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1 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1.1 Recommendation

On the basis of the analysis, consultation and assessment undertaken in respect of this Modification
Proposal during the Assessment Phase, and the resultant findings of this report, the BSC Panel
recommends that:

• Modification Proposal P11 be rejected; and

• The Alternative Modification, as developed by the Modification Group and defined in

the Assessment Report, also be rejected.

1.2 Background

 Modification Proposal P11 was submitted on 9th May 2001 by The European Power Source Company
(UK) Limited.  The proposal seeks to revise the minimum Credit Cover requirements, in order to
increase the likelihood that any Party defaulting on their Trading Charges would have sufficient Credit
Cover in place, and hence reduce the risk of financial loss to other Trading Parties.  The Proposer has
argued that this reduction in the risks faced by Trading Parties would promote effective competition in
the generation and supply of electricity, and promote efficiency in the implementation and
administration of the balancing and settlement arrangements.

 On 31st May 2001 the BSC Panel considered an Initial Written Assessment of the Proposal, and
submitted the Proposal to the Definition Procedure.  The Credit Modification Group submitted a
Definition Report to the BSC Panel on 26th July, and the Proposal was then submitted to the
Assessment Procedure, with the Assessment Report being considered by the Panel on 15th November.

 The Assessment Report recommended rejection of Modification Proposal P11, but did not include a
recommendation on the Alternative Modification Proposal, as the Modification Group had been unable
to reach consensus.  The Panel therefore considered the various arguments in the Assessment Report,
and concluded that neither P11 nor the Alternative Modification Proposal would better facilitate the
Applicable BSC Objectives.

1.3 Rationale for Recommendations

The rationale for the Panel’s recommendation is stated in section 6 of this report.  In summary, the
Panel concluded that both P11 and the Alternative Modification Proposal would hinder “effective
competition in the generation and supply of electricity” and “efficiency in the implementation and
administration of the balancing and settlement arrangements ” for the following reasons:

• Because of the £50,000 minimum Credit Cover applied to all Trading Parties, and the use of
estimated data in calculating historical indebtedness, Modification Proposal P11 would impose
arbitrary costs on Trading Parties.

• Under the Alternative Modification Proposal, the additional Credit Cover requirements would be
calculated from historical indebtedness data for each Party, and would therefore be less arbitrary
than under P11.  Nonetheless, the Panel believes that the additional cost of this Credit Cover would
outweigh the likely reduction in risk, hindering the achievement of the BSC Objectives.  The
Proposal would also impose additional and disproportionate Credit Cover costs on Trading Parties
involved in certain types of transaction (such as transferring a BM Unit from one Party to another,
or terminating a Metered Volume Reallocation Notification).
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2 INTRODUCTION

This Report has been prepared by ELEXON Ltd., on behalf of the Balancing and Settlement Code Panel
(‘the Panel’), in accordance with the terms of the Balancing and Settlement Code (‘BSC’). The BSC is
the legal document containing the rules of the balancing mechanism and imbalance settlement process
and related governance provisions. ELEXON is the company that performs the role and functions of the
BSCCo, as defined in the BSC.

This Modification Report is addressed and furnished to the Gas and Electricity Markets Authority (‘the
Authority’) and none of the facts, opinions or statements contained herein may be relied upon by any
other person.

An electronic copy of this document can be found on the BSC website, at www.elexon.co.uk
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3 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE REPORT

BSC Section F sets out the procedures for progressing proposals to amend the BSC (known as
‘Modification Proposals’. These include procedures for proposing, consulting on, developing, evaluating
and reporting to the Authority on potential modifications.

The BSC Panel is charged with supervising and implementing the modification procedures. ELEXON
provides the secretariat and other advice, support and resource required by the Panel for this purpose.
In addition, if a modification to the Code is approved or directed by the Authority, ELEXON is
responsible for overseeing the implementation of that amendment (including any consequential
changes to systems, procedures and documentation).

