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Summary This paper summarises concerns raised by Ofgem regarding the implementation 
approach for P272 and P300. Ofgem also cited concern over lack of cross code 
coordination and speed when progressing these Modifications. It seeks the 
Panel’s input on how best to respond to these concerns. 

 

 

1. Background 

1.1 Ofgem have raised concerns over the implementation timescales for the delivery of P272 and P300 

’Introduction of new measurement classes to support Half Hourly DCUSA Tariff changes’ and wish to gain a 

better understanding of what is driving the industry lead time. Equally concerns have been raised over the 

coordination of cross code changes and the pace at which these changes have progressed through the 

process. 

1.2 The following paragraphs summarise the concerns raised, explained in the context of P272 and P300 and 

highlights the current process in place for progressing change. The Panel is asked to consider how best to 

resolve any issues.    

2. Implementation approach  

Rationale for Implementation Dates 

2.1 In February 2014 Ofgem wrote to the BSC Panel to direct new implementation dates for P272. An extension 

to the implementation dates was required as Ofgem believed that “DUoS charging arrangements, as set out 

in the DCUSA, are not fit-for-purpose to allow Profile Class 5 to 8 consumers to move from NHH to HH 

settlement”. Ofgem therefore wanted to take into account potential changes to the DUoS charging 

arrangements when making a determination on P272. 

2.2 Potential changes to the DUoS charging arrangements are being progressed by DCP179. When requesting 

new implementation dates Ofgem noted the intention of the DCUSA Panel to have the necessary changes 

implemented (via DCP179) by April 2015. Ofgem therefore recommended that P272 should be targeted for 

implementation between April 2016 and June 2016.  

2.3 In order to fully implement the DCP179 solution (if approved) changes to Measurement Classes under the 

BSC are required. P300 was raised in March 2014 for this purpose. P300 has undergone an impact 

assessment, the results of which have shown an industry lead time of 15 months (driven by majority of 

Suppliers some Distributors).  

2.4 Ofgem will receive the P300 Final Modification Report in September 2014. If a 15 month lead time is required 

it would mean the earliest P300, and therefore DCP179, could be implemented is January 2016. Due to the 

15 month lead time indicated in the impact assessment responses, the P300 workgroup have consulted upon 

an initial implementation date of April 2016, pending further information received as part of the Assessment 

Report consultation. 
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2.5 The implementation date of April 2016 proposed by the P300 workgroup has caused Ofgem some concern 

and they have since contacted the Panel Chair to reiterate the messages in their February 2014 letters and to 

emphasise the importance of timely implementation of these changes. 

2.6 It is likely that some of the lead times indicated in the P300 impact assessment take into account the 

implementation of a package of change including P300, DCP179 and P272; rather than just system changes 

required for P300. Hopefully additional clarity behind the dates provided will allow the Workgroup to set an 

implementation approach which will better support DCP179. 

2.7 In order to support the receipt of further detail behind these lead times we have taken the following actions: 

 Asked specific questions in the P300 Assessment Consultation aimed to draw out the rationale for any 

lead times; and 

 Asked Workgroup members to liaise across business to provide more information in their consultation 

response. 

In addition, ELEXON will ensure that there is clarity over implementation approach by conducting our normal 

exercise of: 

 Contacting respondents to the P300 consultation to gain a better understanding of the impacts and 

lead times; and 

 Ensuring the Workgroup has a clear documented rationale for their recommended implementation 

approach. 

To further support this work we have encouraged Ofgem to discuss nay concerns over implementation dates 

with the Workgroup, and discussed that Ofgem could potentially contact respondents directly or possibly 

issue an open letter to the industry asking for more clarity and detail in responses.  

2.8 We have previously undertaken the above actions during the progression of P272 when Ofgem had similar 

concerns about industry lead times and costs returned by Parties.  

 

Question 1. 

Are there any additional actions we should take to get more detail on industry lead times and IA responses? 

