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1. Executive Summary 

This report presents the findings and recommendations of a joint MRA and BSC electricity working 

group, formed at the request of Ofgem, in a letter dated 24 June 2014. The letter outlined the scope of 

working group activities and the main requirements for the subsequent report, focusing on the quality 

of industry data in the delivery of the consumer switching process. 

The key parts of the consumer switching process review were described as:  

 relevant data items used in the process and the existing code obligations supporting the quality 

of these data items;  

 the monitoring and enforcement measures in place to ensure these obligations are met;  

 an assessment of the current data accuracy; 

 any industry initiatives to maintain or improve quality of data; and 

 recommendations for improvements to data quality and any potential solutions to data quality 

issues for exploration.  

The report considers the identified issues in relation to two separate focus areas: address data quality 

and metering data quality. 

The consumer switching process was identified as a key element to review as part of the ‘Promoting 

smarter energy markets’ work programme. One of the objectives was to deliver a “fast, reliable and 

cost-effective Change of Supplier process, which will facilitate competition and build consumer 

confidence”.  To assist Ofgem in meeting this objective, they established an expert group, the Change 

of Supplier Expert Group (COSEG), which involved relevant stakeholders. COSEG identified a 

number of challenges facing the electricity and gas industries in a findings report, and highlighted 

(among other concerns) that poor data held on customer transfer systems has contributed to the level 

of erroneous transfers in the market.  

In addition, the March 2014 Ofgem ‘State of the Market Assessment’ also found that the current 

switching process discourages consumers from engaging in the market and deters new entry and 

expansion. Through extensive work with the COSEG and other industry stakeholders, Ofgem 

identified several elements of the switching process that needed further analysis. One of the elements 

identified was the quality of data that supports the switching process. 

The electricity Data Quality Working Group (DQWG) has held detailed discussions and carried out 

analysis on the identification of data quality issues that impact the switching process and potential 

solutions. The majority of the membership was made up of Supplier and Distribution businesses, with 

numerous other representatives contributing to discussions around issue and solution identification. 
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The DQWG also sought the input of a wider group of stakeholders by issuing questionnaires to all 

Suppliers and Distribution Businesses together with some Supplier agents and Meter Asset Providers.  

The Group considered all other initiatives in train, such as the introduction and roll-out of smart 

metering, which will have a profound impact on the use and availability of customer transfer data. 

DQWG have considered such changes when making their recommendations. 

The DQWG noted that the customer transfer process is executed successfully (i.e. a change of 

Supplier reading is issued within prescribed timescales and is not disputed) in a significant majority of 

cases. This indicates that the transfer process is workable but not without issues. However there are 

a large number of participants and interfaces involved in every customer transfer, with no one 

participant having visibility of the whole process. As a result, when failures do occur they are often 

difficult to resolve and usually require manual intervention. The DQWG note that the reasons for these 

failures are varied and can be complex so, short of re-engineering the process, there is no single 

solution which individually would have a major impact.  

The present electricity retail arrangements were implemented in 1998, providing full supply 

competition in the electricity market, thereby promoting the interests of consumers.    

Most of the obvious issues have been resolved in the last 16 years, since go live. Certainly all the 

identified quick wins and some of a more strategic nature have been tackled by successive initiatives, 

such as the Energy Retail Association (now Energy UK)’s Customer Transfer Programme. The 

industry-led progressive changes, albeit relatively small, have been successful in reducing the 

number of issues and have improved the customer transfer success rate.  

As a result, the DQWG found no quick wins and none are recommended in this report. 

The DQWG have carefully considered the present obligations placed on relevant licence holders as 

requested by Ofgem. The existing licence obligations mandate relevant licensees to become MRA 

and BSC parties. Both codes already place adequate obligations on parties with regard to the creation 

and maintenance of industry data. These obligations are described in the relevant sections of the 

report.  

The Group did not identify any new licence obligations that would have a proportionate impact on the 

quality of data used in the customer transfer process. 

The main issues identified and discussed by the DQWG that may play a role in the accuracy of data 

records held in the industry are shown in Table 1 below. The recommendations in respect of address 
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data quality are designed to assist with the initial part of the customer transfer process and therefore 

reduce the number of erroneous transfers registered. 

Table 1: Issues and Recommendations 

Issue Recommendation 

ADDRESS DATA QUALITY 

Inconsistent Address Formats 

 

Use a standardised and consistent address format 
across both gas and electricity markets, including a 
review of the mandatory and optional information which 
must be provided by parties. 

Adoption of the Ordnance Survey Unique Property 
Reference Number (UPRN) should be explored for use 
in the customer registration processes. This would 
assist in identifying the gas and electricity meters and 
terminations relevant to each premises. The UPRN 
would also add a further validation check into the 
present triangulation process used to validate customer 
transfer registrations. The adoption of UPRNs would 
not resolve all issues, but would provide a 
supplementary identification method. 

Further analysis of the potential to grant switching sites 
and TPIs (Third Party Intermediaries) access to 
ECOES. This could be facilitated through the cross-
industry working group suggested in previous 
recommendations.  

Address data update requests sent manually Carry out a post-implementation review of CP0192 

Absence of a mandatory rejection response from 
Distribution Business to notify a Supplier that an 
address update request has been rejected 

Carry out a post-implementation review of CP0192 

METERING AND READING DATA QUALITY 

Delays in the receipt or processing of Meter ELEXON will continue to address underperformance 
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Technical Details through the use of Performance Assurance Techniques 
such as PARMS, the BSC Audit and Error and Failure 
Resolution, as described in in Sections 5.3 and 7.2. 

Missed Meter Exchanges ELEXON to raise a BSC Change Proposal to sharpen 
the requirement to transfer revised Meter Technical 
Details when a meter exchange is carried out after the 
old Meter Operator has transferred MTD to the new 
Meter Operator on a CoS.  

Delays in the receipt or processing of reading 
history from old NHHDC 

ELEXON will continue to address underperformance 
through the use Performance Assurance Techniques 
such as PARMS, the BSC Audit and Error and Failure 
Resolution, as described in in Sections 5.3 and 7.4. 

ELEXON will monitor the outcome of Modification 
Proposal P302 (Improve the Change of Supplier Meter 
read and Settlement process for smart Meters) and, 
depending on the outcome, will consult with Suppliers 
and NHHDCs on extending the use of the ‘Notification 
of Old Supplier’ (D0311) flow, with a view to raising a 
Change Proposal. 

Estimated readings ELEXON will continue to address underperformance in 
obtaining actual readings through the use of PARMS 
and Supplier Charges. 

Liability issues on change of Supplier Suppliers to initiate the solution options considered 
under BSC Issue 45 (‘Introduction of Change of Supply 
Agreed Read Principle to correct all errors in 
Settlements’) subject to identifying a business case for 
change.  

Retrospective corrections to Meter Technical 
Details 

ELEXON to develop guidance for Meter Operators and 
Suppliers on best practices for retrospective corrections 
to MTD. 

Interoperability issues with advanced meters. ELEXON to review the interoperability solutions 
proposed by the Issue 46 group, once P272 has been 
implemented and if the problems persist in the Half 
Hourly sector.  

ELEXON to review with Suppliers and agents whether 
the interoperability issues for advanced meters in 
Profile Classes 1 to 4 are sufficient to justify 
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progressing any of the options identified in the Issue 46 
report. 

Issues with crossed meters and the impact on 
identification of the correct metering point. 

Further analysis should be undertaken in order to 
obtain a better understanding of the costs and benefits 
around mandatory labelling of the MPxN on the 
termination of the electricity or gas supply. This was 
proposed to alleviate issues arising from addresses 
being allocated to the incorrect MPxN.  

Further consideration to be given to the option of 
introducing procedures or guidance under the MRA 
and/or BSC for the accurate and timely resolution of 
Crossed Meters.  

 

The DQWG also highlights that the other industry initiatives such as smart metering and the single 

registration system should provide structural enhancement to the customer transfer process and will 

eliminate some of the issues identified in this report. 

The DQWG concludes that despite detailed analysis no issues identified with the customer transfer 

process can be fixed quickly as most obvious data quality solutions had been implemented in 

previous initiatives. The recommendations provided in this report are individually small, but can 

collectively have a material impact on the customer transfer process. 

The recommendations in this report will be progressed under either the BSC or MRA change 

processes, as appropriate. Some of the recommendations are common between the electricity and 

gas reports and it is recommended that these will need to be further assessed and developed by a 

joint electricity-gas working group before being submitted to the appropriate industry change 

management processes. The governance of such a joint industry working group will need 

consideration by Ofgem. 

2. Introduction 

2.1. Purpose 

This report has been commissioned by Ofgem in a letter dated 24 June 2014. It presents findings and 

subsequent recommendations as a result of the analysis of a Working Group which was set up to 

consider the current quality of data.  
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Ofgem requested that the UNC Panel, IGT UNC Panel, SPAA Executive, BSC Panel and MRA 

Executive Committee (MEC) undertake a piece of work, with the support of the relevant code 

administrators, to review the data quality arrangements that support the consumer switching process1, 

and report to Ofgem by the end of December 2014 on findings and recommendations to ensure that 

the arrangements support effective competition and consumer interests.  

It was decided that two data quality working groups would be set up; one looking at issues relating to 

gas, and the other those issues that relate to electricity. The electricity Data Quality Working Group 

(DQWG) was supported and managed by the BSC Panel and MEC.  

This report represents the findings and recommendations based on the electricity DQWG review, 

analysis and opinions of the subject matter covered in the Ofgem letter. 

2.2. Background  

As part of the Smarter Markets Programme and the roll-out of smart metering, Ofgem published 

‘Promoting smarter energy markets: a work programme’ report in July 2012.  The report outlined 

Ofgem’s proposed work programme to support the objective of creating “smarter markets‟ that are 

more efficient, dynamic and competitive, delivering better outcomes for consumers.  The Change of 

Supplier (CoS) process was identified as one of the four key areas to be covered by this work 

programme. The objective of this work area was to deliver a “fast, reliable and cost-effective Change 

of Supplier process, which will facilitate competition and build consumer confidence”.  To assist 

Ofgem in meeting this objective, they established an expert group, the Change of Supplier Expert 

Group (COSEG), which involved relevant stakeholders.  

As part of COSEG, Ofgem reported in December 2013 that around 1% of transfers were erroneous 

and over 20% of electricity domestic transfers were taking longer than three weeks. However, this is 

expected to be significantly improved by the faster switching changes introduced under the MRA and 

BSC in November 2014 and the new licence obligation on switching times. Ofgem also noted that 

70% of erroneous transfers were due to an incorrect MPxN being selected. COSEG identified a 

number of challenges facing the electricity and gas industries, and highlighted concerns that current 

arrangements may not have appropriate obligations and/or commercial incentives on industry parties 

to ensure that data is accurate. COSEG also found, through analysis, that poor data held on 

registration systems has contributed to the high level of erroneous transfers in the market.  

                                                      

1 The CoS process involves the transferring of a consumer’s energy account from one Supplier to another at the request of that consumer. This is 
also referred to as the ‘switching’, or ‘transfer’ process throughout this report.  
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In addition, the March 2014 Ofgem ‘State of the Market Assessment’ also found that the current 

switching process discourages consumers from engaging in the market and deters new entry and 

expansion. A road map to reviewing switching arrangements was set up and, through extensive work 

with the COSEG and other industry stakeholders, Ofgem identified several elements of the switching 

process that needed further analysis. One of the elements identified was the quality of data that 

supports the CoS process. COSEG discussed current data governance arrangements, the quality of 

data held in central registration systems, and the impact of the accuracy of this data on the customer 

transfer process. The COSEG identified a number of areas that needed further analysis and proposed 

that the industry undertakes a full review of data ownership.  

As such, a letter was sent to all industry code administrators, industry participants and other 

interested stakeholders requesting a piece of work to review the data quality arrangements that 

support the consumer switching process. A report of the findings and recommendations to Ofgem was 

requested by the end of December 2014.  

The letter identified address data and metering data as two key issues to be analysed. However, it 

was suggested that code administrators do not restrict the research project to these two elements, but 

rather encourage industry stakeholders to undertake a broader review of industry arrangements in the 

context of both existing and future market processes that support smarter markets.  

The table below sets out Ofgem’s proposed contents of for the report, together with the sections of 

the report in which they are addressed.  

Table 2 : Cross-reference to Ofgem Letter  

Ofgem Letter Report Section 

The data items that support the switching process. 5.2 and Appendix 5 

A high-level assessment of current data accuracy associated with the CoS process. 5.4 

The existing code obligations that support data quality and on which parties the 
relevant obligations fall. 

5.1 
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An explanation of the processes and systems for updating each data item to maintain 
its accuracy. 

5.1 

The monitoring arrangements that are in place to establish whether parties have met 
their requirements. 

5.3 

If effective enforcement measures are in place to requires those responsible to 
maintain data accuracy. 

5.3 

Any instance when the responsibility for the accuracy and the duty to ensure its 
accuracy is not clear. 

 

Any improvements that are currently being developed and their anticipated impact on 
data accuracy. 

5.5 

Any additional and proportionate improvements that should be made with the aim of 
securing data accuracy. 

6, 7 and 10 

An assessment of the potential benefits of a new licence obligation on parties to update 
relevant systems when they become aware that the data held is inaccurate. 

9 

Any view that the group can offer on how Ofgem’s proposals for next-day switching on 
a new centralised registration service can best be designed to maximise data quality. 

5.5 and 7.2 

  

2.3. Scope  

The letter referred to in Section 2.1 ‘Purpose’ of this report reiterates the importance of data accuracy 

for meeting the objective of a fast, reliable, and cost efficient switching process. This set out the high 

level scope of the DQWG’s agenda.  
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In order to address the points made in the letter, it was necessary for the Working Group to look at the 

quality of data used by network operators, suppliers and metering agents that support the customer 

switching processes.  

It was noted by Ofgem that the scope of the initiative and the final report should include, among other 

points, an analysis of data that may cause problems with consumer switching, and identification of 

relevant obligations and/or commercial incentives to ensure that the data required by the new 

suppliers and its agents is accurate.  

Ofgem also asked for feedback on any other data items that may have some indirect impact on the 

consumer switching processes. In particular, Ofgem requested the report in question should cover: 

 The data items that support the switching process - these will include those associated with 

address and metering data, but Ofgem encouraged panels and industry working groups to 

think more widely in developing the report; 

 A high-level assessment of current data accuracy associated with the CoS process;  

 Current arrangements to ensure data quality and existing issues, including key code 

obligations that support data quality and specific obligations that drive the existing monitoring 

arrangements; 

 An explanation of the processes and systems for updating each data item to maintain its 

accuracy; 

 Identification of potential remedies, including any improvements that are currently being 

developed and their anticipated impact on data accuracy and any additional and proportionate 

improvements that should be made with the aim of securing data accuracy; and  

 An assessment of potential benefits of a new licence obligation on parties to update relevant 

systems when they become aware that the data held is inaccurate.   

The letter also emphasised that the scope should include, but should not be limited to, the availability 

of data to identify the correct premises for which to register the transfer of Supplier, and the CoS 

meter reading process, including any requirements to access consumption data and meter technical 

details that support accurate consumer billing and allocation of settlement and billing charges. It was 

suggested that the review and analysis work cover issues impacting different market groups and 

sectors, such as domestic and non-domestic consumers.  

As well as providing views on what improvements can be made now to support better data quality, 

working groups were also encouraged to share views on how Ofgem’s proposals for next-day 

switching using a new centralised registration service can best be designed to maximise data quality. 



                                                                           

  

 

                                                                       

                               

                                                           

Electricity Data Quality Review 

Page | 17 

Commercial in Confidence  

Further to this, the letter asked that the gas and electricity working groups were used to facilitate 

cross-industry discussions. This report outlines those cross-industry discussions that were facilitated 

as part of the scope of the DQWG, and makes recommendations for these to continue. 

3. Working Group  

Based on the requirements set out in the Ofgem letter, ELEXON and Gemserv agreed a joint working 

initiative to look at the arrangements governed by the Balancing and Settlement Code (BSC) and the 

Master Registration Agreement (MRA).   

Each organisation provided a lead analyst to support the group’s deliberations and provide the main 

technical and analytical support. The chairman, analytical and secretariat functions provided a core 

team that could support the MRA and BSC Parties’ deliberations. The recommendations in this report 

represent the group’s views and opinions. 

3.1. Membership 

All BSC and MRA Parties were requested to provide nominations for delegates to sit on the Working 

Group and represent their companies’ views and opinions. The companies represented on the 

Working Group were: 

 British Gas 

 nPower 

 Scottish Power 

 E. ON 

 EDF Energy 

 SSE Energy Supply 

 GDF Suez Energy UK  

 GTC UK 

 Northern PowerGrid  

 UK Power Networks 

 Association of Meter Operators (AMO)  

 C&C Group 

 ElectraLink  

 MRASCO 

 Ofgem  
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3.2. Structure, Governance and Constitution  

Draft terms of reference were developed and provided to the DQWG at their first meeting for 

approval. Some changes were proposed and the terms of reference were subsequently agreed. The 

terms of reference provided an outline of the objectives, scope and responsibilities of the working 

group.  The actual terms of reference can be found in Appendix 1 of this report.  

3.3. Approach taken 

The report sought to reflect industry’s views and opinion. The two Code Administrators would support 

the process but all recommendations would be the result of the working group’s deliberations. All 

issues raised and discussed would be included in the report.  The outcome of the analysis of each 

issue would also be included in the report along with the Work Group’s conclusions. Where the 

reasons for rejection, split decisions or universal agreement were known these would also be 

included. Firm recommendations would be made only if the majority of the group decided to support a 

change or recommended further investigations that were not possible within the timescales and/or 

within the Working Group’s terms of reference.   

3.4. Planning 

An initial delivery plan was developed and agreed by the Working Group which is attached in 

Appendix 2.  The plan and progress against the plan was reviewed at each Working Group meeting. 

Where necessary, adjustments were made to the plan to maintain completion of the report by the 31st 

December 2014. 

3.5. Meetings held 

Meetings were held on a monthly basis and information was provided to the Working Group as it was 

developed. The group meetings were held on: 

 21st August 2014 

 22nd September 2014 

 21st October 2014  

 26th November 2014  
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3.6. Reporting and Liaison 

Monthly reports were provided to the MRA Executive Committee and the BSC Panel.  

Requests for information, using questionnaires, have been sent out to all MRA contract managers, the 

Association of Meter Operators Association (AMO) and Data Collectors, as agreed by the Working 

Group.  

A presentation was arranged with the Energy Suppliers Forum to provide them with an understanding 

of the scope, process, and initial findings and to gain informal feedback. Liaison has been maintained 

with Ofgem via the Working Group meetings and other informal contact. The Chairmen of the Gas 

and Electricity Working groups have maintained contact and agreed how joint recommendations 

would be handled. Also some members sat on both DQWGs. 

4. Methodology and Other Initiatives 

 The focus of the Working Group was on analysing current market arrangements and considering 

perceived data quality issues through active discussions within the group, with clear deliverables for 

each meeting. However, given the scale and the scope of the issues, the group considered it to be 

critical to consult with the wider industry to ensure that any discussions or recommendations are in 

the best interest of the industry as a whole. Regular communication was sent to gain stakeholders’ 

input during the analysis phase and to ensure that all interested parties are informed of progress and 

early thinking.   

The Working Group has used a wide range of sources to gain useful feedback from the industry. 