A Modification Report must be prepared and submitted to the Authority in respect of each proposed
modification and must contain:

(a) The recommendation of the Panel as to whether or not the Proposed Modification or any
Alternative  Modification should be made;

(b) The proposed Implementation Date for implementation of the Proposed Modification or any
Alternative  Modification;

(c) The matters set out in Annex F-1 of the BSC. This will usually be in the form of the relevant
Assessment Report where the Proposal has been submitted to a Modification Group prior to the
Report Phase;

(d) An explanation of the Panel’s rationale should the Panel form a different view of any matters
contained in the Modification Group Report; and

(e) A summary of the representations made by Parties and interested third parties during the
consultation undertaken in respect of the Proposed Modification and any Alternative  Modification.
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4 HISTORY OF PROPOSED MODIFICATION

 Modification Proposal P11 was submitted on 9th May 2001 by The European Power Source Company
(UK) Limited.  The Proposal seeks to revise the minimum Credit Cover requirements, in order to
increase the likelihood that any Party defaulting on their Trading Charges would have sufficient Credit
Cover in place, and hence reduce the risk of financial loss to other Trading Parties.  The Proposer has
argued that this reduction in the risks faced by Trading Parties would promote effective competition in
the generation and supply of electricity, and promote efficiency in the implementation and
administration of the balancing and settlement arrangements.

 The BSC Panel meeting on 31st May 2001 agreed that Modification Proposal P11 should be submitted to
the Definition Procedure (as defined in section F2.5 of the Balancing and Settlement Code).  This
Definition Procedure was carried out by the Credit Modification Group, and resulted in the presentation
of a Definition Report to the BSC Panel meeting on 26th July.

 On 10th August and 4th September 2001, the Credit Modification Group met to consider further the
Modification Proposal, and agreed that two solutions should be taken forward for consultation and
assessment:

• Modification Proposal P11 itself; and

• A proposed Alternative Modification Proposal.

 The Credit Modification Group met again on 6th November 2001 to discuss the consultation responses.
At this meeting the Group agreed to recommend that:

• Modification Proposal P11 should be rejected; and

• Were an Alternative Modification Proposal to be recommended, its definition should be changed to
reduce the impact on Parties’ systems and processes, thus addressing some (but not all) of the
concerns raised in Parties’ consultation responses and impact assessments.  Section 5.2 of this
report describes in detail the revised Alternative Modification Proposal.

 However, the Modification Group was not able to reach consensus on whether the revised Alternative
Modification Proposal would better facilitate achievement of the Applicable BSC Objectives.  The
Proposer of P11 believed that it would, while the other two Members of the Group present at the
meeting believed that it would not.

 As a result of this failure to reach consensus, the Assessment Report (which was presented to the Panel
on 15th November) requested that the Panel reach a view on whether the Alternative Modification
Proposal would better facilitate the Applicable BSC Objectives.  The Panel agreed unanimously that
neither P11 nor the Alternative Modification Proposal would better facilitate the Applicable BSC
Objectives, and that therefore the Draft Modification Report should recommend their rejection.

 The Draft Modification Report was issued for consultation on 22nd November 2001.  The BSC Panel met
to consider the consultation responses on 13th December 2001, and confirmed the recommendation to
the Authority that both Modification P11 and the Alternative Modification Proposal should be rejected.
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5 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED MODIFICATION

5.1 Proposed Modification

 The key features of Modification Proposal P11, as raised by The European Power Source Company (UK)
Limited on 9th May 2001, and subsequently clarified in the P11 Definition Report, are as follows:

• On a daily basis, the ECVAA will determine the Minimum Level of Credit Cover (MLCCp) for each
Party.  This minimum level will be the larger of fifty thousand pounds, and a 95th percentile value
of Energy Indebtedness (EIpj) over the previous year.  The ECVAA will then check that the actual
level of Credit Cover posted by the Party is at least equal to that minimum value.

• If the Party’s Credit Cover is less than the minimum required level, ECVAA will issue a notice to the
Party (copied to ELEXON), notifying them that they have two Business Days to put in place
additional Credit Cover.

