring the interactions with various projects in the energy system transition and 

consumer outcomes more widely than the retail market.  

11.5 CD noted that Ofgem made a decision on the Data and Communications Company (DCC) price control. CD 

noted that Ofgem has launched an investigation into Iresa’s customer services processes.  

11.6 CD also noted that with the price cap bill being published, it has kicked off this piece of work and intends to 

deliver this by the end of the year.  

12. Report from the ISG – 276/01b 

12.1 There was nothing to report. 

13. Report from the SVG – 276/01c 

13.1 There was nothing to report. 

14. Report from the PAB – 276/01d 

https://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/electricity/codes/connection-and-use-system-code/modifications/cmp261-ensuring-tnuos-paid
https://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/electricity/codes/connection-and-use-system-code/modifications/cmp261-ensuring-tnuos-paid
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14.1 There was nothing to report. 

15. Report from the TDC – 276/01e 

15.1 There was nothing to report. 

16. Trading Operations: BSC Operations Headline Report – 276/02 

16.1 The Panel noted the paper. 

17. System Price Analysis Report – ISG202/08 

17.1 The Panel noted the paper. 

18. BSC Audit Scope Notice – 276/07 

18.1 ELEXON noted that as per its annual cycle, the review, revision and approval of the BSC Audit scope is now 

due. It is ELEXON’s view that, as a thorough industry engagement was already undertaken against the 

2018/19 BSC Audit scope, there would be limited benefit to repeating this exercise so soon after the revisions 

to the 2018/19 scope was approved. 

18.2 The BSC Panel:  

a) NOTED that engagement has already been undertaken with respect to the BSC Audit scope for 2018/19 

and that the revised document approved; and 

b) CONFIRMED that the BSC Audit Scope Document 2018/19 should not be issued for further industry 

consultation. 

19. Modification P342 update – 276/08 

19.1 ELEXON provided the Panel with a post-implementation update on BSC Modification P342 'Change to Gate 

Closure for Energy Contract Volume Notifications' to determine whether the additional hour for Notification of 

Energy Contract Volume Notification (ECVNs) is in use. The analysis identifies limited use across industry and 

one Notification Agent demonstrating consistent use of the additional hour. 

19.2 A Panel Member queried what type of Party had made use of P342 as it would be useful to know whether it 

is integrated parties or small generators and small Suppliers. NP confirmed that this is one single integrated 

organisation. However, the Panel should note that this is only six months into the Modification go-live.  

19.3 A Panel Member suggested that the Panel should carry out this review again in a years’ time as the uptake is 

currently quite low but may increase over time and thought it worthwhile monitoring. Another Panel Member 

agreed that the post-implementation of P342 should be reviewed again in a years’ time.  

19.4 A Panel Member suggested that the Panel may need to introduce a formal process as part of the 

Modifications process in instances where a Modification is considered ‘niche’ so that it can review whether the 

Modification was actually ‘niche’ by the end of the process. The Panel Member noted that this would prove 

most useful if a large volume of Modifications was to come through and the Panel is asked to prioritise these. 

The Panel can understand exactly what it needs to prioritise and what it does not.   

19.5 CF commented that a post-implementation review would be helpful and should be something that is agreed 

as part of the development phase of a Modification. This is the point in the process when these types of 

concerns are raised and discussed so they would be worth capturing. A Panel Member suggested that this 

could be something that is added to the Workgroup’s Terms of Reference so that it can be flagged through 

the Assessment Phase and captured in the Assessment Report.  

ACTION 276/01 

https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p342/
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p342/
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19.6 The BSC Panel:  

a) NOTED the information in this paper.  

20. SMETS v1.0 interoperability – 276/09 

20.1 ELEXON provided the Panel with an update on the Performance Assurance Board (PAB)’s concerns 

surrounding the interoperability of Smart Metering Equipment Technical Specification (SMETS) v1.0 Meters 

following a Change of Supplier (CoS). 

20.2 A Panel Member queried why the majority of Suppliers are choosing not to retain smart functionality as 

provided for in the Foundation Interim Operating Model (FIOM). ELEXON advised that Suppliers advised of 

technical and commercial reasons. A Panel Member commented that there is an issue as FIOM has multiple 

contracts with different providers and some parties therefore do not have a full coverage of SMETS1 Meters.   