 

 

Process for selecting implementation dates  

2.9 As part of the Assessment Procedure a Workgroup makes a recommendation to the Panel as to the 

implementation approach for a Modification.  

2.10 The Workgroup base this recommendation on information received in Impact Assessments and Consultation 

responses regarding industry lead times.  

2.11 The Panel may choose to uphold the Workgroups recommendation or they may set another implementation 

approach that they believe is more appropriate. 

2.12 The implementation dates selected by the Panel are issued to Ofgem in the Final Modification Report. If 

Ofgem wish different Implementation Dates from those contained in the Final Modification Report, Ofgem 

may direct a new implementation date for any approved Modification (Section F 2.11.7). However, with 

proactive Ofgem involvement at the Workgroup, and the Panel, such requests are rare. 
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Question 2. 

Are the arrangements for setting implementation dates appropriate? 

 

3. Coordination and speed of progression for P272 and P300 

3.1 At the same time as requesting new implementation dates from the BSC Panel, Ofgem also wrote an open 

letter to the industry as they were “concerned by the lack of co-ordination between industry parties - 

suppliers and electricity distribution network operators (DNOs) alike – which is hindering the timely 

consideration of code modifications, the consideration of cross-code issues and delaying the realisation of 

these benefits for consumers.” 

3.2 The letter further went on to state that Ofgem “expect industry to take steps in order that our decision on 

P272 can take account of changes to DUoS charging arrangements. However, in light of the lack of co-

ordination between industry parties, we are also considering in parallel whether new licence conditions or 

other measures, including a Significant Code Review (SCR), are necessary to ensure licence holders facilitate 

the realisation of the long-term benefits of smart metering.”. 

3.3 Whilst, as Ofgem note, “the lack of co-ordination and pace is not confined to P272 and the related DCUSA 

modifications” their concern is quite clear that P272 has not been coordinated across codes and has been 

unnecessarily slow.  

3.4 The concern over co-ordination and pace of the change process has been reiterated by Ofgem in their recent 

call to the Panel Chair. It is of great concern to ELEXON that a BSC Modification is cited as an example of 

poor co-ordination across codes and slow progress through the change process. It therefore seems 

appropriate to walk through the timeline of P272, and related changes, to see if with the benefit of hindsight 

we could have done anything different. 

Timeline for P272 and related changes  

 May 2010 - the Profiling and Settlement Review Group (PSRG) considered the industry impact of using 

Half Hourly data for those customers traditionally treated as Non Half Hourly. They highlighted that 

DUoS charges where likely to be an issue. This view was firmly established when, following industry 

consultation in May 2010, a report by the PSRG was published in June 2010 showing the estimated 

average charge to customers that DUoS charges would create and concluded that a holistic approach 

was required to resolve the issue. At the time ELEXON highlighted to Ofgem that whilst we could push 

these issues in DCUSA forums, it was outside of ELEXON and the BSC Panel’s jurisdiction so would need 

support in creating this holistic approach. 

The work of the PSRG fed into the Distribution Charging Methodologies Forum (DCMF) who were 

looking to implement changes to the DUoS charging structure under the Common Distribution Charging 

Methodology (CDCM) so that charging is appropriate for customer type. 

 May 2011 - P272 ‘Mandatory Half Hourly Settlement for Profile Classes 5-8’ was raised by Smartest 

energy. The proposer believed that raising this Modification under the BSC would bring a lot of the 

issues to the fore and would press for speedier solutions by creating a date of when DUoS issues would 

need to be resolved. 

 June 2011 - the DCMF raised a sub group to consider issues 12 and 22 which related to HH and NHH 

CDCM tariffs. This group (MIG 12 and 22) aimed to complete its work by July 2012. 