• If at the end of two Business Days, the level of Credit Cover is still less than the required minimum,
then (subject to authorisation by ELEXON) the Party will be placed in Level 2 Credit Default
(irrespective of their Credit Cover Percentage).

This Proposal was intended to reduce the risk of a Party going into default with settlement liabilities
(i.e. imbalance charges and other Trading Charges) in excess of their Credit Cover, and hence reduce
the risk of resultant financial loss to other BSC Parties.

5.2 Alternative Modification Proposal

During the course of the Assessment Procedure, the Modification Group developed an Alternative
Modification Proposal that differed from P11 in the following respects 1:

• Modification Proposal P11 defined the minimum level of Credit Cover required as the larger of
£50k, and a 95th percentile value of historical Energy Indebtedness for that Party.  The Alternative
Modification Proposal changes this calculation as follows:

i) Unlike P11, the Alternative doesn’t have a fixed £50k minimum on the minimum level of
Credit Cover calculated for each Party.

ii) The Minimum Level of Credit Cover should be the highest value of cumulative 29-day
indebtedness over the year, not the 95th percentile value.

iii) In order to increase the accuracy of the calculation, the Alternative calculates the minimum
required level of Credit Cover using Trading Charge data from the Settlement
Administration Agent (SAA) system, rather than the indebtedness estimates used by
ECVAA in credit-checking.  The data used would be that from the most recent Initial
Settlement or Reconciliation run for each Settlement Day (thus ensuring that the most
up-to-date and accurate data is used, and the results of Disputes are reflected in the
calculation).

• In order to avoid the expense of continuous monitoring of Parties’ Credit Cover levels, the
Minimum Level of Credit Cover would only be calculated and checked when a BSC Party sought to
reduce their level of Credit Cover.

                                                
1 The Alternative Modification Proposal as described here includes a number of changes agreed by the Modification Group to
address issues raised in BSC Parties’ responses to the consultation carried out during the Assessment Procedure.  Full details of
these changes can be found in the P11 Assessment Report.
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• There should be a process for a Party to appeal to the Panel if an MLCC value was calculated that
was clearly inappropriate.  (This might be the case, for example, if a BSC Party disposed of a
Supply business or power station, and their historical indebtedness therefore ceased to be a valid
indicator of their possible future indebtedness.)
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6 RATIONALE FOR PANEL RECOMMENDATIONS

The Panel agreed with the Modification Group’s argument (described in section 8.1 of this report) that
Modification Proposal P11 would not better facilitate achievement of the Applicable BSC Objectives.
This conclusion was based on the fact that the £50,000 minimum Credit Cover applied to all Trading
Parties, and the use of estimated data in calculating historical indebtedness.

The Panel also agreed with the view (held by two of the three Modification Group Members present at
the 6th November meeting) that the Alternative Modification Proposal would not better facilitate
achievement of the Applicable BSC Objectives for the following reasons:

• Modification Proposal P2 will significantly reduce the risk that a Trading Party going into default has
Trading Charge liabilities greater than their level of Credit Cover.  The benefit of the Alternative
Modification Proposal (in making the market robust against credit default) is therefore likely to be
outweighed by the cost of increased credit cover to participants.  Overall, therefore, the Alternative
Modification Proposal would increase the costs of participating in the market, which would not
facilitate achievement of the BSC Objectives in conditions C3(3)(c) and C3(3)(d) of the
Transmission Licence.

• The use of historical indebtedness as an indicator of likely future indebtedness is not necessarily
appropriate, and could impose disproportionately high Credit Cover costs in certain circumstances
(such as when Trading Parties merge or transfer generation assets).  Again this would not better
facilitate achievement of the BSC Objectives in conditions C3(3)(c) and C3(3)(d) of the
Transmission Licence.  (In particular, one of the Panel Members stated that Modification Proposal
P2 reduces the role of historical data in calculating Credit Cover requirements.  Modification
Proposal P11 has the opposite effect, and is therefore a retrograde step which, given the level of
merger activity in the market, will potentially inhibit liquidity.)