Having developed a high level picture of observed issues the group continued working in conjunction 

with industry stakeholders to consider carefully all appropriate remedies, to assess their interaction 

with other initiatives and to understand industry’s ability to resource and support the processes. Some 

of the key principles followed by the group are as follows:   

 Wherever possible, issue analysis was backed up by qualitative and quantitative assessments 

to justify the position being set out by the group; 

 All industry stakeholders were given an opportunity to formally or informally put forward 

proposals and comment on the perceived issues through a number of questionnaires and 

feedback requests that were sent out to the industry;  

 In arriving at any decision the group held discussions with the industry via the Working Group 

and tried to engage a representative group of stakeholders including Energy Suppliers Forum, 

Meter Operators, Data Collectors, service providers and other interested parties;  
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 Throughout the initiative all interested parties were kept up-to-date with the latest discussions 

through regular communication and update;  

 Interaction between this and other projects and initiatives was taken into consideration;  

 All existing modification proposals that run in parallel with this project were included in the 

analysis;  

 All issues were discussed both in the context of current market arrangements as well as with a 

view of future smarter markets and potentially centralised services. 

4.1. Issue identification 

 The group was presented with an analysis of current data governance arrangements, data ownership 

provisions and existing obligations to maintain accurate and updated information. The analysis 

included a review of existing MRA and BSC provisions for supporting the quality of data and market 

arrangements for sharing, maintaining and updating the data. Following on from this overview the 

group discussed various data items that may affect the quality of data and can prevent or delay the 

CoS process. DQWG members were asked to consider whether there are concerns or areas that are 

poorly supported by current market arrangements and to identify key issues that should be looked at 

as part of this research project. It was also noted that while the focus of the project is on improving the 

CoS process, the scope of discussion can encompass a wider review of other areas, which may have 

synergies or may have a consequential impact on the customer transfer process. Therefore, while the 

group’s discussions focussed on the CoS process, other areas were also discussed. These included 

the process of registering new connections, change of tenancy, debt assignment, disconnections, 

change of metering equipment and other areas that can have a direct impact on the customer 

experience. Additionally, the group considered current arrangements in the context of smarter 

markets and evaluated the impact of existing arrangements on future markets with smart metering. 

The Group identified a list of issues that have direct or indirect impacts on the CoS process and these 

were broadly categorised into two sets. The first set included issues that were identified as the most 

relevant to the scope of the DQWG and having an explicit impact on the switching process. These 

issues were taken forward by the DQWG as the most relevant to the scope and critical for the 

customer transfer process. These issues are discussed in detail in sections 6 and 7 of this report. The 

second set of issues consists of other areas that were discussed as part of this review as well as 

processes having an implicit or consequential effect on the CoS process. While these items were 

considered to have an indirect impact on the CoS process, the group questioned their relevance to 

the immediate purpose of DQWG. Hence, the issues were discussed as supplementary to the scope 

of the project with no specific recommendation being put forward. A summary of these issues and 

discussions is included in section 8.  
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4.2. Issue quantification 

Where possible, the analysis has been backed up by quantitative assessments. Section 5.4 includes 

high level metrics for erroneous transfers and delayed CoS readings and Settlement performance 

metrics which are an indicator, if not an exact measure, of data accuracy.  

It became apparent that although the issues were being encountered by the industry there was little 

information about their frequency and materiality at root cause level. This problem seemed to share a 

common theme from previous initiatives where detailed data about the occurrence rate and impact 

was hard to come by and often inconclusive. 

A comprehensive questionnaire was sent out on 9th September 2014 to all MRA parties in order to 

capture and quantify root causes underlying the high level issues identified by the DQWG. 

Furthermore, customised questionnaires were sent to Data Collectors, Meter Operators and the 

Community of Meter Asset Providers (CMAP) on the 25th September and 30th September 2014.  

The following responses were received: 

Table 3: Number of responses received  

Party  No. of responses received  

Large suppliers 1 (Partial)  

Small suppliers 1  

MPAS operators 2  

Data collectors 4  

Meter Operators 2   

Meter Asset Providers 2 

A summary of responses is provided in Appendix 8.   
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4.3. Questionnaire Results 

The questionnaire responses were discussed at the Working Group meeting on the 21 October 2014. 

Group members noted that the limited response to the questionnaire was in part due to resource 

constraints and tight timescales. Another key factor was that the issues which give rise to data quality 

problems are many and varied. Detailed metrics on root causes are not readily available. This is 

because the number of different root causes makes quantifying individual issues difficult and limits the 

usefulness of doing so. There is a wide variety of issues, which can be low in number but are often 

difficult to resolve. Once issues occur, market participants seek to resolve them as quickly as possible 

and move on.  However, those responses received were welcomed and provided some useful 

insights, which have been included in sections 6 and 7. 

Whilst there is a low evidence base in relation to the volumes of individual root causes, the responses 

received to the questionnaire, coupled with anecdotal and qualitative evidence gathered at DQWG 

meetings, suggest that the issues are well understood, even if the relative volumes are not readily 

available.     

 

4.4. The Data Transfer Catalogue (DTC)  

52 different types of data flow can be sent as part of the CoS process. Of these 40-45 flow instances 

(including flows to multiple participants) will be sent using the Data Transfer Network as part of a 

standard CoS process. In the event of the objections process, erroneous transfer process, disputed 

reads process, or registration withdrawal being required, or when flows are rejected or missing and 

need to be resent, the number of flows rises. Nearly all of these need to work seamlessly to achieve a 

successful CoS process with in the planned timescales. Where rejections are encountered often the 

mistake can be easily rectified and the relevant Data Transfer Catalogue flow resent without any 

detriment to the customer experience. Other issues may take longer to resolve but it is unclear when 

individual issues result in an unacceptable customer experience. 

4.5. Other industry input 

In addition to discussion of specific issues and areas of data quality, the group also invited 

stakeholder input from ElectraLink, as the DTS Provider, the C&C Group, as the ECOES Service 

Provider, the Small Suppliers group and the AMO in order to assist with the assessment of data 
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accuracy and analysis of potential remedies. Input from these organisations was intended to ensure 

full industry participation in the review process and provide an opportunity to consider a variety of 

possible reform options and remedies. Additionally, a number of questionnaire papers were sent out 

to industry stakeholders and the group considered responses from all respondents along with further 

quantitative and qualitative submissions from DNOs, Supplier, Agents and other parties. The main 

inputs are summarised below:  

ElectraLink paper 

ElectraLink has provided the Working Group with a white paper entitled ‘Initial Review of the Quality 

of the Data Processed by the Data Transfer Service (DTS) Supporting the Consumer Switching 

Process in the Retail Electricity Market’. This document provides analysis of some of the data flows 

that support, and whose failure could impact, the CoS processes. The highlights from this paper were 

presented to the Group at the meeting on the 21 October 2014.  

It was recognised by ElectraLink that the white paper is a starting point with regards to analysing data 

quality relating to consumer switching and that, due to the nature of the data available to them, it is 

primarily quantitative, though some additional assessment of the data has also been carried out. A 

number of the recommendations discussed in the white paper highlight the requirement for further 

analysis to better understand the impact of the data quality issues discussed; these generally require 

involvement from other market participants such as Suppliers and Data Collectors to provide a more 

complete view so that robust conclusions can be drawn. The most value is likely to be realised from 

carrying out further in-depth analysis on a case by case basis; it should be noted that this is likely to 

require a significant amount of effort from industry participants. 

Besides recommending additional work ElectraLink listed a set of recommendations in their paper that 

are detailed below: 

Recommendations that support the Working Groups considerations: 

 Hold all addresses in the same structured format; and  

 Mandate the use of UPRNs in all address data transfers. 

The following recommendations were reviewed by the Working Group but not taken forward: 

 Enhance the information provided to consumers around the restrictions on the CoS process and 

provide greater clarity for the customer when a supplier has registered a switch. 

 Introduce an Objection Reason Code data item; 

 Extend MAP 09 to cover all addresses sent over the DTS; 
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 Investigate the introduction of a process whereby insufficient address details are actively 

followed up and corrected once a failed meter read has occurred;  

 Introduce an online service for Old Meter Operators to pass on experience of locating an 

address to new MOPs;  

 Mandate the use of the DTS for communicating erroneous transfer data flows;  

 Introduce a new data flow to facilitate suppliers sending address changes to the MPAS provider;  

 Update flow Change in Customer Details (D0222) in line with the agreed template for suppliers 

to issue to distributors when requesting an address update contained in CP192; and 

 Amend the domain type of the UPRN data item from CHAR to INT.  

The Working Group is not empowered to request any further work and has therefore not considered 

the recommendations for further analysis. Additional work would need to be authorised by the DTS 

User Group or would require external funding. Two members of the DTA User Group were part of the 

Working Group.  

The ElectraLink paper is marked as Confidential and not appended to this report; any interested 

parties should apply for a copy directly to ElectraLink. 

Electricity Central Online Enquiry Service (ECOES) 

ECOES was designed to assist electricity suppliers in the customer transfer process by allowing the 

triangulation of key data; it is also used by the MRA parties in other areas. ECOES has been proven 

to be a major benefit to suppliers in maintaining the integrity of market data and has reduced the 

number of erroneous transfers that could have taken place. 

The Working Group asked for a presentation about how ECOES could further assist in the reduction 

of customer transfer issues.  At the meeting on the 21 October a representative of the C&C Group 

attended and presented some ideas about how ECOES could be developed further to support the 

industry needs. Some of the highlights included cleansing of gas and electricity address data to 

provide a common format, extend the data that is included in the ECOES database (e.g. full meter 

technical details) and the provision of ECOES data to price comparison sites. The other suggestion 

was to use ECOES to minimise the risk of a registration application being rejected where an incorrect 

Registration Supply Start date has been provided. At present, if a supplier submits a registration to 

MPAS whilst there is a pending registration or within the registration lockout period it is guaranteed 

that the registration will be rejected by MPAS, as this is an industry requirement. The earliest date that 

the registration can be submitted to MPAS when either of these circumstances is present could be 

added to ECOES.  This will allow the supplier to manage both the registration and customers’ 

expectations better. 



                                                                           

  

 

                                                                       

                               

                                                           

Electricity Data Quality Review 

Page | 25 

Commercial in Confidence  

Some of these are addressed in other sections of this report and could be considered as options for 

any recommended proposals. 

4.6. Supplier Agents  

The Group considered it necessary to engage all industry parties in the process of reviewing the 

quality of data and current industry arrangements. Specifically, it was agreed that certain issues 

relating to agent data required further feedback from specific agent roles in order to be quantified. A 

questionnaire was prepared and sent out to Non Half Hourly Data Collectors (NHHDC), all Meter 

Operators and CMAP. The questionnaires set out the Group’s initial view on perceived issues and 

invited agents to comment. In particular, the questionnaires focused on how issues with the quality or 

timeliness of Meter Technical Details (MTD) and reading histories can result in delays in validating 

CoS readings. The Group received 8 responses to the questionnaires. The questionnaire also invited 

agent parties to attend DQWG meetings, and noted that the Group is keen to discuss any proposals, 

formal or informal feedback or any other inputs before finalising recommendations. Following this a 

number of activities were initiated. A representative of the AMO attended the DQWG meeting and 

presented a paper on gas valve labelling discussed at the gas working group.   

5. Review of Data Quality Arrangements 

5.1. Responsibility for maintaining and updating the data  

The CoS involves a substantial amount of information exchanged between the parties at various 

stages of the customer transfer process. These processes are supported by the meter point 

administration data, which is central to the customer switching process. The data is stored on the 

central registration systems of Meter Point Administration Services (MPAS) which maintain an 

accurate register for all supply points connected to their networks in line with the Electricity 

Distribution Licence Condition 18. Meter point administration data items are set out in Schedule 2 of 

the MRA. The data consists of technical, address and other data associated with a metering point that 

is necessary to facilitate the supply of electricity.  Supply point data is  accessible and searchable 

through a web based database, named Electricity Central Online Enquiry Services (ECOES), which 

allows suppliers and agents to check information associated with the metering point before initiating 

the CoS  process. Any changes to the record held on MPAS are reflected in the ECOES database as 

soon as practicable, or as set out in the MRA. 
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The MRA also provides a unique DTC reference number for each data item as well as describing 

obligations on parties to provide and maintain the data items listed in Schedule 22. Both Suppliers and 

Distribution Businesses are responsible for maintaining and updating the data in accordance with the 

requirements of the MRA. Responsibility for Meter Technical Details (MTD) and meter reading 

histories is defined in the BSC and relevant code subsidiary documents for Meter Operators and Data 

Collectors. 

 Clause 24 of the MRA outlines the Procedure for changes to data items for which the 

Distribution Business is responsible:  

 Supplier shall notify the relevant MPAS Provider of any changes to data items for which it is 

stated to be responsible for in Schedule 2 of the MRA in accordance with Clauses 24.7 to 24.13. 

 Where the Supplier identifies that a change is required to a data item for which the Distribution 

Business is stated to be responsible for in Schedule 2 of the MRA it shall act in accordance with 

Clause 24.5.  

In addition, there are specific MRA products such as the MRA Agreed Procedures (MAP) and 

Working Practices that set out procedures for dealing with exceptions, exemptions and other 

non-conventional circumstances.  

MAP 09 prescribes the process that Suppliers need to follow to request changes or updates to the 

metering point address data3.  

MAP 04 sets out methods for retrospective manual amendments and provides the process for use by 

MPAS Providers to notify relevant agents of any retrospective changes to the data4.    

 There is also a BSC requirement on Suppliers to maintain registration data quality in Section S 

2.7.8: ‘Each Supplier which is, or intends to be, registered in SMRS shall comply with the data 

quality standards specified in the Supplier Volume Allocation Rules, BSCP501 and with Party 

Service Line 100’ 

Obligations Supporting Data Quality 

BSC Parties are subject to a high-level obligation to provide accurate data in Section U 1.2.1: 

                                                      

2 http://mrasco.com/mra-products/master-registration-agreement 

 

3 http://mrasco.com/mra-products/mra-agreed-procedures 

 

4 http://mrasco.com/mra-products/mra-agreed-procedures 

 

http://mrasco.com/mra-products/master-registration-agreement
http://mrasco.com/mra-products/mra-agreed-procedures
http://mrasco.com/mra-products/mra-agreed-procedures
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‘each Party shall ensure that and undertakes that all information and data submitted or otherwise 

provided by or on behalf of such Party to the Panel, any Panel Committee, BSCCo, the BSC Clearer 

or any BSC Agent pursuant to any provision of the Code or any Code Subsidiary Document will as far 

as reasonably possible be accurate and complete in all material respects’. 

The MRA Clause 28 specifies that:  

‘Each Supplier shall use its reasonable endeavours to ensure that any data items, for which it is 

deemed responsible under Schedule 2, that it submits to an MPAS Provider pursuant to the MRA are 

complete and accurately reflect the circumstances relating to the Metering Point. and;  

Each Distribution Business, including in its capacity as an MPAS Provider shall use its reasonable 

endeavours to ensure that any data that it provides under the MRA are complete, in the correct format 

and are consistent with the information provided to it and are sent to the correct recipient; and data 

items 1, 2, 3, 15 and 20 of Schedule 2 in relation to any Metering Point are complete and accurately 

reflect the circumstances relating to that Metering Point’. 

Quality of data 

There are a number of data items that are necessary for the application for registration to be valid and 

for the customer transfer to be successful. At a  high level, the CoS process starts with a valid 

application for registration of a metering point by a new supplier, followed by MPAS validation of the 

application, objection and objection resolution procedure (where applicable), debt assignment (where 

applicable), appointments and de-appointments of agents, exchange of meter technical details and 

CoS meter readings, validation of meter readings, meter reading dispute resolution (where applicable) 

and underlying notification and confirmation procedures. The data is provided and exchanged in a 

standardised DTC format and in a prescribed routine in order to be successfully validated. A list and 

description of data items involved in the CoS process is included in Appendix 5 and the process is 

described in Appendix 4. Although, as described above, both the MRA and the BSC prescribe 

stringent processes and procedures for maintaining and updating the data within the market, some 

parties have expressed concerns that the core data held on the supply point register or held by 

agents, in particular in relation to addresses and meter technical details, can in some instances be 

poor, which leads to delays in switching, erroneous transfers and abandonment of some attempts to 

transfer. 

To help understand these concerns and the impact the quality of data has on the transfer process the 

Working Group has conducted a detailed research and the findings are presented in the following 

sections.  
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5.2. Change of Supplier Data Items  

Registration Address Data 

Address data is one of the underlying data items that supports the CoS process.   

The Customer Transfer Programme (CTP) has identified a method for improving the customer 

experience of the transfer process whereby the MPAN can be cross-checked against site address 

and Meter Serial Number (Triangulation). This is intended to assist Suppliers in making checks in 

advance of submitting an Application for Registration to provide greater confidence in selecting the 

correct site in respect of the metering point, and therefore minimise Erroneous Registrations. ECOES 

gives Suppliers the ability to undertake Triangulation efficiently through a single centralised location 

and provides a useful reference source for Suppliers, Distribution Businesses, and other parties. 

Therefore an accurate record of the address and the meter serial number is critical for the appropriate 

MPAN to be selected and the metering point to be identified correctly.  

The central record of address data is held on the Meter Point Administration System. Schedule 2 of 

the MRA confirms that Distribution Businesses have ownership of the Metering Point address and 

Metering Point Postcode data items and are responsible for the provision and maintenance of the 

data. Electricity Metering Point addresses must be communicated in a standard address structure as 

set out in MAP 09 to enable suppliers to match customer-provided address details accurately and 

consistently to Metering Point addresses so that MPANs can be uniquely determined. In accordance 

with this format, the Metering Point address consists of 10 items, of which 9 are address lines 

consisting of both Postcode Address File (PAF) and non-PAF elements. There are a number of 

triggers for the metering address to be changed or updated, with the main source of these changes 

being the Royal Mail publication of PAF changes.  

In addition to standard PAF update triggers for the change there are a number of exceptional triggers 

where the change or update request is sent from a Supplier to a Distribution Business. Suppliers can 

identify both PAF-changes that are not reflected in MPAS as well as non-PAF elements that can help 

identify the MPAN for a metering point less ambiguously. In the case of such elements being 

identified Suppliers are expected to use reasonable endeavours to send a suggested update to the 

Distribution Business. Upon completion of necessary verification checks the Distribution Business 

may or may not accept the proposed update. In the event of accepting the update, the address record 

will be amended and a confirmation flow will be sent from the MPAS to Supplier. Suppliers then pass 

on the change to their agents using DTC dataflows. 
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Metering Data 

The key sets of metering data items that support the CoS process are: 

 Meter Technical Details, which are used by the new NHHDC to interpret the reading history 

from the old NHHDC and to interpret and validate any candidate CoS readings; and 

 Historical readings and Estimated Annual Consumption (EAC) values, which are used by the 

new NHHDC to validate any candidate CoS readings.  

Individual data items and flows that make up this data exchange process are listed in Appendices 3, 4 

and 5.  

Metering Data  

The responsibility for the accuracy of Meter Technical Details rests with the ‘Registrant’ (which in the 

case of Metering Systems registered in the Supplier Meter Registration Service (SMRS) / Meter Point 

Administration Service (MPAS) is the Supplier: 

‘The Registrant of each Metering System shall, in accordance with the relevant BSC Procedures:  

(a) establish and maintain Meter Technical Details in respect of the Metering Equipment;  

(b) ensure that such Meter Technical Details are true, complete and accurate;’ 

(BSC Section L 2.4.1). 

In practice, Suppliers achieve this through their Meter Operator. 

 

5.3. Monitoring and Enforcement 

Data quality issues can take two forms: 

 Where the data held in industry systems doesn’t reflect the actual address, actual meter 

settings or readings; or 

 Where an industry participant holds the correct data, but this is not sent to other participants, 

or cannot be processed by other participants. 
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Industry monitoring focusses on the latter as it would clearly be impractical to monitor the former. This 

is easier to effect under the BSC, where data flows key to the CoS process, like MTD and reading 

histories are exchanged between agents, than under the MRA, where Metering Point addresses are 

maintained by Distribution Businesses in the registration systems without the need to send flows and 

where the timeliness of updates would be challenging to monitor.  