 July 2011 - British Gas raised DCP103 ‘DUoS Charges for sub 100kw HH settled sites’. DCP103 was 

raised to be an interim solution since the DCMF MIG issues 12 and 22 were looking to resolve the 

longer term solution. DCP103 sought to help facilitate the move from the NHH settled market into the 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p272-mandatory-half-hourly-settlement-for-profile-classes-5-8/
http://www.dcusa.co.uk/public/cp.aspx?id=123


 

OFGEM CONCERNS REGARDING P272 AND P300 

 
 

     

226/04   

 
Page 4 of 6  V1.0 © ELEXON 2014 
 

HH settled market by attempting to ensure that DUoS charges would remain the same for NHH 

customers electing to be settled HH under Measurement Class E. In conducting this work, the DCUSA 

consultation concluded that the industry would be better served settling HH customers on an 

aggregated basis rather than on a site specific basis. However, this was deemed outside of the scope of 

the DCP. 

 November 2011 - Electricity North West raised P280 ‘Introduction of new Measurement Classes’. 

P280 sought to provide the aggregated data required to help implement the DCP103 solution. 

 January 2012 - the P272 Assessment Report was presented to the Panel. The Group were supportive 

of P272, but concluded that until the issues with DUoS charging were resolved implementing P272 

would not be viable. Ofgem had asked the Group to do further analysis on quantifying the costs and 

benefits of P272. However, the Group concluded that this would not change their view that P272 

should be rejected due to the barriers that the current DUoS charging arrangements present to HH 

Settlement, and that without this barrier there would likely be a natural transition to HH Settlement 

with or without P272. At the January 2012 meeting the Panel agreed to Ofgem’s request and returned 

P272 to the Workgroup to undertake a cost-benefit analysis. 

 June 2012 - DCP103 was withdrawn as it was superseded by DCP151 ‘HH Aggregated tariffs’. DCP103 

was withdrawn as it appeared the “quick win” it wanted to introduce would not materialise due to a 

desire to focus on the longer term solution rather than an interim one. In addition it was believed 

DCP151 (which sought to amend the CDCM to cater for the introduction, subject to approval, of three 

HH aggregated Measurement Classes raised under P280) would resolve the issue.  

 August 2012 - the BSC Panel recommended that P280 should be approved and issued the Final 

Modification Report to Ofgem for decision. 

 November 2012 - Ofgem rejected P280 stating “The P280 proposal alone does not facilitate any 

change to the way sites will be settled and charged for UoS. A change to the UoS charging 

methodology is required in order for any benefits to be realised. Until we are able to make an 

assessment of the most appropriate UoS charging structure for sites with demand below 100kW that 

wish to be settled HH, we do not consider we can approve this modification. This is because it is not 

certain whether the P280 proposed change will be required if a different approach is taken in 

developing the UoS charging methodology. Approving the P280 proposal may therefore result in wasted 

costs to the industry.”. 

Subsequently DCP151 was withdrawn as without P280 the solution would not work. 

P272 Assessment Report v2.0, including results of the cost-benefit analysis, was also considered by the 

BSC Panel in November 2012. The Workgroup noted the CBA produced a small overall benefit, but a 

majority of Workgroup members felt that in reality the costs would be higher and the benefits lower. In 

any event, their previous arguments for rejection still stood and so the Workgroup’s recommendation 

remained to Reject P272. The Panel’s initial recommendation echoed that of the Workgroups. 

 December 2012 – The P272 Final Modification Report is issued to Ofgem with a Panel 

recommendation to reject, but noting that, should the DUoS issues be resolved, Ofgem should consider 

whether this would justify approval of P272. 

 June 2013 - DCP179 ‘Amending the CDCM tariff structure’ raised to amend the existing tariff structure 

by introducing HH metered tariffs for connections below 100kW. 

 October 2013 – Ofgem issue a Regulatory Impact Assessment for P272 and note that they are 

minded to approve P272 Alternative. 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p280-introduction-of-new-measurement-classes/
http://www.dcusa.co.uk/Public/CP.aspx?id=161
http://www.dcusa.co.uk/Public/CP.aspx?id=201
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 February 2014 – Ofgem request new implementation dates as they cannot make a determination on 

P272 by the end of February the (initial decision cut-off date). The Panel agree to issue a consultation 

on a new set of dates when there is more certainty around DCP179. Initial indications suggested a 

consultation could be issued in August 2014. 