One of the Panel Members stated that the intention of the Proposal was to ‘bias’ the Credit Cover
arrangements in favour of having too much rather than too little Credit Cover.  The Panel has already
considered the question of whether such a bias would better facilitate achievement of the Applicable
BSC Objectives in the course of setting the Credit Assessment Price (CAP), and concluded that it would
not.  Furthermore, even if circumstances were to change such that it did become appropriate to oblige
Trading Parties to provide Credit Cover in excess of their actual indebtedness, the existing CAP
mechanism would allow this to be done without the need for a Modification to the Code2.

At the meeting on 13th December 2001, one of the Panel Members stated that the recommendation to
reject Modification Proposal P11 and the Alternative Modification Proposal was not based on the belief
that the current rules for Credit Cover are perfect, because there are known to be issues with them.
(Many of these issues will be resolved when Modification Proposal P2 comes into effect, but some will
remain, as described in the P11 Assessment Report).  However, based on the analysis performed by
the Modification Group, neither P11 nor the Alternative Modification Proposal appears to be an
appropriate solution to these issues.

                                                
2 This remains true even once Modification Proposal P2 is implemented, although the effect of CAP on required levels of Credit
Cover will be reduced at that point.



Page 11 of 23
MODIFICATION REPORT

© ELEXON Limited 2001

7 LEGAL TEXT TO GIVE EFFECT TO THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION

In view of the Panel decision to recommend to the Authority that both the Modification and Alternative
Modification Proposal should be rejected, the Panel has consulted with the Authority on the drafting of
legal text.  The Authority has agreed that proposed text to modify the Code need not be commissioned
for inclusion in the Modification Report.
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8 ASSESSMENT

This section of the report summarises the assessment carried out by the Credit Modification Group
during the Assessment Procedure.  Full details are contained in the P11 Assessment Report, which may
be found on the BSC website at www.elexon.co.uk.

8.1 Assessment Against Applicable BSC Objectives

The Modification Group agreed that the Alternative Modification Proposal would be better than P11 at
facilitating achievement of the Applicable BSC Objectives, and that therefore Modification Proposal P11
should be rejected.  The reasons for this were as follows:

• Unlike the Alternative Modification Proposal, P11 imposes a minimum £50,000 Credit Cover
requirement on all Trading Parties (including those with no history of indebtedness).  Analysis of
Parties’ current indebtedness performed by the Credit Modification Group suggested that this
would have minimal benefit in protecting Parties from default risk.  However, it would impose
additional costs on BSC Parties, and could act as a disincentive to participation in the market.  For
this reason, the Credit Modification Group felt that Modification Proposal P11 would not better
facilitate “efficiency in the implementation and administration of the balancing and settlement
arrangements”, and would not promote “effective competition in the supply and generation of
electricity”.

• The Modification Group also felt that the use of estimated indebtedness data in calculating the
Minimum Level of Credit Cover would potentially oblige some Parties to put up Credit Cover that
was disproportionate to their likely indebtedness, and that this would hinder achievement of the
BSC Objectives in Conditions C3(3)(c) and C3(3)(d) of the Transmission Licence.  The Alternative
Modification Proposal addresses this issue by using actual Trading Charge data in the calculation of
the Minimum Level of Credit Cover.

However, the Modification Group was unable to achieve consensus on whether the Alternative
Modification Proposal would better facilitate the Applicable BSC Objectives.  Two of the three Group
Members who attended the meeting on 6th November believed that it would not, for the following
reasons:

• The Authority has approved Modification Proposal P2, which will significantly improve the accuracy
of the credit-checking process.  Although the risk to BSC Parties of a Party going into Default with
insufficient Credit Cover to pay their Trading Charges has not been entirely eradicated, it has been
significantly reduced.  Two of the three Group Members therefore believed that the reduction in
risk would be outweighed by the cost of implementing the change, and that the overall effect of
implementation would therefore be to increase the costs faced by BSC Parties.  This increase in
costs would hinder both “effective competition in the generation and supply of electricity” and
“efficiency in the implementation and administration of the balancing and settlement
arrangements”.

