Notes from Modification 053 – Introduction of annual updates to the AQ values within the CSEP NExA table

Workgroup held on 13th September 2013
Attendees 
Trevor Clark (TC) - Eon

Cher Harris (CH) - SSEPL
Jenny Rawlinson (JR) - GTC

Gethyn Howard (GH) - GTC

Maria Hesketh (MH) – Scottish Power

Mark Jones (MJ) - SSE

Lisa Wong (LW) – ESP
Andrew Margan (AM) – British Gas

Jonathan Kiddle (JK) - EDF
Amie Charalambous (AC) – npower

Zoe Murphy (ZM) – npower

David Smith (DS) – npower

npower opened the meeting and gave an overview of the amended modification and the reasons why npower are raising it. The group reviewed the previous meetings minutes and actions and all agreed that they were correct.  
GTC asked for an update on the action that npower had, to discuss the modification with Ofgem.  npower confirmed that npower had spoken with Ofgem.  Ofgem confirmed they would approve of an automated process where the table is updated on an annual basis following a review.  Ofgem would like to see the table being refreshed so the values are accurate and up to date.  npower also advised that setting a tolerance level would be counter intuitive and that if iGTs felt a level should be set, they would have to demonstrate the benefits for it.
SSEPL raised a concern about having enough lead-time once the new values were agreed as SSEPL would have to reflect the new values in their contracts.  npower quoted the previous decision made by Ofgem for iGT 040V and suggested similar lead times for implementation could be applied. 

GTC raised concerns about including the spurious AQs. There was a concern that if they were included in the updated Nexa table it would not show a true reflection. After some discussion around the table it was agreed that the level of spurious AQs was too low for it to be an issue. There was also a concern that Shippers only send in the minimum amount of reads. 
GTC raised a concern over the automatic updates and questioned what would happen if the values that were populated in the table were incorrect. Npower questioned what happens in the current world between AQ review (November) and the review meeting that is held in January. Could this time not be used for reviewing the AQ values that would be submitted to update the table with?   GTC was questioning the relevance of a review meeting that would not have any impact on the final AQ values due to the process of updating AQ values being fully automated.  For example, where a part of the AQ review process was determined, subsequent to the completion, to have been flawed, the ability to amend those AQ values  was no longer possible. 

npower confirmed they  would still like to keep the Review Meeting as this could be a good way to highlight any issues etc.  npower confirmed they would look to create a process that could be followed should industry agree that the values from the AQ review are incorrect which would prevent the Nexa table being updated until the values were amended.
It was suggested that this modification should be seen at the iGT039DG, as the group would like to see how this mod would work post Nexus, rolling AQ and Single Service Provision. It was suggested by the group that a fixed date each year would be agreed and that’s the date that would be used for the data to be updated in the table.
GTC raised concerns that the automated updating procedure removes the “safety” of being able to review or discuss the quality and performance of data used in the AQ review. If it is poor, the current process will automatically use this data. GTC also raised a concern that this could also allow for gaming. There were also concerns that this modification removes the flexibility and what happens for example if only two shippers contribute to the AQ review (iGT40) or the submission of AQ data was poor. This was questioned as to how many times this has happened previously. Npower quoted the workgroup report done by Scottish Power for iGT 040 where only two shippers had contributed and advised that it is in suppliers’ best interest to contribute to the AQ review as this would make the data more accurate. 
Action - npower to speak with Gemserv about legal text 

Action – npower to draw up legal drafting for review 

Action – iGTs to demonstrate the % of erroneous AQs

Action - npower to update modification with the agreed methodology.- closed
Action - npower speak with Ofgem for guidance on how to take mod forward.- closed
Action - npower to look at where this would sit in the code and to draw up a straw man 

Action - npower to speak with xoserve with regards to post Nexus  -closed 
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