The symptoms of CoS issues (which are likely to be the result of data quality issues), such as delayed 

CoS readings and erroneous transfers are monitored by Energy UK and in monthly/quarterly Supplier 

reports to Ofgem.  

Delayed CoS readings 

Energy UK monitors delays in receiving the ‘Notification of Change of Supplier Readings’ (D0086). 

Energy Suppliers Transfer Monitoring Reporting is carried out monthly by Energy UK Suppliers on a 

voluntary basis. It is based on the number of ‘late’ D0086s in a calendar month, compared to the 

number of transfers in that month, ‘late’ being defined as received at least 20 working days after the 

Supply Start Date. Member Suppliers provide two percentage values per month, for delays on loss 

and gain. To calculate the market performance, the mean of the individual supplier submissions is 

used rather than calculated by actual volumes, which are not shared. 

PARMS Reporting 

The Performance Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System (PARMS) is a database that contains 

information about how Suppliers and their Supplier Hubs are performing against a number of 

performance serials and standards. PARMS data is used primarily to support ELEXON’s Performance 

Assurance Framework. The 12 PARMS Serials currently used to monitor agent performance are as 

follows:  

Table 4: PARMS Serials 

Serial Description 

SP11 Timely Appointment of Agents 
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SP12 Timely Notification of Changes of the DA via D01485 

SP13 Timely Notification of Changes of the MOA via D0148 

SP14 Timely Notification of Changes of the DC via D0148 

SP15 Missing Appointment of Agents 

HM11 Timely Sending of Half Hourly Meter Technical Details to Half Hourly DCs 

HM12 Missing Half Hourly Meter Technical Details 

HM13 Quality of Half Hourly Meter Technical Details 

HM14 Timely Half Hourly Meter Investigation Requests 

NM11 Timely Sending of Non-Half Hourly Meter Technical Details to Non-Half Hourly 

DCs 

NM12 Missing Non-Half Hourly Meter Technical Details 

NC11 Missing Non-Half Hourly Meter Reads & History from Old Non-Half Hourly DC 

to New Non-Half Hourly DC 

 

These serials are designed to measure Settlement risk, rather than compliance with the timescales for 

sending data flows. As such reporting relates to data flows which are missing (or not sent until) 

                                                      

5 Notification of Change to Other Parties 
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specific Settlement Run Types, rather than data flows not sent within the number of working days 

specified within the relevant BSC Procedure. The latter is checked, on a sample basis, by the BSC 

Auditor. 

Agent Serials NM12, HM12 and HM13 are currently given the highest prominence in relation to 

Settlement risk. 

Additional serials are used to measure Supplier performance. Serial SP08a measures the percentage 

of NHH energy settled on Annualised Advances (as opposed to Estimated Annual Consumption) and 

so shows Supplier performance in obtaining readings. The better the performance, the more likely 

that meter readings deemed on CoS will be based on recent reading history and so will be of better 

quality than those for infrequently read meters. 

March 2014 BSC Audit  

Each year the BSC Auditor conducts a national audit of relevant industry systems and processes to 

provide assurance that the Settlement and Funding Share calculation provisions are complied with. 

The BSC Panel sets the scope of the BSC Audit each year. The current scope includes the timely 

provision of data flows relating to the CoS process. BSC Audit Issues are raised against market 

participants whose processes exhibit material non-compliances. 

Enforcement 

As part of its Performance Assurance Framework, ELEXON employs a technique known as Error and 

Failure Resolution (EFR). Market participants with audit issues (of qualifying severity) are asked to 

provide rectification plans setting out how they will resolve the issues. ELEXON monitors progress 

against planned milestones and may escalate to the Performance Assurance Board (PAB), where 

milestones are not achieved or are excessively delayed. The PAB has a range of actions that can be 

taken as part of an escalation.  

EFR can also be deployed as a result of underperformance against PARMS serials. Currently EFR is 

not being used for underperformance against the Supplier Agent PARMS serials due to concerns 

about the accuracy of PARMS data submissions. These submissions (for five of the 12 Serials) have 

been subject to a Technical Assurance of Performance Assurance Parties (TAPAP)6 check. A number 

of inaccurate submissions were identified and EFR has been used to ensure the accuracy of future 

                                                      

6 Technical Assurance of Performance Assurance Parties (TAPAP) is a selective audit on a particular aspect of the BSC processes, 

commissioned by the PAB and usually carried out by ELEXON.   
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submissions. As a result it is hoped from April 2015 ELEXON will be better placed to address under-

performance against PARMS Serials through the Performance Assurance Framework. 

Whilst EFR is not employed as a matter of course against PARMS serials, serious concerns arising 

from the PARMS data and subsequent investigation by ELEXON can lead to EFR being used. 

5.4. Assessment of data accuracy 

The assessment of data accuracy in this section is based on the latest data from the various forms of 

monitoring described in the previous section. 

Erroneous Transfers 

Around 1% of transfers are reported as being erroneous (55,000/year). Of these, 70% (38,500/year) 

relate to the Supplier choosing the incorrect MPxN to transfer. Evidence from suppliers, provided at 

COSEG 3, suggests that 36% of the instances where the incorrect MPxN had been chosen related to 

“poor industry data”.7  

Causes of erroneous transfers can be complex and varied. The industry feedback demonstrates that 

the most obvious reasons for erroneously transferring a customer are mis-selling, selecting incorrect 

MPANs at registration8, cancellations that have not been actioned, operator error, and fraud.     

Delayed CoS Readings 

Data collected by Energy UK (see 4.3.1 above) for the period March 2012 to February 2013 indicates 

that an average of 2.98% of opening readings were not received by the gaining Supplier within 20 

working days of the transfer date. An average of 3.75% of closing readings were not received by the 

losing Supplier within 20 working days of the transfer date. 

The BSC Auditor notes in their report on NHHDC market issues that: 

“discussions with Suppliers identified that they are continuing to experience problems with delays in 

receiving D0086 data flows from NHHDC Agents, and NHHDC Agents identified delays in the sending 

                                                      

7 https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/ofgem-publications/82933/cosanalysis-dataqualityimpactandinitiatives.pdf 

 

8 This could be due to the customer or switching site providing incorrect MPAN or Suppliers performing triangulation incorrectly 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/ELEXON-Market-Issues-NHHDC-0313-Non-Confidential.pdf
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/ofgem-publications/82933/cosanalysis-dataqualityimpactandinitiatives.pdf
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and receiving of D0086 flows. Seven out of eleven NHHDC Agent organisations visited confirmed that 

they were still impacted by delays in sending D0086 flows (with 11 MPIDs affected)”. 

The NHHDCs who responded to the questionnaire reported delays in producing a D0086 (on 

appointment) of 1%, 3% and 10% and delays in receiving a D0086 (on de-appointment) of between 

2%, 5% and 13%.  

Latest PARMS data 

PARMS Serial NM12 reports missing NHH Meter Technical Details. Performance is reported for NHH 

Meter Operators based on submissions from NHH Data Collectors. Missing MTD are reported for 

change of Meter Operator and change of NHHDC events. As a significant majority of change of Meter 

Operator and change of NHHDC events are concurrent with a change of Supplier, the serial gives a 

good indication of the extent to which MTD are missing on change of Supplier. The latest reports (for 

September 2014) show that 0.2% of MTD flows have been missing for 17 working days or longer. The 

number of MTD flows that are still missing at the Final Reconciliation Run is over 50% of the total 

missing flows, suggesting that the old Meter Operator doesn’t hold any MTD for the Metering Systems 

in question. 

PARMS Serial NM11 reports late NHH Meter Technical Details. Performance is reported for NHH 

Meter Operators based on submissions from NHHDC. The serial covers the resending of MTD due to 

a key field change – e.g. as a result of a meter exchange or reconfiguration. Delayed notification of 

MTD changes has the potential to adversely affect subsequent CoS events. The latest reports show 

that 13.6% of MTD flows are delayed. However, this is believed to be the result of misreporting, as 

described in 5.3. Once issues with submissions for this serial have been resolved, it is expected that 

this percentage will decrease. 

Serial NC11 reports missing reading or EAC/Annualised Advance (AA) histories on change of 

NHHDC. As a significant majority of change of NHHDC events are concurrent with a change of 

Supplier, the serial gives a good indication of the extent to which reading histories are missing on 

change of Supplier. Latest reports show that 1.8% of reading histories are delayed beyond the Initial 

Settlement Run. Just over a third of these remain missing at the Final Reconciliation Run. 

March 2014 BSC Audit Findings 

For the audit year ending March 2014, the BSC Auditor raised 36 higher or medium priority issues, 

which are now subject to the EFR process described in section 4.3.4. Of these 13 issues had the 

potential to negatively impact the NHH CoS process.  
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The BSC Auditor notes in the March 2014 report:  

“Based on our work this year there are two key areas of concern: 

1. Issues related to Metering 

2. Data quality issues in the Non Half Hourly Market”. 

In relation to the quality of meter readings, the BSC Auditor reported that: 

“the volume of backlogs and exceptions at many NHHDCs indicates that potential issues around 

processing incorrect meter readings were not being addressed in a timely manner and therefore the 

related controls were not operating effectively”.  

Some detailed findings from the BSC Audit are included against the relevant issues in Section 7. 

NHH Data Aggregation Exceptions 

The Non Half Hourly Data Aggregation Exception Report (D0095) provides Suppliers with details of 

anomalies in the data provided to NHH Data Aggregators (NHHDA) by NHHDC and Supplier Meter 

Registration Agents (SMRA). Exceptions are an indicator of Settlement data quality and don’t have a 

direct relationship with the CoS process. However, in some cases exceptions can be a symptom of 

failed CoS processes. In other cases they have the potential to cause data quality issues on CoS if 

not addressed. For the audit year ending in March 2014, the BSC Auditor found the following 

exception levels. 

Table 5: BSC Audit Findings for year ending March 2014 

Exception Type count 

Inconsistent Standard Settlement Configuration 212,570 

Inconsistent Profile Class 154,272 

Inconsistent Energisation Status 75,024 

The BSC Auditor raised higher or medium priority Audit Issues in respect of 5 Suppliers. 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/BSC-Audit-Report-31-March-2014-FINAL.pdf
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5.5. Data Quality Initiatives  

As part of the analysis process the group reviewed previous data quality initiatives, changes currently 

being assessed under the respective MRA and BSC change processes and future initiatives that may 

address or ameliorate some of the perceived issues. These are described in the following three sub-

sections. 

Previous initiatives to improve data quality 

In 2004/2005 the Energy Retail Association (ERA) (now Energy UK) led the Customer Transfer 

Programme, a major review of the electricity and gas CoS processes. This review gave rise to a 

number of improvements. Changes introduced to the electricity arrangements (in 2005/2006) 

included: 

 introducing the ‘Notification of Old Supplier Information’ (D0311) flow to provide a backstop 

CoS reading, where the NHHDC history transfer fails (BSC Modification  P183, BSC CP1122 

and MRA DTC  CP3245); 

 allowing Suppliers to reject manifestly incorrect customer own reads without having to pass 

them to the NHHDC for validation (BSC Modification P183); 

 allowing the new Supplier and NHHDC to use readings taken before the CoS reading window 

(plus-or-minus five working days from the Supply Start Date) – e.g. point-of-sale readings – to 

validate readings or use to deem more accurate CoS readings (BSC CP1123); 

 facilitating NHHDC validation when no reading history provided by the old NHHDC (BSC 

CP1124); 

 introducing Energy Suppliers Transfer Monitoring Reporting (as described above)  

It was identified that over 514 change proposals were put forward and processed by the MRA in the 

last 10 years. This analysis illustrated that the industry has been constantly seeking to improve 

arrangements in the market, in particular processes that support the quality of data.  

A list of MRA changes released in June 2014 as well as changes awaiting release can be found in 

Appendix 6. BSC changes are listed in Appendix 7.  

Improvement measures currently in progress 

The industry has already started to examine the nature of possible remedies and solutions to a 

number of issues and concerns in the market. In particular, parties to the MRA have already raised a 

number of change proposals to address the quality of the address data. 
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Following the review of existing change proposals, the Group acknowledged there were a number of 

approved changes, as well as change proposals that are undergoing formal MRA process at the 

moment, that would need to be factored into the overall data quality review process. Below is a list of 

changes that were included in the review and provided for Group discussions.  

Table 6: MRA and BSC Change Proposals  

Code Ref Number Description Status Next Action 

MRA MIF 155 Supplier sending MAP09 address 

amendment requests via the DTN 

MIF MIF/CP/Closed 

MRA MAP CP 192 Changes to MAP09 to improve 

efficiencies when address updates 

are required 

Accepted Implementation 

 

MRA SPF 0088 Use of ECOES to facilitate 

Suppliers sending of MAP09 

address amendments 

SPF MIF/CP/Closed 

BSC Modification 

P302 

Improve the Change of Supplier 

Meter read and Settlement 

process for smart Meters 

Assessment 

Procedure 

Report Phase 

 

Future changes and their possible impact  

In addition to those changes already implemented or in progress, the Group highlighted that a number 

of issues with the quality of industry data are likely to be addressed or partially fixed by longer term 

market reforms. 

The mass roll-out of smart metering will bring a number of benefits in terms of data quality: 

 improved meter access rates, resulting in better quality reading histories; 

 the ability for both old and new Suppliers to obtain readings at (or close to) midnight on the 

CoS date; 

 access to meter configuration data from the smart meter itself; 
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 the opportunity to ‘start again’ in terms of collecting and recording MTD; 

 bringing together electricity and gas data through the use of shared communication hubs and 

the DCC’s meter inventory. 

The potential to hold further information centrally at the DCC should allow the possibility for more 

accurate and up-to-date information about metering points, consumption and meter technical details 

in the long term. The DQWG noted that Ofgem’s consultation ‘Moving to Reliable Next-Day Switching’ 

(June 2014) asked for views on the benefits of a central metering database. It is understood that there 

was weak support from consultation respondents. There may be benefits in holding certain metering 

data items centrally, but the DQWG deferred judgement at this stage to the responses to Ofgem’s 

consultation.      

During the smart roll-out, installers are likely to use the MPAN, address and the Meter Serial Number 

of the old meter, to confirm that they are installing smart meters in the right premises and that the 

Supplier is commissioning the meter correctly (i.e. creating an association in the DCC’s database 

between the MPAN and the meter installed at the correct address for that MPAN). There is a risk that 

poor quality address and MTD could result in aborted visits or incorrectly commissioned meters. 

UPRNs (as described in section 6.2) will provide an additional control, alongside the MPAN (gas 

MPRN), address and Meter Serial Number (of the old Meter) to ensure that Meters are correctly 

commissioned. Suppliers will have a natural incentive to carry out data cleansing ahead of the roll-out 

to mitigate the risk of aborted visits and commissioning errors. The site visit itself could also offer the 

opportunity to correct address errors.  

There is a further, transitional risk, that gaining access to infrequently read traditional meters, as a 

result of a site visit to install a smart meter, will bring to light issues with historical billing and 

Settlement. 

Finally, there is the risk that smart meters will solve or ameliorate existing data quality issues, but will 

bring with them new and unanticipated types of data quality issues. 

5.6. Analysis of Current Issues 

The DQWG reviewed the data quality arrangements that support the electricity CoS process. The 

Group discussed the main issues that exist in the market affecting the CoS process. These issues 

can be broadly divided into two categories: 

Address Data, falling largely under the MRA governance, and potential causes of Erroneous 

Transfers; and 

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications-and-updates/moving-reliable-next-day-switching
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Metering Data (Meter Technical Details and Meter readings), falling largely under the BSC 

governance, but with a disputed readings process under the MRA. Potential causes of delayed and/or 

disputed CoS readings, or subsequent billing issues. 

Details of address data quality issues and metering data quality issues are provided in Sections 6 and 

7 respectively. 

6. Address Data Quality Issues 

6.1. Summary of issues 

While the processes of maintaining and updating address records are well documented and 

controlled, Working Group members discussed the following issues that may play a role in the 

accuracy of data records held in the industry: 

 Inconsistent Address Formats 

 Address data update requests sent manually 

 Absence of a mandatory rejection response from Distribution Business to notify a Supplier 

that an address update request has been rejected. 

These issues are described in more detail in Sections 6.2 to 6.5 below. 

6.2. Inconsistent address formats 

Description  

The address formats for the gas and electricity registration services differ. In the electricity market the 

convention is to use a Standard Address Format (SAF) whilst the gas market uses Postcode Address 

File (PAF). Industry feedback is showing that, in some instance, a Supplier can hold up to three 

different versions of an address for a dual fuel customer.  

Analysis Undertaken 

The stakeholder feedback questionnaire sought to identify inefficiencies or barriers to the CoS 

process that can be created by different address formats in gas and electricity. The industry 

stakeholders have provided valuable input through responses, and indicated which areas of their 

operations would be most affected by this issue. The Group discussed the significance and materiality 

of the issue. Whilst it was noted that Suppliers have their own billing systems that can align two 
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addresses for a dual fuel customer, it was also discussed that, occasionally, addresses can have 

significant variations. These variations can be due to a number of reasons, such as different address 

formats used by the industries, customers providing partial or incomplete address data either directly 

or through a switching site, absence of PAF elements in the address.   

Solution options 

The group’s analysis concluded that using common address formats in gas and electricity could 

improve the reliability and efficiency of the transfer process for consumers by giving the Supplier 

confidence of registering the correct customer with a dual fuel supply.  

In addition, the parties were also of the view that consistent use of UPRNs across both the electricity 

and gas markets can lead to a more efficient way to maintaining accurate address data. Feedback 

from the Working Group indicated that the use of UPRNs could lead to a decrease in the chance of 

selecting incorrect MPANs and help to avoid erroneous transfers. Further observations indicated that 

UPRNs could also provide a useful way of linking gas and electricity metering points for a dual fuel 

registration as well as with the DCC, and help mitigate risks associated with inconsistent addresses 

for the rollout of smart meters.  

However, the Group agreed that these requirements are very complex and other issues, such as 

processes, systems, legal issues, and cost of delivery and financing, need to be considered. It was 

also concluded that a wide range of industry code modifications will be necessary to give effect to 

these changes. The Group recognised that this issue and possible solutions are not envisaged to be 

in the scope of a single market Working Group and the most appropriate place to carry these 

solutions forward would be a joint gas and electricity working group. 

The Group also noted that switching sites do not have any address verification systems in place when 

accepting the data from the customer. This can lead to the customers providing incorrect or 

incomplete address details which are then sent through to the Supplier. Hence, the Group discussed 

whether providing switching sites and TPIs with an access to customer information (either partial or 

complete) in ECOES could help solve some of the data accuracy concerns.    

Group’s recommendation 

In line with the observations discussed above, the Group recommends further analysis of potential 

use of consistent address formats and UPRNs through a joint working group. The Group considers 

that it is important that gas and electricity industries work closely to form a shared view on potential 

consistent future use of UPRNs and similar address formats across both markets so that industry 

stakeholders have a coherent understanding of the benefits, challenges and scope of this solution. 
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This recommendation should be considered in the context of a single registration system and the next 

day switching proposals. 

The Group also noted that the parties would support further consideration of the release of relevant 

data via ECOES to switching sites and TPIs, provided that adequate security and privacy 

requirements could be achieved. Furthermore, the Group expressed the opinion that these 

considerations should probably be taken forward by Ofgem (as a continuation of their TPI workshop). 