• Because the Alternative Modification Proposal bases the minimum level of Credit Cover on historical
indebtedness over the past year, which is not necessarily a good indicator of future indebtedness,
some Parties might have a minimum level of Credit Cover imposed on them that reflected their
historical indebtedness, but was far in excess of their likely future indebtedness.  This would
impose costs on the particular BSC Parties concerned, without any corresponding reduction in the
risk to other BSC Parties, and would therefore fail to facilitate “efficiency in the implementation and
administration of the balancing and settlement arrangements ”.  The unwarranted costs might also
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act as a barrier to entry, thereby failing to “promote effective competition in the supply and
generation of electricity”.  Examples of situations in which historical indebtedness might be a poor
indicator of future indebtedness include the following:

i) When a BSC Party transferred an asset (such as a Supply business or power station) to
another Trading Party, the imbalance charges associated with the asset would still be
reflected in the historical indebtedness data for that Party.

ii) When a Metered Volume Reallocation Notification (MVRN) was terminated, the imbalance
charges associated with that BM Unit would still be reflected in the historical indebtedness
data for the Subsidiary Party to the MVRN.

• Conversely, a BSC Party in financial distress may well incur high levels of indebtedness immediately
prior to going into default, without having had any past history of high indebtedness values.  (In
particular it should be noted that many Parties have consistently maintained ‘long’ positions since
NETA Go-Live, and therefore have little or no history of indebtedness.)  The Alternative
Modification Proposal does not reduce the risk to BSC Parties of such a Party going into default,
further strengthening the argument (in the view of two of the three Members present on 6th

November) that the reduction in risk offered by the Alternative may not justify the cost of
implementation.

However, the Proposer of P11, who was the third Group Member present at the meeting on 6th

November, took the view that the Alternative would better facilitate achievement of the Applicable BSC
Objectives, for the following reasons:

• Although Modification Proposal P2 significantly improves the credit checking arrangements, there is
still scope for Parties to run up indebtedness in excess of Credit Cover, imposing risk on other BSC
Parties.  (For instance, even under P2 metered readings aren’t taken into account for five Working
Days, so a Generator whose plant tripped could run up a week’s exposure to System Buy Price,
potentially amounting to millions of pounds, without being obliged to put additional Credit Cover in
place.)  The reduction in this risk arising from the Alternative Modification Proposal would outweigh
the (relatively modest) cost of implementing the change, and the Proposal would therefore
promote “effective competition in the generation and supply of electricity” and facilitate “efficiency
in the implementation and administration of the balancing and settlement arrangements ”.

• In the majority of cases, it is reasonable to use historical indebtedness values as a measure of
future risk.  For example, a Generator who has experienced high imbalance charges due to plant
tripping, or a Party who has experienced high imbalance charges due to a trading error, may well
be at increased risk of experiencing another such failure in the future.  In those cases where it
clearly is not reasonable, the Alternative Modification Proposal includes an appeal mechanism that
would provide Parties with a remedy.

8.2 BSC Agent Impact Assessment

Modification Proposal P11 would require changes to the Energy Contract Volume Aggregation Agent
(ECVAA) system.  The impact assessment obtained during the Assessment Procedure indicates that the
BSC Agent implementation cost would be £124,700, and the subsequent maintenance cost would be
£1,864 per month.  (It should be noted that these figures only include the BSC Agent costs, and
exclude ELEXON costs, market testing and VAT.)

As described in section 4 of this report, the Credit Modification Group amended the definition of the
Alternative Modification Proposal to address issues raised in the consultation responses.  This occurred
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after the procurement of impact assessments from BSC Agents, and therefore no assessment of the
Alternative Modification Proposal was obtained.  For the earlier variant of the Alternative Modification
Proposal that was assessed, the BSC Agent cost would be £116,400 (basing the MLCC calculation on
Interim Information data), or £207,200 (basing the MLCC calculation on Initial Settlement data).  The
associated maintenance cost would be £1,746 per month or £3,108 per month respectively.  The
Modification Group believes that the cost of implementing the revised Alternative Modification Proposal
should be less than this.