20.3 CD queried how SMETS1 Meters compare to Meters that are not dumb. ELEXON advised that whilst the 

investigation identified that SMETS 1 Meter read performance is worse following a CoS, it is better than for a 

random sample of legacy Meters. A Panel Member commented that there are some benefits such as the 

installation process being easier and therefore the Meters are easier to read. The Panel Member noted that 

the customers currently with SMETS 1 Meters installed are likely to be more engaged, and therefore more 

willing to provide Meter reads upon request.  

20.4 A Panel Member queried whether the PAB Chairman had spoken to the SEC Chairman. He noted that he also 

sits on the SEC Panel alongside representatives from BEIS and DCC so they will also get visibility of this 

issue. ELEXON noted that they intended to speak to the SEC Chairman after the Panel meeting. He 

suggested that it would be better if the PAB Chairman had an informal telephone call with the SEC Chairman 

first. ELEXON agreed to take this approach.  

20.5 A Panel Member queried what the PAB wants to ask the SEC Panel to do. ELEXON advised that the PAB’s 

intention is not to instruct the SEC Panel to do anything but to relay the PAB’s concerns and the associated 

impacts on Settlement.  

20.6 A Panel Member noted that this was a useful paper as it makes people aware of the issue. However, he 

noted that this was never a specific BSC issue so it is not within ELEXON’s powers to do anything about it. 

The Panel Member noted that the work had been carried out and as such the issue should be closed and the 

comments passed on to the relevant parties.  

20.7 Another Panel Member queried whether ELEXON had carried out the work because there is a potential risk to 

Settlement. ELEXON advised that the investigation confirmed that this is not a Settlement Risk as per the 

definition within the BSC as there is no associated BSC non-compliance, however it confirmed that there is an 

impact on Settlement as a result of the decreased read performance which the PAB remain concerns about. 

Therefore, as per the PAB’s Terms of Reference it requested its concerns be relayed to the Panel. 

20.8 A Panel Member suggested whether the concerns should be relayed to Ofgem. CD advised that Ofgem 

already has its own concerns regarding SMETS1 Meters and therefore it would not be beneficial to write to 

them. A Panel Member also commented that we do not need to send anything specific to BEIS as they were 

reluctant to extend SMETS1 Meters. However as they have a representative on the SEC Panel, they will be 

informed of the relevant information through this route.  

20.9 The majority of the Panel (all but one Panel Member) agreed with the recommendation to refer the findings 

from the investigation to the SEC Panel.  

20.10 The BSC Panel: 

a) REFERRED the findings from the investigation into the interoperability of SMETS v1.0 Meters following a 

change of Supplier to the SEC Panel. 

https://www.mrasco.com/smart-metering/fiom
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21. Review of Specified BSC Charges – 276/10  

21.1 ELEXON required the Panel to review the BSC Specified Charges as set out in BSC Section D, which are 

determined by the Panel. ELEXON recommended that the flat charge levied of £0.00598 /SVA MSID per 

month for both HH and Non Half Hourly (NHH), across all Measurement Classes increases to £0.00632. 

21.2 Additionally, ELEXON advised that a BSC Party had written to the BSC Panel to request a review of the 

current charge for Additional BMUs (ABMUs), which currently incur a charge of £100 per month. The charge 

is reviewed annually; however there has been no recommendation to change the charge to date. ELEXON 

noted that there are currently 148 ABMUs registered for BSC purposes.  

21.3 ELEXON advised that P310 'Revised Credit Cover for Exporting Supplier BM Units' was implemented on 25 

June 2015 as part of the June 2015 Release. This Modification recognised that export was not being reflected 

in the Credit Cover Percentage calculation. This introduced the Supplier Export Credit Assessment Load 

Factor (SECALF) method which improved accuracy for Exporting Supplier BM Units on the condition that they 

have a zero Demand Capacity (DC). 

21.4 ELEXON noted that reducing the fee for ABMUs would allow BSC Parties to consider the use of ABMUs to 

improve the accuracy of their Credit Cover Percentage calculation by recognising the export volumes. 

Currently the charge of £100 per month is a barrier, particularly for smaller Parties to access the SECALF 

parameter. ELEXON commented that there is unlikely to be a significant increase in demand for ABMUs with 

a reduction in price until the price is close or equal to zero. If the cost of ABMUs is reduced, ELEXON should 

monitor registrations and report back to the Panel on a quarterly basis until the next review in March 2019. 

However, the Panel should note that it can re-determine the cost at any time.  