If the former is not possible and Ofgem facilitate the creation of a cross-industry working group (as 

envisaged by our other recommendations) this could be included in the scope of that proposed 

working group.   

 

6.3. Address data update requests sent manually  

Description 

There is currently no DTC flow to be used by Suppliers to send a proposed update to the metering 

point address and this request is communicated manually via the use of email or telephone. MAP 09 

outlines a number of procedures that need to be followed by Suppliers intending to send a data 

update request to Distribution Businesses, however, there is no specific format or prescribed list of 

data items that need to be included on the request. This can lead to requests being sent in incomplete 

or incorrect formats. For instance a request sent without a valid MPAN, the address format used for 

the request not following the SAF format, insufficient data provided for the update and other 

associated issues. As a result of incorrect requests, proposed data changes are rejected by 

Distribution Businesses and address records remain unchanged. Manual processes for sending 

address data change requests also means that Distribution Businesses can receive duplicate 

requests, requests from a Supplier not registered to the affected metering point, multiple requests in 

different formats and levels of information from the same Supplier and requests for disconnected 

meters. This complicates the process of dealing with these requests by Distribution Businesses and 

affects the timing and efficiency of processing of genuine and correct address amendments.  

Analysis undertaken 

The MRA parties were consulted on the materiality of this issue and its impact on the CoS process 

through the feedback questionnaire described in Section 4 to seek broader industry response. The 

rate of occurrence of incorrect updates being sent by Suppliers varied significantly by the size and the 

area covered by Distribution Businesses and respondents noted that a certain number of change 
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requests were rejected due to inconsistent information or format of the address as well as certain data 

elements missing. Distribution Business respondents rated the impact of this issue on the CoS 

process as ‘low’, while one small Supplier marked it as ‘high’. One Distribution Business respondent 

noted that the value of address change requests from Suppliers is very small and when compared 

against all MPANS represents only 0.1%. Another respondent highlighted that it is a preconception 

that Distribution Businesses receive MAP09 requests in the incorrect format, with missing MPAN(s), 

or requests not being sent in the SAF format. The respondent also noted that from February 2015 

MAP CP 0192 will standardise the format of address amendment requests as a template will be 

included. One small Supplier stated that this issue can lead to erroneous transfers, and if a flow was 

introduced for sending the request, this would reduce the risk significantly. This feedback was 

discussed at the DQWG Meeting 2 and the Group concluded that the issue has low impact on the 

CoS process and customer experience.  

This evidence and feedback from respondents was discussed at the second DQWG meeting. Various 

elements of this issue were discussed and the group formed a shared view that the impact on the 

CoS process is low.  

Solution options 

The following solutions were discussed at the DQWG meeting 3:  

a) Discuss a progression of SPF0088 which proposes developing a dashboard in ECOES to support 

the MAP 09 process of address data updates. This solution would allow Suppliers to enter the 

address in the specified format and indicate how they became aware of the change. The solution 

proposes that upon receipt of this request distribution Businesses will be able to indicate the status of 

the update as ‘Under Review’, ‘Rejected’, ‘Accepted’.  

b) Monitor the post-implementation effect of MAP CP01929 which proposes a clear determination of 

mandatory and non-mandatory data items Suppliers must provide as part of their address update 

request. This information will be recorded in MAP 09.  

c) Update MAP 09 with a standard form to be used by Suppliers to send address data updates to 

Distribution Businesses in order to ensure that the update is sent in the correct format and with all 

necessary data elements present. 

                                                      

9 MAP CP 0192- Changes to MAP 09 to improve efficiencies when address updates are required was accepted at MDB_14_0626  

 

https://mrasco.com/change-proposals/change-tracker/84?cpid=22194
https://mrasco.com/change-proposals/change-tracker/84?cpid=22117
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d) Introduce a DTN data flow for the metering point address data update.   

 

Group’s recommendation 

The Group concluded that, given the scope and materiality of the issue, option b was the most 

appropriate and proportional solution at present. Members were satisfied that CP0192 addresses 

concerns raised by the parties and provides adequate process for mitigating risks associated with 

incorrect or inconsistent address data updates sent manually. It was noted that although the process 

of sending the request will still be manual, MAP 09 will have a prescribed format in which the request 

needs to be sent and a list of mandatory data items that need to be included on the request. This is 

likely to make the address update more accurate and reduce the risk of incomplete or incorrect 

requests being rejected.  

6.4. Address update rejections 

Description 

In the event where a Supplier identifies changes or updates to a customer’s address the Supplier 

shall notify the Distribution Business of the proposed change. If the change is accepted, a DTC data 

flow ‘Notification of Distributor Changes to Metering Point Details’ (D0171) from MPAS is expected 

within 5 working days. However, the Distribution Business may choose not to implement a Supplier’s 

potential address change. The absence of a D0171 response after 5 working days indicates to the 

Supplier that the Distribution Business has decided against the proposed change. The Distribution 

Business may contact the Supplier to indicate its decision if it so wishes, but is not required so to do, 

and there is currently no DTC data flow to notify Suppliers of this decision and the reason for 

rejection.  

Analysis undertaken 

This issue was presented for consideration in the questionnaire and at Group discussions. The 

DQWG discussed the implications of this issue on the CoS  process and, although it was broadly 

agreed that the impact is ‘low’, it may lead to incorrect addresses being sent across the market as 

well as suppliers not being able to provide updates to their customer. The feedback received through 

the questionnaire shows that some Distribution Businesses provide suppliers with an update on the 

rejection and the reason for rejection. One Distribution Business noted that MAP CP 0192, which has 

an implementation date of February 2015, states Distribution Business should notify the Supplier(s) if 

the address amendment will not be made and indicate the reason for the rejection. Another 
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Distribution Business stated that about a fifth of address update requests are rejected per month. This 

is usually because the requested address does not exist in the Royal Mail file or is not PAF validated. 

The respondent noted that they already have a practice of sending an e-mail back to the Supplier 

informing them of rejections. A small Supplier’s response indicated that this issue could have an 

impact on a customer transfer because it may lead to erroneous transfers.  

 

Solution options 

The following solutions were discussed at the DQWG meeting of 21st October:  

a) Monitor the post-implementation effect of CP0192 which proposes a clear determination of 

mandatory and non-mandatory data items Suppliers must provide as part of their address 

update request. This information will be recorded in MAP 09.  

b) Introduce a DTN rejection flow to indicate the rejection of a proposed address update and the 

relevant reason code.  

Group’s recommendation 

The Group summarised that CP0192 offers a comprehensive solution to the problem by facilitating 

that, in the case of a rejection, relevant Distribution Business will communicate the decision to the 

Supplier within 10 WD via email. Members also noted that CP0192 suggests that the D0171 flow will 

continue to be sent if an address change is accepted and the ability for escalation to be completed 

over the phone remains. The Group concluded that the solution outlined in CP0192 is sufficient to 

address the problem and the likely next step would be to monitor the post-implementation 

effectiveness of this change 6 months after. This would allow parties to consider carefully whether the 

issues still persist and create an orderly approach to consider any additional measures. 

7. Metering Data Quality Issues 

7.1. Summary of Issues 

The main issues identified by the DQWG are: 

• Delays in the receipt or processing of Meter Technical Details 

• Missed Meter Exchanges 

• Delays in the receipt or processing of reading history from old NHHDC 

• Estimated readings 

• Liability issues on change of Supplier 
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• Retrospective corrections to Meter Technical Details 

• Interoperability issues with advanced meters 

• Issues with crossed meters. 

These issues are described in detail in Sections 7.2 to 7.9 below. 

7.2. Delays in the Receipt and Processing of Meter Technical Details 

Description  

The new Supplier’s NHHDC needs to receive MTD in order to correctly interpret and validate potential 

CoS readings, for example to ensure that readings for day and night registers are not transposed. The 

MTD is sent to the NHHDC by the new Supplier’s Meter Operator. If there is a concurrent change of 

Meter Operator (which is usually the case), the new Meter Operator needs to request the MTD from 

the Old Supplier’s Meter Operator. CoS issues can arise when the new Supplier’s NHHDC is unable 

to validate candidate CoS readings because the MTD has not been received from the new NHH 

Meter Operator, or the NHHDC is unable to process the MTD because they are inconsistent with data 

(for example the Standard Settlement Configuration (SSC)) received from the Supplier. This in turn 

may be because the new NHHMO has not received MTD from the old Meter Operator or is unable to 

process the MTD. 

Analysis undertaken 

Inconsistencies between the Meter Operator and Supplier views of the SSC may arise due to an 

earlier missed meter exchange. The old Meter Operator may have failed to provide MTD because it 

does not hold any MTD as a result of an earlier failure in a CoS or change of Meter Operator process. 

Agent appointment/de-appointment issues may also cause delays. The new Meter Operator may be 

unable to process MTD due to inconsistencies with MTD held from a previous appointment or due to 

inconsistencies with data (e.g SSC) received from the Supplier or previous Meter Operator. The 

NHHDC may be unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with MTD from the Meter Operator e.g. 

register mismatches or missed meter exchanges (see also 7.3 below). 

Responses to the questionnaire from NHHDCs indicated that all these root causes apply to varying 

degrees. 

The BSC Auditor notes in the March 2014 report:  

http://www.elexon.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/BSC-Audit-Report-31-March-2014-FINAL.pdf
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“Our BSC Audit work identified several instances of Meter Operators not providing meter reads and/or 

Meter Technical Details to Data Collectors in line with BSCP requirements. 

In some instances delays were the result of manual paperwork not being submitted for processing by 

engineers; many Meter Operators do, however, have processes in place to monitor and action the 

return of completed paperwork”. 

Audit issues were raised against two of the 13 NHH Meter Operators audited. 

In response to the questionnaire, a Supplier reported that missing flow issues are identified early in 

the process and are usually progressed relatively quickly, as billing cannot take place until a D0086 

has been issued. The speed of response from other agents varies as there is very little to incentivise 

them to resend the information, so manual workaround fixes tend to be applied. 

A Meter Operator respondent to the questionnaire reported a 4% failure rate in sending MTD to the 

NHHDC (on gain). The Meter Operator quoted the biggest cause of failure as not having received the 

MTD from the old Meter Operator (or delays in receipt). In a smaller number of cases Effective Dates 

in the ‘Notification of Change to Other Parties (D0148)’ flow that don’t match those in the ‘Notification 

of Meter Operator or Data Collector Appointment and Terms’ (D0155) flow can result in failures to 

load the NHHDC into the system causing MTD notification failures.  The same Meter Operator quoted 

a 6% failure rate in sending MTD to the new Meter Operator (on loss). The biggest cause was not 

receiving a de-appointment flow from the Supplier, followed by not having received MTD from the 

previous Meter Operator.  

Some Meter Asset Providers contact all Meter Operators who have inherited their meters over the 

previous month to check they have received the MTD for the meters correctly. Some Meter Operators 

are receptive to this and come back highlighting meters where they need assistance obtaining the 

correct MTD. Meter Asset Providers then contact the previous Meter Operators by email and try to 

arrange for MTD to be resent.  

 

Meter Asset Providers also observed that delays in processing MTD between the new and old Meter 

Operators can result in Meter Asset Providers not receiving ‘Notification of Meter Operator, Supplier 

and Metering Assets installed / removed by the Meter Operator to the Meter Asset Provider’ (D0303) 

flows in line with industry timescales notifying them of a CoS event. 

 

A Distribution Business respondent to the questionnaire reported 7800 current instances of 

mismatches between the ‘Non Half-hourly Meter Technical Details’ (D0150) and ‘Notification of 

Mapping Details’ (D0149) flows. 
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An NHHDC respondent noted that the Supplier can sometimes be a useful source of MTD when not 

received from the Meter Operator. 

Solution options 

Solution options considered by the DQWG were: 

a) Address as a performance issue, in particular via the continued use of PARMS reporting; 

b) Identify missing MTD in Meter Operator databases and populate missing data, using site 

visits, if needed; 

c) Address gaps in MTD as and when they occur through alternative sourcing e.g. via the 

Supplier or Meter Asset Provider; 

d) Introduce a rejection flow to allow the old Meter Operator to inform the new Meter Operator 

that no MTD are available and a similar rejection flow between the new Meter Operator and 

the Data Collector.  

e) Centralisation of MTD. 

 

Group’s recommendation 

Identifying and addressing missing MTD in Meter Operator databases is likely to be a high cost 

solution as it could involve site visits. If no CoS occurs before a smart meter is installed, these would 

be wasted costs. The Group preferred alternative sourcing of MTD in the event that the old Meter 

Operator was unable to provide it. CP1085 'Underpin' process in Party Service Line 120, implemented 

in November 2005, allows the NHHDC to obtain data from the Supplier and other sources when 

unavailable from the Meter Operator or old NHHDC. 

There is insufficient evidence from the questionnaire responses that failure to process the MTD 

received is causing sufficient problems to warrant introducing rejection flows. For low numbers, issues 

can be addressed bilaterally outside the DTN.  Moreover, DQWG members noted that it was 

sometimes more efficient to address issues in the new Supplier Hub than to pursue resolution via the 

old Supplier Hub.  

Underperformance will continue to be addressed through the use of BSC Performance Assurance 

Techniques, in particular PARMS, the BSC Audit and Error and Failure Resolution, as described in in 

Section 5.3. 

Issues will be alleviated to some extent by the advent of smart metering as key MTD (in particular, the 

meter’s unique identifier, Register Ids and how they map to logical Settlement registers e.g. day/night) 
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will be available by interrogating the meter. The replacement of traditional meters represents an 

opportunity to improve the quality of Meter Technical Details going forward.  

In terms of the option of centralised MTD, a central electricity metering database is not currently 

included within Ofgem’s proposed package of reforms. Ofgem’s consultation ‘Moving to Reliable 

Next-Day Switching’ (June 2014) asked for views on the benefits of a central metering database. It is 

understood that there was weak support from consultation respondents.    

7.3. Missed Meter Exchanges  

Description 

The Meter Technical Details passed to the new Meter Operator (and onward to the new NHHDC and 

Supplier) are for an old meter. The NHHDC may be unable to validate an actual CoS reading because 

the Meter Serial Number/Meter Register IDs do not match those in the MTD. Or the NHHDC may 

misinterpret an actual reading, for example due to an out-of-date Current Transformer Ratio. Or, if 

there is no actual CoS reading, the NHHDC may deem a reading using incorrect MTD, resulting in an 

inappropriate reading value, the wrong number of readings or transposed register readings. 

Analysis undertaken 

When a routine meter exchange takes place close to the CoS date and after the old Meter Operator 

has sent the MTD to the new Meter Operator, the old Meter Operator may fail to send a revised set of 

MTD. It is also possible that the old Meter Operator doesn’t hold details for the new meter. This, in 

turn, may be because the new meter details were not transferred on an earlier change of Meter 

Operator or there was process failure between the field staff exchanging the meter and the 

back-office system recording the meter exchange. 

A small Supplier reported requiring a team to deal with these types of instances, which are very time 

consuming to resolve. 

Another Supplier noted that these issues usually manifest after several reads have been obtained for 

a different meter and a technical site visit has been raised. The delays depend on the frequency of 

reads and time taken to confirm details. This doesn’t necessarily prevent billing, but can result in 

considerable rework which would inconvenience the customer. 

One Meter Operator respondent to the questionnaire reported a number of instances where, on 

visiting site to exchange a meter, the meter on site is not as expected (i.e. as notified by the previous 

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications-and-updates/moving-reliable-next-day-switching
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications-and-updates/moving-reliable-next-day-switching
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Meter Operator). The same Meter Operator cited examples where an installed meter is later found to 

have been removed by another Meter Operator without a de-appointment flow having been received. 

Another Meter Operator respondent estimated 3-5 instances a week of missed meter exchanges. 

Solution options 

The DCC commissioning process for smart meters should make Suppliers as well as Meter Operators 

aware of when a meter exchange has taken place, resulting in fewer missed meter exchanges. The 

ability to interrogate smart meters remotely will allow Suppliers to confirm the identity of a meter. 

CP1405 ‘Facilitating Faster Switching in the NHH Market’ (November 2014) will reduce the window for 

sending MTD so will reduce the likelihood of a meter exchange occurring after the MTD has been 

sent. However, it will also allow less time to action the exchange of MTD before de-appointment. 

CP1162 ‘Sending revised Meter Technical Details during a change of Meter Operator Agent’ was 

implemented in June 2007. This introduced the following requirement.  

“Where the current MOA has been instructed to send MTD to a new MOA, and there is a change to 

MTD, the current MOA should send the revised MTD to the new MOA until such a time as the current 

MOA is no longer responsible for the MTD”. 

This requirement does not take into account those occurrences where the old Meter Operator hasn’t 

sent revised MTD by the de-appointment date or (unknowingly) carries out the meter exchange after 

the de-appointment date. The requirement would benefit from being extended to include these 

situations. The requirement is included in the BSCP as a footnote and should be more prominent. 

Group’s recommendation 

The DQWG’s preferred option is to amend the requirement to send the revised MTD when a meter 

exchange is carried out after the transfer of MTD to the new Meter Operator. The requirement should 

be clear that any meter exchange carried out by the old Meter Operator after MTD has been sent to 

the new Meter Operator should result in a revised set of MTD, notwithstanding the NHHDCs 

de-appointment date. ELEXON will raise a Change Proposal to amend the existing requirement. 
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7.4. Delays in Receipt or Processing of Read Histories from Old NHHDC  

Description  

The new Supplier’s NHHDC needs the latest reading and an Estimated Annual Consumption from the 

old Supplier’s NHHDC in order to validate the CoS reading. Delays in the provision or processing of 

this data will result in the new NHHDC being unable to validate and distribute the CoS readings. 

Analysis undertaken 

The new NHHDC may be unable to validate the reading history from the old NHHDC. Although the 

minimum requirement is to send the latest reading and EAC, some NHHDCs will send a complete 

history (i.e. the same process as Change of NHHDC). The new NHHDC may be unable to match the 

reading history (D0010) and EAC/AA history (D0152) or the new NHHDC may be unable to process 

reading histories because of different conventions for populating/validating flows. The old NHHDC 

may have been unable to send a reading and EAC because it doesn’t hold either. This can occur for 

long-term vacant sites, hard-to-access sites and for ‘frequent switchers’. Agent 

appointment/de-appointment issues can also result in delays. 

Responses to the questionnaire from NHHDCs indicated that all these root causes apply to varying 

degrees. Two NHHDCs estimated that 60% of delays were due to reading history issues, with the 

remaining 40% due to MTD issues. A third NHHDC estimated only 35% of delays were due to reading 

history issues, with the remaining 65% due to MTD issues. 

Agents were asked to provide average percentages of CoS de-appointments where the old NHHDC is 

unable to provide at least one historical reading and an EAC to the new NHHDC within required 

timescales. Three responses indicated that these varied between 1% and 5%. Although one agent 

reported that in 90% of cases this was due to not holding any readings of EAC, other NHHDCs cited 

higher levels of issues with the identity of the new NHHDC. 

An NHHDC suggested using data from NHHDA, where available, to underpin missing data. The same 

NHHDC encourages Suppliers to obtain two readings, so that these can be used to deem backwards 

and re-start the meter reading history.  

Another NHHDC noted that if Suppliers appoint agents before the end of the objection period, 

additional de-appointment and re-appointment may be required, introducing further complexity into 

the CoS process.  
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Another NHHDC observed that the CoS process could be made more robust to data quality issues, if 

NHHDCs had more autonomy in the process. For example, if a deemed CoS reading is received from 

a temporarily appointed agent that gives rise to erroneous advances against the NHHDC’s own 

history, the NHHDC should be able to make corrections if actual readings are available, without 

resorting to the disputed CoS reads process. 