8.3 BSC Party Impact Assessment

 Modification Proposal P11 would require changes to Party systems and processes, such as the
following:

• Party systems and processes for managing Credit Cover would require amendment to reflect the
new minimum Credit Cover requirements.

• Party systems and processes for responding to Credit Default notices issued by ELEXON would
require amendment to reflect the new minimum Credit Cover requirements.

• Party systems and processes for handling the ECVAA-I014 report would require amendment to
handle the revised format of the data flow.

 The impact assessment and consultation responses received from Parties during the Assessment
Procedure indicated that the cost of these changes was seen as a significant disadvantage.  For this
reason the Alternative Modification Proposal (described in section 5.2 of this report) has been
simplified, so that its impact on Party systems and processes is limited to the processes for reducing
Credit Cover.
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9 SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS

Seven responses were received to the consultation on the draft Modification Report, representing the
views of 34 BSC Parties.  No new substantive issues were raised (over and above those already
discussed in the Assessment Report and/or draft Modification Report), except that one Party drew
attention to the recent default of the Enron Group, as discussed below.

Five responses (representing the views of 26 Parties) supported the Panel’s decision to recommend to
the Authority that the Modification should not be made. Two responses3 (representing the view of eight
Parties) disagreed with the decision.  Full copies of the responses can be found in Annex 1.

Of the responses supporting the Panel decision, one agreed with the view that it was inappropriate to
use historical indebtedness data as a measure of likely future indebtedness, and suggested that P11
would constitute a barrier to entry.  One flagged up the issue (not directly relevant to P11) that the
quality of metered data provided by the Central Data Collection Agent (CDCA) at the Interim
Information run will be a key issue once Modification Proposal P2 is implemented.

Of the responses disagreeing with the Panel decision, one stated that it is imperative that parties that
are operating in the industry should have adequate protection over entrants that do not have robust
processes in place to ensure that they are effectively mitigating their own risk. The response
highlighted the examples of Independent Energy and the Enron Group to illustrate this point.

ELEXON has investigated whether Modification Proposal P11 or the Alternative Modification would have
obliged Enron Capital and Trade Resources Ltd (ECTRL) or Enron Gas and Petrochemicals Trading Ltd
(EGPTL) to put up more Credit Cover.  Neither Modification would have done so, as both of these
Parties at the time of Default had a level of Credit Cover that was significantly higher than their
historical levels of indebtedness.

9.1 Previous Consultations

A summary and copies of the representations received and considered by the Modification Group during
the Assessment Procedure can be found in the P11 Assessment Report. This Modification Report should
be read in conjunction with that Assessment Report.

A summary and copies of the original representations received and considered by the Modification
Group under the initial consultation on this proposal can be found in the P11 Definition Report.

                                                
3 This includes the consultation response from British Energy, which stated that they have no comments to add to those provided
to the Assessment Procedure consultation..
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ANNEX 1 – REPRESENTATIONS

Representations were received from the following parties:

No Company File Number No. Parties
Represented

1. TXU P11_MR_001 14

2. British Gas Trading P11_MR_002 4

3. SEEBOARD P11_MR_003 1

4. British Energy P11_MR_004 3

5. ScottishPower UK Plc P11_MR_005 5

6. Innogy P11_MR_006 6

7. Bizzenergy P11_MR_007 1
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P11_MR_001 – TXU

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above proposal.  TXU Europe Energy Trading Ltd, on
behalf of all TXU Europe companies (14), would like to make the following comments.  TXU supports
the recommendation that both the modification proposal and the alternative proposal should be
rejected.

Regards
Nicola Lea
Market Development Analyst
TXU Europe Energy Trading Ltd.
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P11_MR_002 – British Gas Trading

Modification Proposal 11: Revision of Minimum Credit Cover Requirements

Thank you for the opportunity of responding to this modification.  This response is on behalf of British
Gas Trading, Accord, Centrica King’s Lynn and Centrica Peterborough.