21.5 A Panel Member queried if ELEXON knows if many Parties are in the same position as the BSC Party who has 

written to the Panel. ELEXON advised that there are 148 ABMUs currently operational, that produces 

approximately £175,000 a year towards ELEXON’s cost recovery mechanism. Any reduction in the charge 

would create a deficit which would then be apportioned out via the net main cost.  

21.6 Another Panel Member queried how many of the 148 ABMUs are being used and whether they are under a 

variety of companies. ELEXON noted that they are being used but that there is a variety of scale in terms of 

capacity units. ELEXON also commented that £100 per month per ABMU is a small charge for larger 

companies but can mean a vital decision for smaller parties. Another Panel Member commented that it is 

aware that a lot of new investors are potentially going to use the P310 ABMUs in order to participate in the 

BM.  

21.7 ELEXON noted that BSC Section D has been static for a large number of years but over the past 14-16 

months, there has been a lot of focus on charging under Modifications P346 'Changes to the BSC Specified 

Charges to facilitate Elective HH Settlement' and P361 'Revised treatment of BSC Charges for Lead Parties of 

Interconnector BM Units'. ELEXON therefore questions whether BSC Section D is still fit for purpose or 

whether a review of BSC Section D as a whole needs to be carried out.    

21.8 CD queried whether there is a Charging Statement of Principles in the BSC. ELEXON advised that there is not 

as the charges were based on ‘reasonableness at the time’. Further, P310 has opened up various issues so it 

is possible that the current charges may no longer be considered as reasonable.  

21.9 The Panel agreed that ELEXON should bring back a paper on the various principles and options e.g. for 

reviewing specific BSC Charges or BSC Section D as a whole and provide ELEXON’s recommendation for this. 

ACTION 276/02 

21.10 The Panel also agreed that ELEXON should contact the BSC Party who had written to ELEXON to note that 

the Panel has considered their letter and will consider their concerns. As such, ELEXON is looking at the 

principles in further detail and will return to the Panel with various options and its recommendation shortly. 

https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p310/
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p346/
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p346/
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p361/
https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p361/
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ACTION 276/03 

21.11 The BSC Panel: 

a) APPROVED the new SVA Specified Charge of £0.00632/SVA MSID per month.  

22. Any other business  

22.1 A Panel Member noted that the Service Level Agreement (SLA) performance is down to 90% and questioned 

whether this is related to the teleswitching issue. NP advised that this is unrelated. He noted that the SLA 

performance is continually under review and is not the same issue that keeps reoccurring. He additionally 

noted that ELEXON has been having meetings with its Service Providers to relay its concerns.  

22.2 A Panel Member highlighted that SSE had raised SEC Modification Proposal 0046: Allow DNOs to control 

Electric Vehicle chargers connected to Smart Meter infrastructure and he believed that this Modification has a 

consequential impact on the BSC. Another Panel Member noted that this had been discussed at the last Code 

Administration Code of Practice Meeting (CACoP) and that the Code Administrators were looking at the 

impacts through this forum. A Panel Member advised that this Modification had been raised via the SEC Panel 

as SSE wants to use smart Meters and what is put into them. The Panel Member also noted that SECMP 0046 

was going to be presented to the SEC Panel at its meeting on 9 March 2018 so it would relay the BSC Panel’s 

concerns via this route.  

NON-MODIFICATION BUSINESS (CLOSED SESSION) 

23. PAB Membership Changes – 276/11 

23.1 The Panel was invited to appoint David Lane as a PAB member. He left the meeting. 

23.2 The BSC Panel: 

a) APPROVED David Lane’s appointment as a PAB member, with immediate effect. 

24. NATP Supplier SR0074 Escalation – 276/12 

24.1 The PAB Chair provided an update on behalf of the PAB on NATP Supplier’s performance in respect of PARMS 

Serial SP08a (Percentage of NHH Energy Settled on Annualised Advances). The Panel’s initial views were 

sought on whether it would be appropriate to formally enact Panel escalation using the breach and Default 

process. 

24.2 ELEXON noted that the PAB wanted to get an insight from the Panel, as this was the first PAB escalation. At 

the 23 February 2018 PAB meeting, after much debate, the members voted to agree the next steps. The PAB 

members agreed unanimously not to accept the NATP plan as presented. However, only three PAB members 

wanted the Panel approved escalation process invoked straight away, whereas six PAB members wanted to 

explore an interim step where the PAB Chairman attends the Panel meeting to ask the Panel for guidance 

before invoking the escalation process. The PAB indicated that it believes an appropriate course of action 

would be to issue a Default notice on the ELEXON website, which would only crystallise after a number of 

steps in the escalation process have been completed.  