In response to the questionnaire, a Supplier noted that if the meter reading history isn’t received, then 

a D0086 isn’t generated and this will prevent starting billing using accurate data. If necessary the 

Supplier will create a reading for customer billing, but rework may be needed if subsequent 

inconsistencies are found between the history (once received) and current data. 

Solution options 

Solution options considered by the DQWG were: 

a) Address as a performance issue, in particular via the continued use of PARMS reporting; 

b) Introduce a rejection flow to allow the old NHHDC to inform the new NHHDC that no reading 

history is available and to allow the new NHHDC to inform the old NHHDC that they are 

unable to process the reading history received; 

c) Pursue the solution in progress under Modification Proposal P302 ‘Improve the CoS Meter 

read and Settlement process for smart Meters’ which will reduce the dependency on the 

transfer of reading histories between old and new NHHDCs, and so make the CoS process 

more resilient to reading data quality issues; 

d) As part of the proposed solution for Modification Proposal P302, consideration is being given 

to sending the ‘Notification of Old Supplier Information’ (D0311) earlier in the CoS process for 

smart meters. Having a ‘back-stop’ reading earlier in the process could mitigate the risk of 

delayed reading histories and be used for traditional as well as smart meters.  

Group’s recommendation 

There is insufficient evidence from the questionnaire responses that failure to process the reading 

histories received is causing sufficient problems to warrant introducing rejection flows. For low 

numbers, issues can be addressed bilaterally outside the DTN.  Moreover, DQWG members noted 

that it was sometimes more efficient to address issues in the new Supplier Hub than to pursue 

resolution via the old Supplier Hub.  

The Group preferred to await the outcome of Modification Proposal P302. Even if P302 is not 

progressed, smart meters should result in greater availability of readings and so improved reading 

histories. Once a decision on P302 has been reached, ELEXON will consult Suppliers and NHHDCs 
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on the potential to extend the use of the D0311 flow earlier in the process for traditional meters as 

well as smart meters, or, if P302 is rejected, to raise that element of the solution as a separate 

Change Proposal. Consideration will also be given to extending the use of the D0311 flow to 

non-domestic Metering Systems. 

Underperformance will continue to be addressed through the use of BSC Performance Assurance 

Techniques, in particular PARMS, the BSC Audit and Error and Failure Resolution, as described in in 

Section 5.3. 

7.5. Estimated readings 

Description 

Where no actual readings are available to use as a CoS reading, the new Supplier’s NHHDC will 

‘deem’ a reading. This process uses the latest reading (from the old Supplier’s NHHDC) and projects 

forward using an EAC. This process will provide a reasonable estimate in the event that the latest 

reading and EAC are accurate. However, if a meter has not been read for a long time before the CoS, 

an old reading and/or unrepresentative EAC can give rise to a deemed CoS reading that is very 

different to the value on the customer’s meter. 

Analysis undertaken 

The quality of the EAC and the latest reading will usually depend on their age. An old EAC is likely to 

be unrepresentative. Corrective techniques, such as Gross Volume Correction10, can also result in 

unrepresentative EACs. Where a deemed read is used on CoS, there is a higher risk of transposed 

readings, than where actual reads are taken. 

A small Supplier, responding to the questionnaire, noted that that some NHHDCs will backdate an 

estimated CoS read only when two or more actual reads have been obtained, causing long delays to 

the customer’s account being correct. 

Another Supplier commented that deemed readings can be inaccurate if a meter has not been read 

for many years and there has been a significant change in use or consumption patterns. The D0300 

process is of limited use if the old Supplier has not obtained any readings during their registration 

                                                      

10 Gross Volume Correction (GVC) is a technique used to correct errors relating to Meter Advance Periods during which some Settlement Dates 
have already been subject to the Reconciliation Final (RF) Run. The effect of using GVC is to reallocate the lost or gained energy volume to a 
range of Settlement Dates for which RF Runs have not yet taken place. 
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period and it may not be possible to fully resolve disputed readings crossing multiple Supplier 

registrations.  

 

NHHDC respondents estimated that the percentage of CoS readings subject to the MAP08 disputes 

process is between 1% and 7%. The average percentage of CoS readings where subsequent 

readings identify a problem with the CoS reading was between 1% and 5%.  

 

In terms of the root causes of disputed readings, NHHDC respondents to the questionnaire cited 

readings deemed from inaccurate historical EAC (65% to 80%), missed meter exchanges (10% to 

20%) and transposed readings/transposed registers/incorrect number of dials (10% to 15%).  

Solution options 

Smart meters will ensure that in the vast majority of cases actual readings will be used on Change of 

Supplier, and where estimation is needed, the increased frequency of readings should ensure that 

estimates are of better quality. 

The Group considered the merits of mandating that a reading is taken within a defined period of a 

change of Supplier, to mitigate the risk that a customer changes Supplier again without any readings 

having been taken. Resolving disputed readings across multiple Supplier registrations can be difficult. 

The Group considered that such a mandate would be problematic due to access issues (i.e. you can 

never guarantee that a reading can be obtained from a customer) and it is already within Supplier’s 

ability to take such readings where possible. Moreover, there are adequate incentives on Suppliers to 

obtain readings, where possible, to ensure accurate billing.  

PARMS Serial SP08a measures the percentage of NHH energy settled on Annualised Advances (as 

opposed to Estimated Annual Consumption) and so shows Supplier performance in obtaining 

readings. The better the performance, the more likely that meter readings deemed on CoS will be 

based on recent reading history and so will be of better quality than those for infrequently read 

meters. Suppliers who fail to achieve the targets at the Third and Final Reconciliation Runs are liable 

for Supplier Charges. 

It was noted that customers who helped provide Suppliers with reads or access on a regular basis, 

would suffer less from estimated bills and potentially poor quality estimated CoS readings. 
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Group’s recommendation 

The DQWG acknowledged the improvements that are likely to result from the mass roll-out of smart 

metering, and recommended in relation to both smart and non-smart metering that Supplier reading 

performance continues to be addressed under the BSC Performance Assurance Framework. 

7.6. Liability issues on Change of Supplier 

Description 

The new Supplier may identify that the MTD provided by the old Meter Operator are incorrect. In 

some cases, such as the wrong ‘Number of Register Digits’, this may result in a significant 

step-change in customer readings following the Change of Supplier. If the new Supplier’s NHHDC 

deems a CoS reading for a ‘5-dial’ meter, which is in fact a ‘6-dial’ meter, the new Supplier will 

effectively ‘pick up the settlement bill’ for any understatement of error that has occurred in previous 

Suppliers’ registration periods. If this reading is successfully amended using the MRA disputed CoS 

reading process, liability for the error will pass to the old Supplier, but the error volume may well apply 

to earlier Suppliers’ registration periods. Heavy liabilities can hinder agreement between the two 

Suppliers, to the potential detriment of the consumer. An MRA change, MAP CP 0135 ‘Introduction of 

Change of Supplier Agreed Read Principles’ was implemented in February 2013. This change obliges 

the losing Supplier(s) to resolve the error for the period they were appointed and agree a suitable 

read that reflects the correct meter set up. However, difficulties in correcting long-standing errors 

(across multiple Supplier registrations and Meter Operator appointments) could lead to the old 

Supplier writing off error, such that other Suppliers in the GSP Group pick up the error through GSP 

Group Correction. 

Analysis undertaken 

The underlying problems that can give rise to liability issues include: incorrect Number of Register 

Digits, transposed Meter Register IDs, missed meter exchanges and use of pre-payment vend 

readings. 

A questionnaire response from a Supplier notes that in many cases the requirement to amend 

technical details on CoS is handled by the gaining Supplier as it can be resolved more quickly than 

trying to arrange for technical details to be revised by the old Supplier, history to be resent and a new 

D0086 to be agreed. There is sometimes a reluctance to accept that the old details were incorrect, 

and in some instances where the meter has incorrectly been registered as five digits, the NHHDC 

may assume a meter rollover has taken place and incorrectly allocate consumption to the customer. 
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The Supplier concluded that this issue doesn’t necessarily prevent the CoS taking place, but does 

cause significant issues surrounding rework and reprocessing to achieve a resolution.  

Solution Options 

A number of solution options were considered between August and November 2012 under BSC Issue 

45 ‘Introduction of Change of Supply Agreed Read Principle to correct all errors in Settlements’. The 

options limited, to varying degrees, the liability of the old Supplier for errors occurring outside its 

registration period or the 14 month reconciliation window. Since the final report was presented to the 

BSC Panel in January 2013, no changes have been proposed by industry parties. 

Group’s recommendation 

There is insufficient evidence from the questionnaire responses on which to base a recommendation 

to progress the solutions identified under BSC Issue 45. The DQWG noted that although these issues 

can have a high impact, they are low in number. Depending on the extent to which the losing Supplier 

is able or willing to back-bill the customer for under recorded consumptions, there may be more of a 

Settlement impact than a customer impact. However, the Issue 45 solutions are available for future 

discussion, should Suppliers determine there is a business case to progress them. 

7.7.  Retrospective Corrections to MTD 

Description 

Although MTD are maintained by the Meter Operator, they are also held and used by the Supplier, 

NHHDC and LDSO. On CoS, change of Meter Operator and change of NHHDC, the MTD are passed 

between organisations. When an error in the MTD is identified by an organisation other than the 

Meter Operator responsible for the MTD at the effective date of the error, two options present 

themselves. One option is for the latest Supplier’s Meter Operator to correct the MTD and to distribute 

to the new Supplier Hub. This has the short-term advantage of reducing delays for the new Supplier 

and the customer. However, in the longer term, the data held by different Supplier Hubs becomes 

inconsistent, which can have a negative impact if the old Supplier re-registers the customer or the old 

Meter Operator (or NHHDC) is re-appointed. This can cause additional issues for the re-appointed 

NHHDC in ‘bridging’ the consumption history between their old and new appointments. The other 

option is for the Meter Operator responsible for the error to correct it. This is problematic for a number 

of reasons. The old Meter Operator is no longer appointed and is not incentivised to make the 

correction. There is no mechanism (other than email, etc.) for a Meter Operator to notify earlier Meter 

Operators of errors. There may have been multiple Meter Operator appointments and Supplier 
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Registrations since the error was created, and the origin of the error may be unclear. The full 

resolution of an MTD issue across multiple organisations will result in delays, which are likely to be to 

the detriment of the customer experience. 

Analysis undertaken 

The analysis indicated that the root causes include: 

 lack of incentives for the old Meter Operator to correct errors; 

 infrequent readings/site visits resulting in delays in detecting MTD errors; 

 lack of a mechanism for new Meter Operators to notify earlier Meter Operators of MTD errors; 

 disagreements between Supplier Hubs about the correct MTD; 

 complexity of resolving errors across multiple Supplier registrations and/or Meter Operator 

appointments. 

In response to the questionnaire, a Supplier stated that, while it is essential to maintain the integrity of 

Meter Operator data the likelihood of ever achieving a full resolution across numerous supply periods 

and agents is remote. Any changes spanning numerous Suppliers and agents prove extremely 

difficult because of the time and effort required, so the most common approach is for the current 

agent to resolve the issue and apply a correction for billing and Settlement going forward. While there 

may be a customer impact, this issue mainly causes problems for Suppliers and agents, and further 

complicates the D0300 process. 

Solution options 

The DQWG considered the two options of  

a) introducing a mechanism for the new Meter Operator to pass back proposed MTD changes to 

previous agents or;  

b) having the new Supplier and Meter Operator recreate the MTD.  

The Group acknowledged that, where meter data quality issues spanned multiple Meter Operator 

appointments and/or Supplier Registrations, the chances of successfully applying corrections across 

all participants retrospectively were low. In these cases it would be more effective for the new 

Supplier Hub to correct or recreate the MTD to avoid delays to customer billing and Settlement 

inaccuracy.  Whilst there is a risk that the latter could create further problems if the old Meter Operator 

is reappointed, the Group preferred this approach for long term errors. The counter argument is that 

placing reliance on the new Supplier Hub to resolve the old Supplier Hub’s data quality problems 
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sends the wrong message about maintaining good quality data during a Supplier/agent’s 

Registration/appointment. For shorter term errors it may be preferable for the old Meter Operator to 

pass the corrected data to the new Meter Operator.  

With the mass roll-out of smart meters, it will be easier to obtain key MTD (such as the meter 

identifier, Register Ids and register switch times) from the meter itself, so there should be less reliance 

on the old Meter Operator to resolve issues and fewer disagreements about the correct MTD. 

Group’s recommendations 

The Group acknowledged the improvements that are likely to result from the mass roll-out of smart 

metering.  

The Group recommended that ELEXON should develop guidance for Meter Operators and Suppliers 

on best practices for retrospective corrections to MTD. 

7.8. Interoperability issues with advanced meters 

Description 

There are a number of additional complexities in the CoS process for advanced meters. These 

include: 

 the novation of Subscriber Identification Module (SIM) contracts on change of agent (where the 

contract is held by the de-appointed agent); 

 transferring communications and security details between agents; 

 protocol approval and commissioning issues; 

 lack of standards for configuring registers; 

 problems in identifying advanced meters (as a result of advanced meters without operational 

communications being re-badged as traditional NHH meters). 

 

Analysis undertaken 

A Meter Operator respondent to the questionnaire noted that MTD are not received in a number of 

cases. Although low in number, resolution can be time-consuming for a small organisation. In 

particular, if an advanced meter does not have operational communications, it may revert to being 

treated as a standard, legacy meter. This can result in the old Meter Operator not transferring the  

‘Auxiliary Meter Technical Details’ (D0313) with the security details needed for the new Meter 
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Operator to use it as an advanced meter. The same Meter Operator cited incorrect or incomplete 

D0313 flows and incorrect SSC as issues for advanced meters.  

Another Meter Operator noted that problems can arise when regaining a meter that has had the Meter 

Type reset to a standard NHH meter or the registers relabelled.  

An NHHDC respondent described the major issue encountered with AMR as being incorrectly 

mapped registers. 

Meter Asset Providers responded that a failure to obtain the correct MTD can result in meters being 

replaced by the new Meter Operator, leading to an early termination charge for the Supplier (which for 

new smart and advanced meters can be considerable given larger upfront costs compared to 

traditional meters). Such meter replacements will also inconvenience the customer.  They also 

reiterated the point made by Meter Operators about the Meter Type being reset to ‘N’, thus losing 

sight that the meter is an advanced (or smart) one.  

 

A Meter Asset Provider reported that Meter Operators change their Meter Asset Provider’s Id to a 

different one, even though there is no record of a meter exchange. This makes it harder to track their 

assets.  

Solution options 

ELEXON raised Issue 46 ‘Non Half Hourly Interoperability’ in April 2013. The Issue 46 group 

considered a number of issues relating to interoperability. Some of these, such as the novation of SIM 

contracts, are commercial and outside the scope of the BSC. Others, such as extending the protocol 

approval process from Half Hourly metering Codes of Practice to NHH advanced meters, amending 

the rules around the population of Reading Types and changes to the ‘Auxiliary Meter Technical 

Details’ (D0313) data flow could be made, but are impacted by  Modification P272 ‘Mandatory Half 

Hourly Settlement for Profile Classes 5-8’. Of these issues, those relating to the Meter Type and 

D0313 flow will not apply in the HH market, so potentially only those issues relating to the novation of 

SIM contracts will transfer to the HH sector. Novation of the SIM contract is preferable to replacing the 

meter, so if additional data can be added to the HH Meter Technical Details to facilitate this, it will be 

considered following the implementation of P272. 

Ofgem has approved Modification P272 for implementation in April 2016. This will positively impact 

the interoperability issues associated with advanced meters on Profile Classes 5 to 8 and most of the 

solution options considered by the Issue 46 group would be relatively short-lived.  However, there will 

still be a substantial number of advanced meters remaining on Profile Classes 1 to 4. 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/I46_FR-Issue-46-Report-.zip
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Group’s recommendations 

ELEXON will review the interoperability solutions proposed by the Issue 46 group, once P272 has 

been implemented and if the problems persist in the Half Hourly sector. ELEXON will review with 

Suppliers and agents whether the interoperability issues for advanced meters in Profile Classes 1 to 4 

are sufficient to justify progressing any of the options identified in the Issue 46 report.  

7.9. Crossed Meters  

Description 

Crossed Meters typically arise in multi-tenanted buildings when a meter in one flat is incorrectly 

associated with the MPAN for a customer in a different flat. Crossed meters are difficult to resolve, 

can involve two or more Suppliers and have a negative impact on customer billing. Crossed meters 

can also impact the CoS process, making it difficult for a customer to change Supplier (e.g. by 

causing triangulation errors) or resulting in erroneous transfers.  

Analysis undertaken 

The Working Group discussed the potential implications of ‘crossed meter’ scenarios. The Group 

noted the low incidence, but high impact of crossed meters. It was discussed that this error typically 

happens when the connection is first installed. It was also discussed that a Supplier typically identifies 

a crossed meter only when a customer disputes the bill. The AMO representative presented the 

findings in his paper sent to the Gas Working Group. The paper is aimed at the gas industry and 

discusses the mandatory labelling of service pipes of new connections with the MPRN. The paper 

specifically recommends that every new or modified service should be terminated with a labelled 

Emergency Control Valve (ECV) in accordance with a pre-determined specification. One of the 

requirements is that an ECV must be located so that it is readily accessible for use by the consumer.  

The label would include an MPRN, relevant safety and control information as well as emergency 

contacts. Where there is no meter installed the labelling would detail the status of the incoming 

supply.  

Solution options 

The Group discussed a solution similar to the analysis presented by the AMO’s paper, which 

identified a number of possible options on labelling requirements and specifications for gas metering 

points. Furthermore the Group discussed how a similar solution could help mitigate errors in the 

electricity market.  
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The Group recognised that a similar approach could be pursued in the electricity market whereby 

labelling arrangements would be aligned to the gas arrangements and cut-out labelling would be 

provided by Distribution Network Operators (DNOs), Independent Distribution Network Operators 

(iDNOs) and Independent Connections Providers (ICPs). This solution was discussed at the DQWG 

Meeting 3 with an additional email sent to DNOs to seek their view on the proposed approach. 

Overall, the Group was supportive of a similar approach and believed this solution could help mitigate 

an issue with crossed meters. Notwithstanding this, respondents highlighted that it is critical to get a 

better understanding of business drivers, additional industry costs and other related implications in 

order to form a complete view of the impact of this solution. 

It was noted at DQWG Meeting 4 that there is a gas industry process for resolving crossed meters 

(SPAA Schedule 31 - Procedure for the resolution of Crossed Meters), but there is no equivalent 

document under electricity industry governance. It was suggested that similar guidance could be 

developed under the MRA and/or BSC.  

Group’s recommendation 

As highlighted by several stakeholders in their responses, a holistic approach is required to consider 

whether the introduction of labelling at the ECV and Cut-out, and the alignment between gas and 

electricity respectively, can deliver demonstrable benefits. The Group highlighted that further work 

needs to be undertaken to form a view and obtain consensus on the shape of future labelling 

arrangements and how these could lead to improved metering point certainty and data accuracy. The 

Group considered that it would be very important that all stakeholders, including DNOs, iDNOs, ICPs, 

suppliers, GTs, iGTs and agents from both Gas and Electricity work closely together to gain a better 

view of potential benefits and understanding of costs, timescales and requirements involved in moving 

this solution from design to implementation. This would allow all parties to consider carefully whether 

this approach can mitigate the issue of crossed meters and, if necessary, create an orderly process 

for change in conjunction with all stakeholders. The Group recognised that there are a multitude of 

parallel issues that require joint gas and electricity market decisions and much of this work will be 

driven by the close working of parties from both sectors. Therefore, the Group considered it 

appropriate that this issue is included in the agenda of the recommended joint discussions. 