Ofgem note that they expect Parties to raise necessary changes to support implementation of cross 

code work.  

 March 2014 – Electricity Northwest raise P300 ‘Introduction of new Measurement Classes to support 

Half Hourly DCUSA Tariff Changes (DCP179)’.  

 

Question 3 for the Panel and Ofgem. 

P300 is currently progressing to the timetable agreed at the Panel (and no objection was raised to 

that timetable), Do the Panel and Ofgem agree that this remains the appropriate timetable?  

 

3.5 During its progression P272 required 3 extensions, totalling 13 months:  

1. The first was to give Parties an additional 1 month to return responses to the Assessment Consultation. This 

was requested by the Group due to the complexity of the Modification and in order to give Parties sufficient 

time to respond; 

2. Only 3 of the 29 responses received to the initial Assessment Consultation provided any level of detail on 

costs and impacts. Ofgem felt that in light of the lack of information on costs, alongside a repeated concern 

regarding impact on customers, that it would be necessary to consult with the industry again. The 

Workgroup agreed with this and to issue a further consultation. This required a further 2 months extension. 

3. Ofgem’s request in January 2012 for the Workgroup to undertake further analysis was the last extension for 

P272. The analysis required an additional 10 months of Assessment. 

3.6 During its progression P280 required 1 extension as extra analysis was required by the Group before it could 

form an opinion. 

 

Question 4 for the Panel and Ofgem. 

P272 was progressed through assessment in 18 months and P280 7 months. Noting the extensions 

highlighted above, what do the Panel and Ofgem believe could have been done differently to 

progress these Modifications quicker?  

 

Cross Code coordination 

3.7 ELEXON has an obligation to have in place processes to “facilitate the identification, co-ordination, making 

and implementation of change to Core Industry Documents”.  

3.8 This obligation is discharged by:  

 having BSCCo representatives of other Code Panels; 

 assisting in cross code discussions on industry topics such as Smart metering, Smarter markets, 

Settlement reform etc.; 

 facilitating cross code groups such as PSRG; 

file:///C:/Users/adam.lattimore/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/9Q3NIWV0/‘Introduction%20of%20new%20Measurement%20Classes%20to%20support%20Half%20Hourly%20DCUSA%20Tariff%20Changes%20(DCP179)’
file:///C:/Users/adam.lattimore/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/9Q3NIWV0/‘Introduction%20of%20new%20Measurement%20Classes%20to%20support%20Half%20Hourly%20DCUSA%20Tariff%20Changes%20(DCP179)’
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 ensuring Workgroups have sufficient expertise and cross sections from across the industry; 

 Informal discussions with industry members and other Code Administrators on a day to day basis 

regarding industry change; 

 Facilitating a Cross Code Forum for discussion of change 

3.9 As can be seen from the progression of P272 above, there has been a number of Modifications raised 

between DCUSA and BSC that interact with one and other. Although the changes themselves may have taken 

some time to progress, changes raised to DCUSA and to the BSC have been raised promptly following P272 

via cross industry workgroups. 

 

Question 5. 

The workgroups for various DCUSA and BSC modifications have had overlap of membership. Equally 

ELEXON sends representatives to the DCUSA Panel and MIG to ensure co-ordination and 

communication of the relevant issues and cross code impacts. Does the panel believe any further 

actions are required to coordinate such cross code changes? 

 

 

4. Recommendations 

4.1 We invite you to: 

a) NOTE Ofgem’s concerns; 

b) CONSIDER your responses to the questions highlighted in the document; and 

c) IDENTIFY any actions required on the part of the Panel, ELEXON, industry or Ofgem. 

 

For more information, please contact: 

Adam Lattimore, Change Management Manager 

Adam.lattimore@elexon.co.uk 

020 7380 4363 