24.3 A Panel Member emphasised that he had some concerns and was genuinely unsure as to the right way 

forward on this issue. He emphasised that it is vital that the Panel supports the PAB and that the PAB feels 

supported. If the PAB is recommending an escalation, then it needs to be clear as to what that means. 

24.4 The same Panel Member noted that over the past three years, NATP has regularly been above the market 

average but in recent months have dipped below. He added that he had a secondary concern in relation to 

https://smartenergycodecompany.co.uk/modifications/allow-dnos-to-control-electric-vehicle-chargers-connected-to-smart-meter-infrastructure/
https://smartenergycodecompany.co.uk/modifications/allow-dnos-to-control-electric-vehicle-chargers-connected-to-smart-meter-infrastructure/


 

 

MINUTES 

 
 

 

 

     

Panel 276   

 
Page 17 of 20  V1.0 © ELEXON 2018 
 

 

how the numbers are calculated following the P272 migration as, in terms of risk that they present to the 

market; it could be no different now to what it was a year ago. However, because of the way that we 

calculate the volume of energy settling on Annualised Advance (AA)s as a percentage of the total energy and 

a large volume of sites that were settling on AAs have migrated to be settled HH, the performance has got 

worse. Further, he was concerned that there are other Suppliers who are performing worse than NATP who 

may present more of a risk in terms of estimated energy, and therefore queried what the Panel has to try 

and get to a position on.  

24.5 ELEXON advised that when it is looking at issues with performance and assessing the concerns around 

performance, it measures the volume of energy that is under the standards so if there is a volume of energy 

above the standards, it does not include that. ELEXON added that it is the volume of energy under the 

standard that is then assessed so, if for example, there is a small Supplier who is performing far worse in 

percentage terms, ELEXON would not focus its attention on this as the impact on Settlement and the industry 

performance average would be significantly less.  

24.6 ELEXON commented that NATP’s performance has dropped significantly in recent months and it is no longer 

above the industry average. ELEXON also noted that NATP has recently transferred over a number of sites to 

the HH market but it is not sure of the overall impact on Settlement as ELEXON is completing further analysis 

on the performance in the HH market for those sites that have migrated. A Panel Member noted that this is 

the same for a number of Parties.  

24.7 When ELEXON considers escalating issues within the Error Failure Resolution (EFR) technique to the PAB, it 

takes into account a number of factors which have been discussed and agreed with the PAB:  

● volume of energy under the standard,  

● length of time in EFR,  

● cooperation,  

● whether the proposed plan is robust, and  

● confidence in the plan.  

24.8 It is having confidence in the NATP plan to achieve 97% that has become more of a concern for the PAB, 

particularly the fact that they keep persistently missing agreed milestones. The PAB has seen NATP 

repeatedly confirming that they are going to resolve the causes of its performance issues yet, as soon as 

there is another contract round or industry issue, they are back before the PAB. A Panel Member commented 

that this appears to be largely down to commercial decisions. They appear to take on more customers and 

then blame those customers for not being able to read their Meters. Additionally, the Panel Member noted 

that NATP continues to change its reason for its underperformance but noted that the Npower CEO attended 

the February meeting to explain the reasons behind the underperformance. 

24.9 The same Panel Member also commented that he was worried that the performance drop to 92.47% will 

have occurred by the time the issue is escalated to the Panel. He added that had they not forecast this drop 

for July 2018, they may have got the plan through the PAB. He therefore noted that they had been upfront 

about this. ELEXON advised that the reason for the drop is a complicated one but the only way that NATP 

could mitigate the drop would be to read more Meters that are settling on Estimated Annual Consumption 

(EACs) in the NHH market to mitigate against this. Further, ELEXON noted that what NATP did not show to 

the PAB and could have helped, was how far they could have dropped had they not taken the mitigating 

action. However, as they have had so much time in front of the PAB, received advice from PAB and having 

assured the PAB it would be able to maintain a performance about the standard previously, the PAB would 

have very limited patience. NATP had confirmed that it has all its reporting in place and was taking mitigating 
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action to get its performance up to where it should be and yet we have now seen a substantial NHH drop 

from them.   