The group also recommended that industry considers the option of introducing procedures or 

guidance under the MRA and/or BSC for the accurate and timely resolution of Crossed Meters.   
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8. Other Issues  

As stated previously, the Group discussed a number of issues and activities that may have 

consequential impacts on the CoS process. These issues were deemed to have minor impacts in the 

customer transfer process and were considered to be outside the scope of this working group.  

8.1. Change of tenancy  

Summary of Issues  

The Change of Tenancy (CoT) was discussed in the context of updating customer records, obtaining 

relevant meter readings and producing accurate bills. The Group’s consideration of the CoT issues 

has revealed a number of concerns. These include:  

 Identity of a new consumer is not established correctly at the CoT or the CoT is not identified in 

a timely manner.   

 CoT at the premises with a pre-payment meter (PPM) is not identified, new customer uses the 

old customer’s payment card. 

 CoT where a debt is accrued on either a credit or a PPM. 

 

Discussions 

The Group and respondents to the questionnaire identified the occurrence of this issue as rare and 

the consequential impact on the CoS process as low. However, the Group highlighted the difficulty of 

achieving accuracy of billing in certain Change of Tenancy situations.  

Participants noted that Electricity Supply Licence conditions already require Suppliers to provide 

accurate customer billing and this sets out sufficient incentives for Suppliers to ensure customer 

records and meter readings are correct and up-to-date. That being said, parties also noted that, in 

certain circumstances with rented properties, a consistent approach to notifying suppliers of CoT 

would deliver better control over accuracy of the data.  

As such, one of the possible improvements discussed was a database of tenants which would be held 

by the industry, whereby the landlord would be responsible for updating the records about their 

tenanted properties, a solution similar to the Landlord Tenant Address Portal (LTAP) developed in the 

Water sector. LTAP is a central portal for Landlords to add property and tenant information which was 

developed to address the issue of debt in the industry. Debt is a significant problem for the water 
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industry and the debt written off by the companies is constantly increasing because water companies 

can’t adequately locate and charge tenants in rented properties. The objective is to ensure that water 

companies are able to obtain the information they need to be able to contact and bill all of their 

customers who live in rented accommodation, in a timely manner, and that they can uniquely identify 

the customer in order to be able to take action to recover outstanding revenue if this becomes 

necessary. Landlords will be able to use the portal to store and transmit information about their 

property and tenants by adding new properties, updating change of tenancy, updating the stats of the 

property and its ownership as well as adding, removing and amending tenant information.  

8.2. New connections 

Summary of Issues  

There are perceived issues around the accuracy of registration of new connections. Due to the 

difficulty of quantifying materiality of this issue, parties were consulted on its occurrence and direct or 

indirect impact it may have on the customer experience during the CoS process. Feedback was 

sought on the following issues:  

 Sites remaining unregistered after the property is split or otherwise modified. 

 Multiple MPAN registrations at the time of new connections, for instance, one MPAN registered 

to the address, one to the postcode. 

 Issues with iDNOs and MPAN registrations. 

Discussions 

The DQWG and respondents to the questionnaire identified the above as low-impact issues and it 

was agreed that these should not be further discussed within the scope of this working group.  

8.3.  Objection resolution 

Summary of Issues  

Although registration objections were not identified as an issue impacting the CoS process, they were 

discussed within the working group following a presentation of ElectraLink’s paper and key findings. 

One of the proposed improvements suggested by ElectraLink was an introduction of specific objection 

codes that would be included on the relevant dataflow when a registration objection is communicated 

to the gaining supplier. ElectraLink’s analysis noted that current objection communication between the 
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objecting and the gaining Supplier is not adequate and doesn’t provide the Supplier with sufficient 

information about the reason for objection.  

Discussions 

Participants discussed the necessity of introducing an additional data item and have taken the 

following circumstances into consideration:  

 There is currently an adequate objection resolution process and underlying arrangements in the 

MRA 

 The rejections data flow sent from the MPAS to the gaining supplier includes a registration 

rejection code (DTC Item J0107) which defines reasons/exceptions raised during the 

registrations and provides a list of over 50 specific codes.  

 Where an objection is raised by the Old supplier, the Old Supplier will contact the customer to 

try and resolve the cause for objection in accordance with the industry working practices and the 

MRA.  

 There are currently a number of options discussed by the COSEG in regards to the objections 

process.  

8.4. Summary of Other Identified Issues 

Overall, given the range of issues and concerns across the industry and the low impact of these 

issues on the CoS, the Group considered it did not need to discuss these issues further and made no 

specific recommendations.  

9. Conclusions 

The conclusions in this report are based on responses to the questionnaires together with the views 

and opinions expressed by the Group at DQWG meetings. The present electricity retail arrangements 

were implemented in 1998 and focussed on providing full competition to the remaining franchised 

market segments (<100kW market). The developed data transfer requirements were complex and 

precision was, and still is, required to enact an orderly customer transfer between competing 

suppliers. Some of the early identified issues related to the transfer of metering information between 

Half Hourly Supplier hubs. These types of issue were compounded when the Metering 2000 

programme introduced competition for NHH Supplier hubs. Not only were there problems with the 

transfer of metering information but now with meter reading histories. 
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Most of the obvious issues have been resolved in the last 16 years, since go live. Certainly all the 

identified quick wins and some of a more strategic nature have been tackled by successive initiatives, 

such as the Energy Retail Association (now Energy UK)’s Customer Transfer Programme. The 

DQWG found no quick wins and none are recommended in this report. Some of the more structural 

issues, in the retail market arrangements, have been addressed by additional checks and balances 

but none are fool proof and can be subject to a low failure rate. 

Since achieving the obvious quick wins the industry has embarked on an evolutionary path of issue 

resolution.  These small but progressive changes have been successful in reducing the number of 

issues and have improved the customer switching success rate. The DQWG noted that the customer 

transfer process is executed successfully (i.e. a change of Supplier reading is issued within 

prescribed timescales and is not disputed) in a significant majority of cases. However, some data 

quality problems still exist and those that can be identified have been included in this report, although 

in some cases no recommendations could be agreed. For those customer transfers where data 

quality issues do arise, resolution is complicated by the number of market participants involved in the 

process and the fact that none of those participants has visibility of all aspects of the process. This, in 

turn, can lead to delays and a poor customer experience.    

The Group is pleased to note there are other initiatives, in varying states of progress, to address 

some of the more structural problems that impact data quality. For instance single registration and 

industry wide databases will help to highlight and resolve some problems. Minimising the number of 

flows in the customer transfer process will inevitably reduce the number of data quality issues. These 

structural changes are outside the remit of the DQWG but the need for streamlining becomes even 

more imperative with the requirement for next-day switching. Any simplification of the highly 

distributed systems architecture is likely to result in fewer players, hence fewer handoffs, hence fewer 

opportunities for data to become lost in transit or lost in translation. 

The DQWG believes the issues that remain are individually small but collectively can have an impact 

on a relevant percentage of customers during the CoS process. Some are related to customer 

circumstances such as simultaneously registering with more than one Supplier or incorrect 

information supplied at the point of sale. Suppliers are already incentivised to assist the customer to 

provide the best information available but sometimes, after all reasonable validation checks, some 

interpretation is required that can occasionally be incorrect. The identified issues relating to data 

quality have been rigorously discussed by the DQWG and some recommendations are detailed in the 

next section.  

The present CoS processes are long and complex and any cost effective initiative to reduce the 

number of possible ‘pinch’ points should have a beneficial effect on the performance of the customer’s 

switching experience especially with the proposal for next day switching. 
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Many of the issues included in this report will, in varying degrees, be ameliorated by the smart 

metering programme roll out. For instance those issues associated with estimated CoS meter 

readings should be largely eliminated. In the smart metering world the new Supplier should have 

access to the actual meter reading at the point of transfer and will no longer be reliant on the old 

Supplier hub. This should help to ensure an accurate CoS meter reading can be promptly processed 

by both the old and new supplier. There will still be some reliance on the transfer of some MTD, 

unless these items are included as part of the centralised registration service or are removed from the 

critical path.  

Ofgem’s Smarter Markets programme is also considering the potential for universal Half Hourly 

Settlement and for centralised data processing. Both would improve the customer transfer process, 

the former by reducing the dependency on an agreed change-over reading and the latter by reducing 

the number of handoffs involved in the CoS process. 

These and other known changes have conditioned the DQWG recommendations as strategic, 

complex, or capital intensive changes may not be cost effective because of their very limited lifespan. 

It also needs to be recognised that there is already significant change in progress or planned over the 

next few years. Additional changes may place an unacceptable burden on already busy change 

programmes and increase their risk profile. Many of these change programmes will include some form 

of data cleansing with a requisite improvement of data quality.  

Presently there is little incentive for the old Supplier hub to resolve issues with the MTD and meter 

reading history that are identified during the customer transfer process. Often the new Supplier hub 

identifies these issues too late in the customer transfer process to stop an impact on customers’ 

switching experience. An industry wide database that includes MTD and metering reading histories 

could enable the new Supplier to identify these problems much earlier and take prompt action. 

However, an industry wide database will smooth the switching process only if the data items are fully 

validated, updated as changes take place and confirmed as correct. This report makes some tactical 

recommendations in this area but it is not clear that any substantive development programme would 

be viable with the roll out of smart meters imminent. .  

The gas and electricity retail arrangements have been developed using two different parallel paths 

and there are many differences in the market frameworks. With high levels of gas penetration in most 

regions of GB all the main Suppliers offer dual fuel options that are widely adopted by dual fuel 

customers. Most Suppliers’ customer relationship management (CRM) systems set up one customer 

account for both fuels. However, their systems have to deal with the differences between the gas and 

electricity arrangements in areas like address data and MPxNs. This can lead to ambiguity and 

potential error in the customer switching process. 
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Based on the above it seems sensible that gas and electricity code administrators should work more 

closely together to ensure future changes are consistent whenever it is sensible and practical to do 

so. The DQWG has made some data quality related recommendations that require cross-industry 

consideration, analysis and implementation options for subsequent consideration by the relevant 

governance bodies. These relate to uniform address formats, the adoption of UPRNs and the labelling 

of gas valves and electricity cut-outs. It should be noted that there is no governance to support these 

recommendations and this will require some cross-industry direction from the Authority.  

The DQWG note the intention for a single registration system to be introduced in 2018 and feel that a 

common address format agreed and implemented before the migration is likely to achieve a more 

trouble-free change and thereby minimise any customer impacts. 

The DQWG carefully considered the present obligations placed on relevant licence holders as 

requested by Ofgem. The existing licence obligations already mandate relevant licensees to become 

MRA and BSC parties. Both codes already place adequate obligations on parties with regard to the 

creation and maintenance of relevant industry data. These obligations are described in the relevant 

sections of the report.  

The Group did not identify any new licence obligations that would have a proportionate impact on the 

quality of data used in the customer transfer process. 

Therefore, the DQWG has made no recommendations to change licence conditions.  

10. Recommendations 

This section presents a summary of the recommendations made by the DQWG to support the Ofgem 

request in their letter dated 24 June 2014. Further information about the issue analysis and the 

options considered can be found in sections 6 and 7. Where the DQWG has considered an issue but 

has made no recommendation more information is provided in section 8.  

Address Data Recommendations:  

 Further analysis of potential use of consistent address formats and UPRNs though a joint 

gas and electricity working group. The DQWG considers that it is important that gas and 

electricity industries work more closely to form a shared view on consistent use of UPRNs and 

similar address formats across both markets. This will enable industry stakeholders to have a 

coherent understanding of benefits, challenges and the scope of this solution so a final decision 

can be made. 
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 Monitor the post-implementation effect of CP019211, which proposes a clear determination of 

mandatory and non-mandatory data items Suppliers must provide as part of their address 

update request. The Groups believe that CP0192 will address concerns raised by the parties 

and provide an adequate process for mitigating risks associated with incorrect or inconsistent 

address data updates sent manually. 

 Further analysis of the potential to grant switching sites and TPIs access to ECOES. This could 

be facilitated through the cross-industry working group suggested in previous recommendations.  

Metering Data Recommendations:  

 ELEXON will continue to address underperformance through the use of Performance Assurance 

Techniques such as PARMS, the BSC Audit and Error and Failure Resolution, as described in 

in Sections 5.3 and 7.2. 

 ELEXON to raise a BSC Change Proposal to sharpen the requirement to transfer revised Meter 

Technical Details when a meter exchange is carried out after the old Meter Operator has 

transferred MTD to the new Meter Operator on a CoS. 

 ELEXON will continue to address underperformance through the use Performance Assurance 

Techniques such as PARMS, the BSC Audit and Error and Failure Resolution, as described in 

in Sections 5.3 and 7.4. 

 ELEXON will monitor the outcome of Modification Proposal P302 (Improve the Change of 

Supplier Meter read and Settlement process for smart Meters) and, depending on the outcome, 

will consult with Suppliers and NHHDCs on extending the use of the ‘Notification of Old Supplier’ 

(D0311) flow, with a view to raising a Change Proposal. 

 ELEXON will continue to address underperformance in obtaining actual readings through the 

use of PARMS and Supplier Charges. 

 Suppliers to initiate the solution options considered under BSC Issue 45 (‘Introduction of 

Change of Supply Agreed Read Principle to correct all errors in Settlements’) subject to 

identifying a business case for change. 

 ELEXON to develop guidance for Meter Operators and Suppliers on best practices for 

retrospective corrections to MTD. 

 

 ELEXON to review the interoperability solutions proposed by the Issue 46 group, once P272 has 

been implemented and if the problems persist in the Half Hourly sector.  

                                                      

11 MAP CP 0192- Changes to MAP 09 to improve efficiencies when address updates are required was accepted at MDB_14_0626  

https://mrasco.com/change-proposals/change-tracker/84?cpid=22117 

 

https://mrasco.com/change-proposals/change-tracker/84?cpid=22117
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 ELEXON to review with Suppliers and agents whether the interoperability issues for advanced 

meters in Profile Classes 1 to 4 are sufficient to justify progressing any of the options identified 

in the Issue 46 report. 

 Further analysis should be undertaken in order to obtain a better understanding of the costs and 

benefits around mandatory labelling of the MPxN on the termination of the electricity or gas 

supply. This was proposed to alleviate issues arising from addresses being allocated to the 

incorrect MPxN.  

The recommendations in this report will be progressed under the BSC or MRA change processes, as 

appropriate. Some of the recommendations are common between the electricity and gas reports and 

it is recommended that these will need to be further assessed and developed by a joint electricity-gas 

working group before being submitted to the appropriate industry change management processes. 

The governance of such a joint industry working group will need consideration by Ofgem. 
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Appendix 1 

 

 Joint Electricity Code Data Quality Working Group (DQWG) 

Terms of Reference 

DOCUMENT CONTROLS 

Version Status Date Approval Reason for Change 

0.2 Draft 08/08/2014 DQWG First draft 

1.0 Final 15/09/2014 DQWG Amendments from DQWG 

 

1. ESTABLISHMENT 

The Data Quality Working Group (DQWG) is a sub-committee of the MRA Executive Committee 

(MEC) established in accordance with clauses 6.53 and 6.54 of the MRA. 

This is in line with the request outlined in the open letter published by Ofgem on 24 June 2014: open 

letter on Industry Data Quality, Ownership and Governance.    

2. OBJECTIVES 

 To undertake a piece of work, with the support of the relevant code administrators through a 

cross code group(s), to review the data quality arrangements that support the consumer 

switching process; and 

 Report to Ofgem by the end of December 2014 on findings and any recommendations to 

ensure that the arrangements support effective competition and consumer interests.  

3. SCOPE OF RESPONSIBILITIES   

The following scope is as set out in Ofgem’s letter dated 24th June 2014. 

Relevant data items  

 The data items that support the switching process - these will include those associated with 

address and metering data. Whilst undertaking this work and producing the final report, Panels 

and industry groups are encouraged to also take into consideration data quality issues which may 

result from deficiencies in processes other than the Change of Supplier process such as in 

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/ofgem-publications/85203/openletteronpotentialreformstothechangeofsuppliermeterreadprocessforsmartgasmeters.pdf
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/ofgem-publications/85203/openletteronpotentialreformstothechangeofsuppliermeterreadprocessforsmartgasmeters.pdf
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relation to new connections, change or meter etc. A high-level assessment of current data 

accuracy associated with the Change of Supplier process. This should separately identify issues 

impacting different market groups and sectors e.g. domestic and non-domestic consumers.  

Current arrangements to ensure data quality and identification of existing issues  

 The existing code obligations (MRA and BSC) that support data quality and on which Parties 

those relevant obligations fall  

 An explanation of the processes and systems for updating each data item to maintain its accuracy  

 The specific code obligations that drive the existing monitoring arrangements, as well as any 

supplemental monitoring arrangements that sit outside the formal code agreements, to establish 

when parties have not met their requirements  

 If effective enforcement measures are in place to require Parties to maintain data accuracy  

 Any instances when the responsibility for the accuracy of data and the duty to ensure its accuracy 

is not clear  

Potential remedies  

 Any improvements that are currently being developed and their anticipated impact on data 

accuracy 

 Any additional and proportionate improvements that should be made with the aim of securing data 

accuracy including (but not limited to):  

- Any changes that should be made to clarify or amend responsibility for maintaining data 

quality;  

- Any changes that should be made to improve monitoring and/or the enforcement of 

responsibilities;  

- Any changes that should be made to existing rules around the processing or sending of data;  

- Any improvements that could be made to enhance or ensure the integrity and consistency of 

data across existing systems; and  

- An assessment of potential benefits of a new licence obligation on parties to update relevant 

systems when they become aware that the data held is inaccurate.  

 To provide views on how Ofgem’s proposals for next-day switching on a new centralised 

registration service can best be designed to maximise data quality. 

 

4. OUTPUTS  

Provide a report to the MRA Executive Committee and BSC Panel for their approval prior to 

submission to Ofgem, by the end of December 2014.  This should include analysis and 

recommendations on any improvements that are identified to meet the objective of the Working Group 

and intended outcomes set out above. The Chair shall have the responsibility to develop and deliver 

the report, and shall hereby rely on the appropriate input and support of Working Group members and 

Code Administrators. 
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The Working Group will be cognisant of the outputs from the Change of Supplier Expert Group 

(COSEG) and will take account of any advised feedback and direction .   

5. MEMBERSHIP 

Members will be industry experts nominated by the MRA,BSC, DTSA Service Provider, DCC and 

Citizens Advice Bureau as a customer body. Ofgem will be invited to attend all meetings, as well as a 

representative of the equivalent Working Group in gas.    

Members may nominate an alternate to attend meeting on their behalf.  Alternatives should be notified 

to the Chair and Secretary in advance of the meeting. 

Other persons may attend at the discretion of the Working Group Chair.   

MRASCo will provide the Chair and Secretary for DQWG, and will provide analytical support, 

including facilities, papers, printing etc with respect to the management of meetings. 

6. ROLE OF CHAIR 

The Chair’s role will be to chair meetings, facilitate discussions, and encourage consensus. 

7. REQUIREMENT OF MEMBERS 

Members shall be individuals who have a good knowledge of retail electricity governance, the data 

used in those processes and who understand and will at all times consider the business, regulatory 

and governance considerations. 

Members should be prepared to take actions, circulate material and report to DQWG on views and 

actions taken. 

8. MEETING ATTENDANCE 

Only the nominated representative (or their Alternate) will normally be expected to attend meetings.   

A Member may make a request to the Chair in advance of any meeting that they wish more than one 

representative from their organisation to attend that meeting.  In the event that the number of potential 

attendees causes difficulties, the Chair may advise the organisation concerned that only one 

representative may attend that meeting. 