We do not support the implementation of this modification proposal.  We do not believe P11 provides a
good measure of potential indebtedness as:
• Energy Indebtedness (EI) does not accurately reflect actual indebtedness,
• Behaviour of a distressed party may change prior to default, invalidating historic data,
• As EI/actual indebtedness may be seasonal values in one season may not be a good predictor of

exposure in other periods.

Also once P2 is implemented the credit arrangements in the BSC will be significantly more robust.
Calculated indebtedness will provide a good measure of actual indebtedness and the speed of the level
½ default process limits the amount of additional indebtedness a distress party can build up.

The proposed modification, and its alternative do not further the Applicable BSC Objectives.  Indeed
the introduction of P11 would result in a barrier to entry and as such undermine the Objective c) .

Yours faithfully,
Danielle Lane
Transportation Analyst
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P11_MR_003 – SEEBOARD

SEEBOARD agrees with the recommendations contained in this report that both the modification
proposal and the alternative modification should be rejected.

Sue Fraser
for Dave Morton
0190 328 3465
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P11_MR_004 – British Energy

British Energy have no further comments to add to those of the 30/10/01

Regards
Rachel Ace
British Energy Generation
British Energy Power and Energy Trading
Eggborough Power Ltd
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P11_MR_005 – ScottishPower UK Plc

A.1.1 

Modification Proposal P11 Draft Modification Report Consultation

I thank for the opportunity to comment on the above. In response to this consultation, I would refer
you to our previous comments on the Mod Proposal when we supported the Mod. We are therefore
extremely disappointed that P11, in any guises, are being recommended for rejection.

As the proposal seeks to revise the credit cover requirements in order to increase the likelihood that
any party defaulting on their trading charges would have sufficient credit cover in place hence reducing
the financial loss of other trading parties. SP still recognises the need to ensure that the risk of financial
loss is mitigated as efficiently as possible. The argument that this proposal would hinder competition in
the generation and supply of electricity is debatable. The point is recognised however it is imperative
that parties that are operating in the industry should have adequate protection over entrants that do
not have robust processes in place to ensure that they are effectively mitigating their own risk. The
Industry has now experienced two credit events the insolvency of Independent Energy and the Enron
Group. The impact associated with the latter has still to be quantified and it highlights there is a
requirement to ensure external protection to the parties that employ robust credit processes internally.

I trust that you will find these comments helpful. Nonetheless, should you require further clarification of
any of the above, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours Sincerely,
Man Kwong Liu
Calanais Ltd.
For and on behalf of: - ScottishPower UK Plc.

SP Energy Trading Ltd.
SP Generation Ltd.
Scottish Power Energy Retail Ltd.
Emerald Power Generation Ltd.
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Please find attached Innogy's response to the Draft Modification Report in respect of P45, representing

Innogy plc, npower Limited, Innogy Cogen Trading Limited, npower Direct Limited, npower Northern
Limited, npower Yorkshire Limited.

The Innogy group welcome the Panel's decision to reject Modification P11 and the associated
Alternative Modification.

In the light of this decision we would like to take this opportunity to highlight a potential danger within
the P2 credit calculation. From September 2002, the credit cover methodology relies on the Interim
Initial Settlement run, performed at D+5. There have been many inaccuracies that have entered the
Settlement calculations due to CDCA data quality issues, which, of course, are reported within the II
Settlement Run. If data of this quality is used within the P2 credit calculations, then there is a
substantial risk that parties will be forced into credit default through no-one's fault but that of the
central service provider. We are aware that Elexon have initiated an internal project addressing the
data quality of the CDCA, and we fully support this. Additionally, we fell that the CDCA might improve
their efforts if they are more aware of the commercial implications on Trading Parties of any errors
within this data in the future.

Ben Willis
Npower Ltd.
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P11_MR_007 – Bizzenergy

P11 Modification – Consultation

With regard to P11 proposals, Bizzenergy does not support such a modification because it places

arbitrary obligations upon parties that have no relationship to their actual positions.

Many Thanks

Keith Munday

Director of Trading
Bizzenergy Ltd