24.10 A Panel Member commented that he was concerned over what happens next. In the event that the PAB 

agrees that they should escalate, the Panel would need to do something. He noted that if the Panel agrees 

that NATP are in breach, other than being published on the website, nothing much happens. Further, he 

added that Ofgem has indicated that this would not meet the criteria for an enforcement investigation; rather 

this should be referred to the Performance Assurance Framework (PAF) Review as Ofgem would not be keen 

to do anything. Therefore he questioned whether the current metric is enforceable as other than being in 

breach, there is no real consequence.  

24.11 A Panel Member commented that he was in attendance at both the January and February 2018 PAB 

meetings. He noted that all breaches that had come to the Panel previously had been black and white and all 

about money but this particular case presents more of a grey area. This is because there is a Party that is not 

meeting the 97% obligation which they are required to do so under the BSC. Therefore if the PAB refers that 

company to the Panel, then the Panel would almost inevitably find that Party in breach. He questioned why 

the PAB is picking on this particular Party as there are a number of Parties in EFR and a number of Parties in 

breach of the 97%. If the Panel or PAB are able to make it clear that it is because of various reasons then it 

should go ahead and escalate but if not, then it may need to rethink its course of action.  

24.12 A Panel Member commented that presenting the CEO deflects attention from the issue. Another Panel 

Member commented that for smaller Parties, the CEO is normally the first person to come in. However in this 

instance it is the CEO of Npower which is a large organisation yet the PAB is still not convinced of the 

commitment to the plan that the CEO is giving to them.  

24.13 The same Panel Member queried that when ELEXON talks about a lot of Parties being below the 97%, 

whether this is referring to a number of Parties who have been below the 97% for the same period of time 

as NATP, or whether it is the case that NATP has been there for a  long period of time. He noted that other 

Parties may be moving into a similar status but is it the case that we do not have any evidence to suggest 

that they will be there for a long time. ELEXON advised that no Supplier has been in EFR (if we consider this 

occasion and the past occasions) for as long as NATP and that NATP had previously had a ten year period in 

EFR which led to PAB’s concerns with this particular Supplier Id.  

24.14 ELEXON emphasised that there are Parties who are performing worse than NATP but they presented plans to 

PAB that the PAB have found acceptable and are monitoring those plans. ELEXON advised that the PAB is at 

the end of its tether to the point where a couple of PAB members commented that if the Panel agrees not to 

do anything, then it questions what is the purpose of the PAB.   

24.15 A Panel Member noted that if the PAB refers the issue to the Panel and the Panel decides not to take any 

action as it believes that Ofgem would not take any action, then it is a pointless task. The Panel Member was 

concerned as to why the Panel would not think that it should raise the fact that there is not an appropriate 

escalation process above them. He suggested that this is either a failure of the Code and therefore the BSC is 

wrong or the current escalation route does not work as ELEXON is unable to make people keep to the 

provisions of the Code.  

24.16 Another Panel Member commented that he believed this was straightforward and that discussing NATP itself 

was a red herring. He noted that a sub-Committee has come to the Panel to ask whether they can escalate 

the issue as it has exhausted all its powers and limits as a sub-Committee to obtain an acceptable plan. The 

Panel Member believed that it is correct for the PAB to escalate the issue to the Panel if they feel it is 

appropriate and they cannot find any other route for resolution.  

24.17 ELEXON commented that it was keeping a close eye on this issue in relation to the PAF Review. NP reminded 

the Panel that in two open letters issued by Ofgem as part of P272 'Mandatory Half Hourly Settlement for 
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Profile Classes 5-8', they reminded Suppliers that they had an obligation to maintain compliance to the Code 

and specifically to the Settlement Performance Standards set out within the Code. The Chairman queried 

what that meant if they did not comply. A Panel Member noted that this related to Measurement Classes E 

and G which had been moved out and was part of a wider threat from Ofgem which was good to see. 

24.18 Another Panel Member commented that it was in support of the Panel backing the PAB. He noted the 

comment in relation to a number of other Parties being in EFR and not performing and noted that this would 

be valuable background information for the Panel to understand the situation to ensure it is not entering a 

wider contentious area. ELEXON advised that it had seen a large drop in NHH performance recently so more 

Suppliers are entering the EFR process. A large number of Suppliers entering EFR are down to the P272 

migration to HH. ELEXON is doing analysis to try to understand whether Settlement as a whole is based on 

more estimation or whether it is just moving to the HH market and that it is actually settling well there.  