Representatives of organisations who have been granted observer status may attend all or part of 

meetings and shall be entitled to speak at the invitation of the Chair but not to vote. 
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The Chair will have the authority to request attendance by specific individuals, including non-MRA 

Parties, for all or part of a meeting to inform consideration of individual issues. 

Any Member may also invite an interested individual to attend a meeting, or part of a meeting, subject 

to prior agreement by the Chair. 

9. MEETING FREQUENCY 

Meetings will be convened when required.  MRASCo will confirm meeting dates to the Members. 

Where a meeting is required, DQWG may agree to hold such meeting electronically. 

The Chair will be entitled to cancel any scheduled meetings if, in the Chair’s opinion, there are 

insufficient items of importance for debate at the meeting. 

Where a Member of the DQWG considers that there are sufficient items of importance to warrant an 

additional meeting to those scheduled, they may request such a meeting be held.  Such additional 

meetings will be subject to the agreement of the Chair. 

10. CONFIDENTIALITY 

Any information obtained as a result of any meeting of DQWG and/or related papers shall be 

considered “confidential information” unless it is or becomes generally available to the public, was 

already in the possession of the meeting attendee, or the Chair agrees in writing that it is not 

confidential. 

“Confidential information” shall not be disclosed to any other parties other than representatives 

(employees, agents and other representatives) of the organisation that the meeting attendee 

represents at DQWG and then only if the meeting attendee informs the representative of the 

confidential nature of the information and associated non-disclosure requirements. 

The meeting attendee, at all times, will be responsible for the representative’s compliance with these 

requirements.  

11. DECISION MAKING 

All matters requiring decision by DQWG will be agreed via a simple majority of the votes of those 

members present.  Voting members may vote for or against a proposed course of action, or abstain.  

Only “for” and “against” votes will be counted in determining a majority. 



                                                                           

  

 

                                                                       

                               

                                                           

Electricity Data Quality Review 

Page | 73 

Commercial in Confidence  

Only those parties whose members (or other representative as agreed with the Chair) are present 

may vote. 

Where there is not majority agreement, this will be minuted.  Solutions may include referring the 

matter to MEC and/or the BSC. 

For the avoidance of doubt, each Member organisation will only be entitled to a single vote even 

where additional representatives of that party are present. 

12. REPORTING 

DQWG reports directly to MEC.   

13. ADMINISTRATION 

MRASCo will fulfil the secretariat function to include taking minutes; agreeing and circulating agendas 

and papers, calling and booking meetings; liaising with MEC and BSC and the gas Working Group 

that is convened to consider data quality for the other gas Code Panels and service providers as 

required; controlling the logging and circulation of documents and maintaining contact lists. 

Minutes will be produced and issued to all DQWG Members and attendees within five (5) working 

days of the meeting.  The minutes and papers will be copied to all DQWG Members, and those 

observers who attended that particular meeting. 

14. FUNDING 

The costs of meeting rooms, refreshments and supporting services will be met by MRASCo.  

Participants will meet their attendance expenses. 
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Appendix 2- DQWG Project Plan  
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Appendix 3- CoS Process Flows  

 
COS- OLD SUPPLIER PROCESS FLOWS  
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COS- NEW SUPPLIER PROCESS FLOWS  
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COS- NEW SUPPLIER PROCESS FLOWS  

 

 

FLOW ID 

 

DATA FLOW NAME 

D0004 Notification of Failure to Obtain Reading 

D0010 Meter Readings 

D0011 Agreement of Contractual Terms 

D0012 Confirmation of the Inclusion of the Metering Point in the Reading Schedules 

D0019 Metering System EAC/AA Data 

D0023 Failed Instructions 

D0052 Affirmation of Metering System Settlement Details 

D0055 Registration of Supplier to Specified Metering Point 

D0057 Rejection of Registration 

D0058 Notification of Termination of Supply Registration 

D0064 Notification of an Objection to Change of Supplier Made By the Old Supplier 

D0065 Confirmation of Receipt of a Registration Objection 

D0066 Rejection of a Registration Objection 

D0067 Notification of an Objection to Change of Supplier Sent to the New Supplier 

D0068 Removal of Registration Objection 

D0069 Rejection of Registration Objection Removal 

D0071 Customer Own Reading or Supplier Estimated Reading on Change of Supplier 

D0072 Instruction to Obtain Change of Supplier Reading 

D0086 Notification of Change of Supplier Readings 

D0089 Notification from MPAS of Changed Metering Point Details 

D0090 Confirmation of the Removal of a Registration Objection 

D0091 Notification of Removal of a Registration Objection 

D0092 Advice to an Old Supplier of a Change of Supply Registration Deletion 

D0093 Advice to a New Supplier of a Change of Supply Registration Deletion 

D0148 Notification of Change to Other Parties 

D0149 Notification of Mapping Details 

D0150 Non Half-hourly Meter Technical Details 

D0151 Termination of Appointment or Contract by Supplier 

D0152 Metering System EAC/AA Historical Data 

D0153 Notification of Data Aggregator Appointment and Terms 

D0155 Notification of Meter Operator or Data Collector Appointment and Terms 

D0170 Request for Metering System Related Details 

D0171 Notification of Distributor Changes to Metering Point Details 

D0172 Confirmation of Changes 

D0203 Rejection of Changes to Metering Point Details 
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D0205 Update Registration Details 

D0209 Instruction(s) to Non Half Hourly or Half Hourly Data Aggregator 

D0217 Confirmation of the Registration of a Metering Point 

D0260 Notification from MPAS of Old Supplier Registration Details 

D0261 Rejection of Agent Appointment 

D0300 Disputed Readings or Missing Readings on Change of Supplier 

D0301 Erroneous Transfer Communication 

D0302 Notification of Customer Details 

D0303 Notification of Meter Operator, Supplier and Metering Assets installed / removed by the MOP to the 

MAP 

D0305 Notice of Customer Requested Objection 

D0311 Notification of Old Supplier Information 

D0312 Notification of Meter Information to ECOES 

D0313 Auxiliary Meter Technical Details 

D0358 Withdrawal of Registration by New Supplier to Specified Metering Point 

D0359 Acceptance of Withdrawal Process Flow  

D0360 Rejection of Withdrawal Process Flow 

D0361 Retention of Supply Registration Process Flow 
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Appendix 4- CoS Process Description   

Parties 

Data Flows 
Involved in 
the process 

Description 

Customer  
New Supplier  

 Customer approaches a supplier to provide a quote for supply.  

 
Where the customer knows the MPAN Core (because the Distribution Business has 
notified them) or where the MPAN Core is accessed from the Consolidated Monthly 
Report or where the Supplier is confident that the MPAN details are not required in 
order to provide a quote, then the Supplier can quote without requesting further 
information. If however, the Supplier needs the MPAN information in order to quote, it 
must either approach the Distributor/MPAS for this information or ask the Customer to 
do so. 

 
Customer  
New Supplier 

 New Supplier:  

On receipt of a request for a supply quote, the supplier may choose to obtain the MPAN 
details. This may be through the Customer or directly to the associated Distribution 
Business/MPAS concerned. 

Customer  
New Supplier 

 Customer receives the requested quote, considers it and then decides on an 

appropriate course of action. If the customer signs up to a supply contract, then they are 
implicitly signing up to a connection agreement with a distributor. 

New Supplier  
MPAS 
Distributor  

D0055 
D0225 
D0302  

New Supplier: 

Submit registration request to MPAS 
Once the customer has accepted the contract and any cooling off period has expired, 
the New Supplier will register for the metering point. 
The Supplier also provides customer details to the Distributor and, where appropriate, 
details of any Special Needs requirements 

MPAS 
New Supplier  
DA 
Old Supplier  
 

D0057 
D0217  
D0209  
D0260 
D0171  
D0058 
 

MPAS: 

MPAS receives the registration request. 
Process the Change of Supplier registration request (either Reject it or inform relevant 
parties). 
If this is invalid – reject the request. 
Otherwise 
- confirm registration to new Supplier 
- notify old supplier of registration 
- notify appointed DA and any pending DAs 
of the registration 

Old Supplier  
MPAS 
Agents 
New Supplier  

D0058 
D0311 
D0305 
D0064 
D0151 

Old Supplier:  

The old Supplier receives notification that the new supplier has registered. The old 
supplier may choose to object to the registration. 
 
Consider termination of supply – raise objection if appropriate. If no objection raised, 
terminate appointments and issue the D0311 to the New Supplier.  
 
Grounds for objection in the MRA: 
i) outstanding debt at domestic premises 
ii) erroneous registration 
iii) there are other related MPANs that have 
not been registered 
iv) the customer states not to have entered into a contract with the new Supplier 
 
If there is no objection, the old Supplier should commence de-appointing its agents and 
issue the D0311 to the New Supplier. 

MPAS 
Old Supplier 
New Supplier 
Old DA 
New DA 
 

D0209 
D0065 
D0171 
D0064 
D0089 
D0066 
D0067 

If Objection raised by the Old Supplier, MPAS:  

 
Process Objection and notify all the parties concerned 
On receipt of the notification of objection, MPAS either rejects the request (if it is invalid) 
or accepts the objection.  
 
On acceptance, MPAS notifies the DB, the old Supplier and the new Supplier 
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MPAS 
Old Supplier  
New Supplier  

D0092 
D0093 
D0151 
D0303 
 

MPAS:  

If objection upheld, MPAS notifies the New Supplier that the objection has not been 
removed, appropriate de-appointments take place.  

New Supplier  
New MO 
New DC 
New DA 
MPAS 
 

D0155 
D0153 
D0225 
D0302 
 

New Supplier:  

Appoint agents to the metering point. Notify Distributor of CoS and any change in 
address details. 
 
On receipt of the confirmation of registration and the details of the MPAD data held by 
the old Supplier, the new Supplier can appoint its agents (if not already started). 
 
Where the new Supplier believes the registration has been made in error, he may 
contact the old Supplier to request that a co-operative objection is made so that the 
registration reverts to the old Supplier. 
Having received a copy of the address held on MPAS (from the D0217) the Supplier 
may identify a possible discrepancy in the metering point address from the information 
provided by the Customer. If this is the case, the Supplier will notify the Distributor of 
this discrepancy. This communication is outwith the DTC. 

New DC 
New Supplier  

D0011 
D0261 

New DC: 

Process appointment details. Take appropriate action. 
Receive & accept or reject the terms and conditions of the appointment to the metering 
point concerned.  

New MO 
New Supplier  
MAP 

D0011 
D0303 
D0261 

New MO:  

Process appointment details. Take appropriate action.  
Receive & accept or reject the terms and conditions of the appointment to the metering 
point concerned.  
 
Where the meter operator accepts the appointment, the notification of appointment will 
be passed to the MAP. The new meter operator may need to contact the MAP to 
arrange and agree specification of metering equipment required. 

New DA 
 

D0261 
D0011 

New DA:  

Agree Contractual Terms 
Receive & accept or reject details of the contractual appointment from the Supplier. 
It should be noted that the DA takes the details of its appointment for settlement liability, 
from MPAS 

New Supplier 
New MO 
New DC 
 

D0148 
D0205 
D0302 

New Supplier:  

Process Acknowledgement and send details of other agents and customer details.  
 
Once the new DC has confirmed acceptance of the appointment, the New Supplier 
must forward details of the other agent appointments and the customer name and 
address details. 
 
Notification to a MOP or DC of any change to relevant Agent appointments and/or 
terminations for the metering point for the three functional processes: new connection, 
change of supplier and change of agent(s) 
 

New DC 
Old DC 

D0170 New DC: Request MP details from old NHH DC 

Once the newly appointed DC receives details of the previously appointed DC, it will 
request the meter reading history from that agent. 
 

Old DC 
New DC 

D0010 
D0152 

Old DC: 

Process the request for the metering point history data.  
The old DC processes the request to pass on the meter read history. 
The old NHHDC will pass the most recent meter reading, EAC and AA data in 
accordance with the rules described in BSCP 504 

New MO 
Old MO 

D0170 New MO:  

Request Metering Point Technical details from Old MO 
Once the newly appointed MO receives details of the previously appointed MO, it will 
request the meter technical details from that agent. 
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Old MO 
New MO 

D0149 
D0150  

Old MO:  

Process the request for the metering point equipment data 
Old Meter operator processes the request and passes on the meter details. 

New MO 
New DC 

D0149 
D0150 

New MO:  

Receive meter details, update records and pass on to DC, Distributor and Supplier. 
 
The new meter operator receives a copy of the meter technical and mapping details 
from the old meter operator and passes these onto the DC, Distributor and Supplier. 
 
If not already done so the meter operator will notify the MAP of the appointment. The 
new meter operator may need to contact the MAP to arrange and agree specification of 
metering equipment required. 

New DC 
Distributor  

D0012 New DC:  

Receive Metering Point details, update records and confirm Inclusion in Reading 
Schedules.  
The DC receives the meter reading history from the outgoing DC. Once the new DC has 
received the meter technical details from the appointed MO, the DC will be able to 
confirm that the metering point has been included within the reading schedules. 

New MO 
Distributor  

D0149 
D0150  

New MO: 

The Meter Operator sends confirmation of the meter technical details to the Distributor 

New Supplier 
New DC 
 

D0071 
D0072  
D0010  
D0086 
D0004 
 

New Supplier:  

If the new Supplier has a Customer Own Reading, this will be forwarded to the new 
Data Collector for processing. 
 
Instruction to DC to obtain a meter reading. Where there is no Customer own reading, 
the Supplier instructs the DC to obtain a meter reading for the SSD.  
 
New DC:  

The DC either processes the CoR provided by the New Supplier or obtains a meter 
reading (which may include deeming a reading). If the customer own reading fails 
validation, the DC will notify the New Supplier of this and await further instruction. 
 
 

New DC D0086  
 

New DC:  

 
Choose most appropriate valid reading and process as CoS reading 
 
The order of precedence for each read is stated in BSCP 504 and is summarised below: 
 
1. All valid actual (NHHMO, NHHDC, and Customer Own) readings are potential 
candidates for the CoS reading, provided they are read within the SSD ±5 days. 
2. The reading closest to (ignoring sign) or on SSD is used to generate the SSD 
reading, unless the reading on SSD or the first reading after SSD is a Final read in 
which case the Final read should be used (irrespective of the proximity of other reads 
prior to SSD). 
3. If two reads fall equally either side of SSD, then the +SSD read is used. 
4. If there are multiple reads on the same day then the precedence (if systems can 
cope), is NHHMO Final (1st choice), Meter Reading equating to 1kWh advance agreed 
by Suppliers pursuant to 3.2.6 for the purposes of correcting an erroneous registration, 
NHHDC, Customer Own reading (last choice). 

New Supplier  D0086 
D0300 
 
 

New Supplier:  

The new Supplier on receipt of the Change of Supplier meter reading chooses either to 
accept the reading and use this as the opening reading for the customer account or 
decides to dispute the reading 

Customer  
New Supplier  

 Customer disputes MroCoS with the New Supplier. The customer disputes the Change 

of Supplier reading with the new Supplier 
 
Agree to an accommodation with the Customer or continue with formal dispute. The 
New Supplier either reaches agreement with the customer on an allowance to resolve 
the dispute or else progresses the dispute further. 

New Supplier 
Old Supplier  

D0300 New Supplier: Proposed MroCoS 

The New Supplier notifies the old Supplier that it intends to dispute the Change of 
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Supplier reading and proposes an alternative 

Old Supplier 
New Supplier  

D0300 Old Supplier:  

Respond to proposed replacement MroCoS. The Old Supplier receives notification from 
the New Supplier that the CoS reading is being disputed and the alternative reading.  
The Old Supplier considers whether to accept or propose an alternative reading. 

New Supplier 
Old Supplier 

D0300 New Supplier: 

Respond to alternative reading or request for actual reading. The New Supplier 
considers the alternative proposed CoS reading and decides on further action. This may 
involve agreeing to the alternative, instigating an actual read or further negotiation with 
the old Supplier. 

New Supplier 
New DC 

D0300 New Supplier: 

The New Supplier forwards a copy of the agreed replacement Change of Supplier 
reading to the appointed Data Collector 

New DC 
New Supplier 
Distributor  
Old DC 

D0086 
D0004 
D0005 

 
New DC:  

Generate replacement MroCoS in accordance with the New Supplier instruction. If read 
fails validation then request further instruction from the New Supplier. If a valid 
replacement MroCoS is generated, then provide this to all relevant parties and withdraw 
the original MroCoS 
The new Data Collector obtains and process an actual reading (if it has been requested 
to do so) or processes the agreed alternative reading provided by the new Supplier. 

Old DC 
Old Supplier 
New DC 

D0086 Old DC: 

Receive withdrawal of original read and replacement MroCoS, process and pass to Old 
Supplier. The old Data Collector receives notification of the withdrawn reading and the 
replacement reading and passes these on to the old Supplier 

Old Supplier 
Customer   

 Old Supplier:  

Process CoS reading and issue final account to the Customer.  
The old Supplier receives notification that the previous CoS reading has been 
withdrawn and that there is a replacement reading. This may be used to generate a 
revised closing account to the customer. 
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Appendix 5- CoS Data Items   

HH and NHH Meter Technical Details  

Data Item  Ownership  MRA DTC 

Reference Number  

Description  

Associated 
Meter Id 

MRA J0476 The identifier of a meter within the metering system, which together 
with Associated Meter Register Id uniquely identifies a Meter 
Register, which checks the readings on the Main Register (or vice 
versa), dependent on the value of Main or Check Register Ind. For 
half hourly meters, this data item must be completed for a Main 
meter which has an associated Check meter. The Main meter 
register which has a Check meter should have the Associated Meter 
Id data item populated with the Meter Id (Serial Number) of the 
Check meter associated with this Main. The Main meter points to (or 
references) the Check meter. 

Associated 
Meter Register Id 

MRA J0477 The identifier of a meter register within an Associated Meter Id 

which checks the readings on the Main Register (or vice versa). For 

half hourly meters, this data item must be completed for a Main 

meter which has an associated Check meter. The Main meter register 

Associated Meter Register Id data item should be populated with the 

Meter Register Id of the register on the Check meter associated with 

this Main register.  

Certification 
Date 

MRA J0462 Date of certification issued by meter manufacturer or company 
approved date for a meter indicating fitness for use. 

Certification 
Expiry Date 

MRA J0463 Date on which a meter needs to be replaced or routine maintenance 
required, as manufacturer's certification or company approved date 
has expired. 

Channel Number MRA J0382 The number of a channel within an Outstation to which a meter 
register is related. 

Communications 
Address 

MRA J0385 The address of an Outstation or Communications Node. Generally 
the telephone number, or Paknet address for the Outstation. 

Communications 
Method 

MRA J0386 The means by which remote communications to an Outstation can 
be achieved. 
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CT Ratio MRA J0454 CT Ratio is used to describe the ratio of the rated through (primary) 
current to the output (secondary) current of a current transformer in 
Amps. 

Date of Meter 
Installation 

MRA J0848 The date that the current meter was installed. 

Date of Meter 
Removal 

MRA J1269 The date that the meter was removed from a metering point. 

Effective from 
Settlement Date 
{MSMTD} 

MRA J1254 The first settlement date on which a metering system is configured 
according to the initial or subsequently revised Meter Technical 
Details. 

Effective From 
Settlement Date 
{MSNSFC} 

MRA J1268 The date at which a metering system can support a Metering 
System Non Settlement Functionality. 

Effective from 
Settlement Date 
{SCON} 

MRA J0300 The first inclusive settlement date on which a Metering System is 
assigned to a Standard Settlement Configuration. 