24.19 A Panel Member clarified that when we are talking about migration volume from NHH to HH, that this is an 

averaging issue that is created. ELEXON noted that the Profile Classes 5-8 Metering Systems were high 

volume NHH Metering Systems settling well on an AA. Your total NHH volume of actuals would have gone 

down on migration. Another Panel Member noted that P272 migration concluded in April 2017 and will reach 

RF in June 2018, which is around the time when NATP hits its lowest Settlement point.  

24.20 A Panel Member suggested that a solution to this problem would be for NATP to migrate everything to a 

different Supplier ID which is what it suggested to the CMA as part of its proposed merger. The Panel 

Member highlighted that the problem would still be there but it would be diluted. However, the issue of 

compliance for NATP would disappear.  

24.21 A Panel Member noted that a positive part of the timeline for the Panel escalation route is that it would not 

reach the Panel until July 2018, at which point NATP should be at the bottom of their curve. If the Panel 

waits until July 2018 to see whether it has hit that target or whether they are lower, then it will have three to 

four months to wait. However, if the escalation route is set off sooner, NATP will be attending Panel at a time 

that it will know whether the plan is working or not. The Panel Member suggested that this should be 

included in feedback to the PAB.  

24.22 MB queried whether the PAB concluded that NATP had a bad plan or whether it was a good plan but the PAB 

does not believe that NATP would adhere to it. A Panel Member commented that his perception was that it 

was both. October 2019 was far too late but if NATP had presented a plan for the end of 2018, then that 

would have been acceptable. Secondly, he noted that the PAB has to look for confidence in the plan but 

because of their track record it was agreed that they would not adhere to it. 

24.23 ELEXON commented that this is not just a case of self-harm in the sense of NATP. It is the impact on the 

market, participants and the consumer if Settlement is not being settled accurately and consequently Parties 

not being billed accurately. A Panel Member commented that the out-turn difference between EAC and AA is 

very small so it introduces a small risk. However, the EAC/AA calculations across the market are generally 

good.  

24.24 CD highlighted that Ofgem is very careful with the criteria so it would not have said definitively that this does 

or does not fit the criteria. CD noted that the Panel may want to look at other options before escalating the 

issue to Ofgem. He suggested that the Panel may want to consider other sanctions or look at other things 

that could be built into the BSC to ensure that they can take effective action. He noted that there may be 

some good ideas from other codes for example when the SEC Panel was set up, BEIS spent time looking at 

the various sanction regimes across all the codes. A Panel Member believed that it had already gone past the 

point of sanctions for this issue. ELEXON asked the Panel to note that the escalation process is a workstream 

of the PAF Review; however it would not deal with the current situation quickly enough.  
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24.25 A Panel Member commented that there are currently sanctions within the BSC e.g. the Panel can stop people 

from voting. He believed that these sanctions were put in place as they impacted the BSC specifically rather 

than a Party not meeting its license requirement. However if other code Panels are looking at different ways 

of putting sanctions on Parties, the Panel needs to be clear that it means sanctions which have a penalty to 

the business. Another Panel Member commented that Parties are subject to liquidated damages at the 

moment through the normal mechanism.   

24.26 The Chairman noted that from the discussion, the Panel have confirmed that they support the PAB and if the 

PAB feel as they do, that the modified plan is unacceptable and there are no further actions available then 

escalation is the next step. The Chairman noted that the question to the Panel is not only whether the Panel 

agree with the escalation but what action is the Panel prepared to take when escalated. A Panel Member 

commented that if Panel are required to take action then that is what they will do.  

24.27 The Chairman noted that the recommendation specifically articulates the view that the Panel is advising the 

PAB that subject to Panel escalation they would be supporting a Default notice. A Panel Member commented 

that the Panel should be prepared to issue a Default notice to NATP but if the information is changed in the 

meantime then that would have to be taken into account. The Panel Member noted that based on the 

information provided today and subject to the relevant breach and Default processes being completed, then 

a Default notice could be published. 

24.28 The BSC Panel: 

a) NOTED the contents of the paper 

b) AGREED to support the PAB to resolve the NATP NHH performance issue; 

c) AGREED to support the PAB if it decides to escalate NATP to the Panel; and 

d) AGREED that at the time of escalation to the Panel it could take the relevant breach and Default action.   

 

 