Energisation 
Status 

BSC J0080 A new Metering System or the resumption of supply to a Metering 
System following a period of de-energisation, such that the Metering 
System is considered to be active for the purposes of settlement. 
This definition applies irrespective of the actual method used, e.g. 
insertion of fuse at the connection point or other method. Identifies 
the Energisation Status of the metering system. 

Main/Check 
Indicator 

MRA J0408 Indicates whether a Meter Register channel is main or check i.e. 
redundant, or channels currently unacceptable to Settlements. 

Maintenance 
Date 

MRA J0480 The date on which the maintenance work was carried out. 

Manufacturers 
Make & Type 

MRA J0410 The manufacturer’s make name and type number of a Meter. 
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Measurement 
Class Id 

BSC J0082 Unique identifier for the measurement classification of Metering 
System. Measurement Class determines how the power values for a 
Metering System are to be aggregated. 

Measurement 
Quantity Id 

BSC J0103 Identifies the quantity which may be measured (e.g. consumption or 
generation). A measurement of consumption required for settlement 
and DUoS purposes. Each Metering Code of Practise specifies the 
set of measured quantities that is supported by the Metering System 
these include Active Import(kWh), Active Export (kWh), Reactive 
Import(kVArh), Reactive Export(kVArh). For the purpose of data 
collection providing data to settlements, the values of measurement 
quantity are active import and active export (kWh). 

Meter Asset 
Provider Id 

BSC J1677 The unique market-wide reference for a provider of metering 
equipment. 

Meter COP MRA J0418 A reference to indicate to which COP the metering system is 
configured. 

Meter COP 
Dispensation 

MRA J0461 A reference number identifying a dispensation granted by the 
Metering sub-committee, where a meter does not conform to the 
required Code of Practice in some area. 

Meter Current 
Rating 

MRA J0501 The maximum current rating that can be passed through a meter 
(excluding acceptable overload current). 

Meter Id (Serial 
Number) 

MRA J0004 The serial number which is stamped onto the meter nameplate at 
manufacture, which is used as the main identifier of a Meter 

Meter Location MRA J0419 The actual location of the metering system within the site. 

Meter Register Id MRA J0010 The reference Id for a Meter Register within a meter. 

Meter Register 
Multiplier 

MRA J0475 The number by which the register reading must be multiplied to get 
the true register value. 
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Meter Register 
Type 

MRA J0474 Indicates the type of consumption measured by a Meter Register - 
cumulative or maximum demand. 

Meter Type MRA J0483 Indicates the type of meter - Half Hourly or Non-Half Hourly. 

Metering System 
Non Settlement 
Functionality 
Code 

MRA J1267 A code identifying the data recorded at a metering point in addition 
to the data specified by the SSC. 

Nature of 
Maintenance 

MRA J0008 Details of the tests, maintenance and replacement work done by the 
Meter Operator on the meters, communications equipment and links 
in a Metering System. 

Number of 
Register Digits 

MRA J0478 Number of digits/dials to the left of the decimal point. 

Outstation COP MRA J0465 Reference of Codes of Practice (CoPs) that are met by the 
Outstation (regardless of dispensation). Each CoP clarifies duties 
and obligations and sets out guidelines. 

Outstation COP 
Dispensation 

MRA J0467 A reference number identifying a dispensation granted by the 
Metering sub-committee, where a meter does not conform to the 
required Code of Practice in some area. 

Outstation 
Encryption Key 

MRA J0468 The access code for gaining access to a remote communications 
outstation. 

Outstation 
Number of 
Channels 

MRA J0469 The number of configured channels (or actively recording 
information) on an Outstation. The data collection system needs to 
know the number of configured channels, even if the recorded 
information is not required by the data collection system for 
submission to another party. 

Outstation 
Password Level 
1 

MRA J0470 Password Level 1 must be populated if the Outstation requires a 
password for interrogation. For those metering systems only having 
one password, this field must store the Master / Administrator 
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password. 

Outstation PIN MRA J0464 This parameter is to permit multi-drop (daisy chaining or cascading) 
of multiple outstations on a single communication line. 

Outstation Type MRA J0471 An identifier for the type of outstation 

Pulse Multiplier MRA J0432 Meter registers measure half hour data as pulses and for each 
meter, a pulse factor is programmed into the meter to ensure it 
records correctly. The pulse multiplier is the factor required to adjust 
the pulses collected by the meter to the appropriate measured 
quantity (kWh or kVArs). The typical value of the factor is dependent 
on the meter programming. 

Register 
Mapping 
Coefficient  

MRA J0679 Register mapping coefficient is used to report the number of times 
the consumption at a physical register should be used to calculate 
the consumption at a TPR, or settlement register. It allows registers 
to be summed or differenced to calculate consumption for a 
settlement register. 

Retrieval Method MRA J0098 A code identifying the method by which meter data is collected from 
the meter. 

Retrieval Method 
Effective Date  

MRA J0722 The calendar date that a data retrieval method is applicable from. 

Standard 
Settlement 
Configuration Id 

BSC J0076 The unique market-wide reference for a Standard Settlement 
Configuration (logical Non-Half Hourly metering configuration 
supported by the settlement process). 

Tele-
Switch/Clock 
Indicator 

BSC J0134 Indicates whether a Time Pattern Regime is controlled by a Tele-
Switch or a time-switch (clock). 

Timing Device Id 
(Serial Number) 

MRA J0716 The serial number which is stamped onto the nameplate at 
manufacture. 
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VT Ratio MRA J0455 VT Ratio to be expressed as primary voltage/secondary voltage e.g. 
11000/110. Both parts to be expressed in volts. 

Baud Rate MRA J1260 Describes the remote communications data transfer rate configured 
at the Outstation. 

Meter Memory 
Location 

MRA J1710 The reference Id for the individual memory location within a meter 
which should be interrogated to find a particular register. 

Outstation ID MRA J0428 An identifier for an Outstation which is programmed into the 
Outstation firmware during manufacture or subsequent 
programming. This data item is currently referred to as the DCID, 
Data Collector Id or Device Id. 

Remote 
Disable/Enable 
Capability 

MRA J1717 Identifies whether the Metering Equipment can be remotely 
disabled/enabled. 

Timestamp Meter 
Memory 
Location 

MRA J1718 The reference Id for the individual memory location within a meter 
which should be interrogated to find a particular timestamp. 

 

Address Data  

Data Item  Ownership  MRA DTC 

Reference Number  

Description  

Metering Point 
Address Line 1 

MRA J1036 A free format character string for address details for a Metering 
Point for line 1 of the address.  

Metering Point 
Address Line 2 

MRA J1037 A free format character string for address details for a Metering 
Point for line 2 of the address 

Metering Point MRA J1038 A free format character string for address details for a Metering 
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Address Line 3 Point for line 3 of the address 

Metering Point 
Address Line 4 

MRA J1039 A free format character string for address details for a Metering 
Point for line 4 of the address 

Metering Point 
Address Line 5 

MRA J1040 A free format character string for address details for a Metering 
Point for line 5 of the address 

Metering Point 
Address Line 6 

MRA J1041 A free format character string for address details for a Metering 
Point for line 6 of the address 

Metering Point 
Address Line 7 

MRA J1042 A free format character string for address details for a Metering 
Point for line 7 of the address 

Metering Point 
Address Line 8 

MRA J1043 A free format character string for address details for a Metering 
Point for line 8 of the address 

Metering Point 
Address Line 9 

MRA J1044 A free format character string for address details for a Metering 
Point for line 9 of the address 

Metering Point 
Postcode 

MRA J0263 The postal zone of the Metering Point. This is an alias of 'Postcode' 
(J757).  

Metering Point 
Unique Property 
Reference 
Number (UPRN) 

MRA J1840 The unique national reference number of the property. This is an 
alias of 'Unique Property Reference Number' (J1675). 
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Meter Readings and Associated Data  

Data Item  Ownership  MRA DTC 
Reference 
Number  

Description  

Estimated 
Annual 
Consumption 

BSC J0081 For each metering system, a weather normalised estimate of 
consumption over a calendar year. 

BSC Validation 
Status 

MRA J0022 Indicates whether readings or Half Hourly advances have been 
validated for BSC Settlement, passed BSC Validation or failed BSC 
Validation. 

MD Reset Date & 
Time 

MRA J0044 The date and time at which a Maximum Demand Meter is reset to 
zero. 

Meter Id (Serial 
Number) 

MRA J0004 The serial number which is stamped onto the meter nameplate at 
manufacture, which is used as the main identifier of a Meter. 

Meter Reading 
Flag 

MRA J0045 Indicates whether register reading is valid or suspect. 

Meter Reading 
Reason Code 

MRA J0332 Code indicating the reason why meter reading data has failed 
validation. A Reason Code exists for each validation failure type. If 
the Meter Reading Flag is set to False then Meter Reading Reason 
Code is set to one of a pre-determined set of codes. 

Meter Reading 
Status 

MRA J0047 Indicates whether register reading is valid or suspect. If meter 
readings are flagged as ‘suspect’ (see Data Item 'Meter Reading 
Flag') they are checked. If the data is still considered to be invalid, 
'Meter Reading Status' is set to the same value as 'Meter Reading 
Flag'. If the data is considered to be valid, 'Meter Reading Status' is 
set to valid 'Meter Reading Flag' and 'Meter Reading Reason Code' 
are retained for audit purposes. 

Meter Register Id MRA J0010 The reference Id for a Meter Register within a meter. 
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Number of MD 
Resets 

MRA J1013 The number of times that the Maximum Demand Indicator has 
been reset. 

Reading Date & 
Time 

MRA J0016 The date and time at which a meter register reading is taken. The 
time is always midnight for Non-Half Hourly readings with the 
exception of ‘special’ reads where the absolute reading time must 
be given. 

Reading Method                                                                                       MRA J1888 Indicates how the meter reading was obtained 

Reading Type                                                                                         MRA J0171 A code identifying the type of reading. 

Register Reading MRA J0040 The value of a reading from a meter register at a specified date and 
time. 

Site Visit Check 
Code 

MRA J0024 A code identifying either nature of checks made/to be made on 
metering equipment during a site visit or identifying reason for 
failure to obtain readings. 

 

Other CoS Data Items  

Data Item  Ownership  MRA DTC 

Reference Number  

Description  

Change of 
Tenancy 
Indicator 

MRA J0215  A code identifying whether change of tenancy has taken place for 
the metering system. 

Customer Name MRA J0375 A free format character string for customer name. 

DA/DC/MO 
Service Level 
Reference 

MRA J0275 A unique identifier for referencing specific service levels for a 
Service in the relevant Commercial Agreement. 
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DA/DC/MO 
Service 
Reference 

MRA J0274 A unique identifier for referencing specific services in the relevant 
Commercial Agreement. 

DA/MO/DC 
Contract 
Reference 

MRA J0048 A unique reference number identifying a Contract Agreement 
between Supplier and its appointed Agents. 

Data 
Aggregation 
Type 

BSC J0163  Bi-state code to show what type of aggregation a particular Data 
Aggregator is performing (i.e. Half Hourly or Non-Half Hourly). 

Data Aggregator 
Id 

BSC J0183 An organisation to carry out Data Aggregation for Half Hourly (HH) 
metering data in accordance with the Balancing and Settlement 
Code. The DA is appointed by a Supplier to aggregate HH 
consumption from Half Hourly Data Collector(s) appointed by that 
Supplier within a GSP Group. The DA applies Line Loss Factors to 
the processed HH consumption from HH Data Collectors: 
aggregates by Supplier and forwards the aggregated data to the 
GSP Group Agent operating Initial Settlement and Reconciliation for 
the GSP Group. The unique market-wide reference for a Data 
Aggregator. OR An organisation to carry out Data Aggregation for 
Non-Half Hourly (NHH) metering data in accordance with the 
Balancing and Settlement Code. The DA is appointed by a Supplier 
to aggregate EAC's/AA's from Data Collectors by Settlement Class 
and Supplier and forwards them to the GSP Group Agent operating 
Initial Settlement and Reconciliation for the GSP Group. This is an 
alias of 'Market Participant Id' (J2).  

Data Collector Id BSC J0205 An organisation to carry out Data Collection for Half Hourly (HH) 
Metering Systems in accordance with the Balancing and Settlement 
Code. The DC is appointed by the Supplier to retrieve and validate 
metering data and forward it, by Metering System, to the Data 
Aggregator. The DC may be appointed by a customer but must 
always be accredited and contracted to the customer’s Supplier. The 
unique market-wide reference for a Data Collector. OR An 
organisation to carry out Data Collection for Non-Half Hourly (NHH) 
Metering Systems in accordance with the Balancing and Settlement 
Code. The DC is appointed by the Supplier to retrieve and validate 
meter advance readings, convert these to Annualised Advances and 
Forward EACs and pass these, by Metering System, to the Data 
Aggregator. The DC may be appointed by a customer but must 
always be accredited and contracted to the customer’s Supplier. 
This is an alias of 'Market Participant Id' (J2).  

Data Collector 
Type 

MRA J0218  Bi-state code to show what type of data collection a particular Data 
Collector is performing. 
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Effective from 
Date (DCA) 

MRA J0219  The first inclusive calendar date that an appointment of a Data 
Collector to a metering system is in effect. 

Effective from 
Settlement Date 
(REGI) 

BSC J0049 The first inclusive settlement date of a Supplier's registration to a 
metering system. 

    

Estimated 
Annual 
Consumption 

BSC J0081 For each metering system, a weather normalised estimate of 
consumption over a calendar year. 

GSP Group Id BSC J0066 The identifier of a distinct electrical system, consisting of all or part 
of a distribution system owned and operated by a Distributor that is 
supplied from one or more Grid Supply Points for which total supply 
into the GSP Group can be determined for each half hour. 

Line Loss Factor 
Class Id 

BSC J0147 The reference for a Line Loss Factor Class within a Distributor's 
system which applies to a group of metering systems. 

Mailing Address 
Lines 1-9 

 J1046, J1047, 
J1048, J1049, 
J1050, J1051, 
J1052, J1053, 
J1054 

A free format character string for address details to which 
correspondence will be sent where this differs from the Metering 
Point Address, for lines 1-9 of the address. 

Mailing Address 
Postcode 

MRA J0566 The postal zone for the Mailing Address 

Meter Operator 
Id 

MRA J0178 The unique reference number for a Meter Operator. Responsible for 
the installation commissioning testing and maintenance of the 
customer's metering systems in accordance with the Balancing and 
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Settlement Code. 

Meter Operator 
Type 

MRA J0675 Indicates whether the Meter Operator is responsible for Half Hourly 
or Non-Half Hourly metering systems. 

Meter Type MRA J0483 Indicates the type of meter - Half Hourly or Non-Half Hourly. 

MPAN Core  MRA J0003 The unique national reference for a Metering System. First two digits 
- Valid Distributor identifier Next 10 digits - Unique number to the 
Distributor Last digit - Check digit generation is defined in (MOD 11) 

Number of 
Register Digits 

MRA J0478 Number of digits/dials to the left of the decimal point. 

Profile Class Id BSC J0071 A classification of profile which represents an exclusive category of 
Customers whose consumption can be reasonably approximated to 
a common profile for the purpose of attributing an EAC or 
Annualised Advance to individual half hours for Settlement 
purposes. 

Reading Date & 
Time 

MRA J0016 The date and time at which a meter register reading is taken. The 
time is always midnight for Non-Half Hourly readings with the 
exception of ‘special’ reads where the absolute reading time must be 
given. 

Reading Type MRA J0171 A code identifying the type of reading (14 codes available)  

Register Reading MRA J0040 The value of a reading from a meter register at a specified date and 
time. 

Regular Reading 
Cycle 

MRA J0277  A code identifying the reading cycle applicable to the metering 
system. (13 codes available)  

Retrieval Method MRA J0722 The calendar date that a data retrieval method is applicable from 
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Retrieval Method MRA J0098  A code identifying the method by which meter data is collected from 
the meter. 

Site Contact 
Name 

MRA J0489 The name of the individual Site Contact. 

Special Needs 
Category 

MRA J1699 A code to report the category(s) for a customer regarding Special 
Needs (21 codes available) 

Time Pattern 
Regime 

BSC J0078 The unique market-wide reference for a Time Pattern Regime being 
used to calculate money owed for energy used by each customer. A 
pattern of switching behaviour through time that one or more 
Settlement Register uses. This is an alias of 'Time Pattern Regime 
Id' (J1214). See 'Time Pattern Regime Id' (J1214) for data item 
attributes. 
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Appendix 6- MRA/MAP/DTC Changes  

 

CHANGES IMPLEMENTED IN JUNE 2014  

 

CP Title 
CP Summary 
 

Related 
MIF/SPF/CP 

Implement
ation Date 

DTC CP 3382 - 
Notification of 
Physical 
Disconnections  

Following a review of Working Practice 151 IREG agreed that a 
standard approach be taken for both Single Site and Multiple 
Disconnections. The review agreed that a new MRA Agreed 
Procedure  would be drafted (MAP CP 0173) and the manual 
spreadsheet of information being collected a Distribution Business 
would be replaced by a new Data Flow with a number of new Data 
Items being created to complete the Data Flow information (as per 
DTC CP 3382). 
IREG also agreed on a minimal number of revisions to the existing 
D0132 Data Flow. 

MAP CP 
0173 

26 June 
2014 

DTC CP 3404 - 
GDCC 
Response Code 
Change For 
R6.0 

DTC CP 3404 seeks to add an additional Valid Set Value of ‘GD 
Remittance Processor EFD outside permitted parameters’ to the 
J1811 GDCC Response Code Data Item. 

MAP CP 
0188 

26 June 
2014 

DTC CP 3405 - 
Include new 
rules around the  
use of value 
‘NONE’ in data 
items SMSO Id  
(J1837) and 
SMETS Version 
(J1839) in DTC 
Annex C  

With the roll out of smart meters, there will be instances when a 
SMETS meter is removed but there is no mechanism to remove 
the information from MPAS. To ensure parties are aware of this a 
valid value of ‘NONE’ has been included in MDD. DTC CP 3405 
acts to include two new rules to Annex C for the D205 for when a 
SMETS (or NS) meter has been removed or exchanged with a 
non smart meter. 

N/A 
26 June 
2014 

DTC CP 3406 - 
Amend existing 
D0205 rule in 
Annex C to 
cater for SMETS  
meters  

DTC CP 2406 seeks to amend the existing rule in Annex C for the 
D0205 to cater for the newly introduced SMETS meter types (S2, 
S2A and S2B) and NS meters. 

N/A 
26 June 
2014 

DTC CP 3408 - 
Amendments to 
the interface 
between MPAS 
and the DCC 

The interface between the DCC and MPAS was defined in DTC 
flows prior to the DCC being appointed. On the appointment of the 
DCC, detailed design discussions were held with St Clements. 
Discussions with the DCC however highlighted a number of minor 
amendments to DTC data flows as proposed by DTC CP 3408.  

N/A 
26 June 
2014 
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DTC CP 3414 - 
Change to 
J1843 Data Item 
to include 
Registration is 
Withdrawn 

Following the MDB_14_0212 agreement to implement DTC CP 
3402 - New Data Flows for Notification of Registration Withdrawal 
- 4 Flow Version, subsequent changes Data Item J1843 - 
Objection Details are required: 
1) Introduce a new value to J1843 - Objection Details for when a 
Registration has been Withdrawn; and 
2) Update the J1843 - Objection Details Item Description to 
include the registration is Withdrawn. 

N/A 
26 June 
2014 

DTC CP 3415 - 
Update to Item 
Description to 
align with 
changes to the 
Registration 
process 

Following the recent changes to the Registration process 
(withdrawal of Registration CPs) DTC CP 3415 proposes a 
housekeeping change to update the Item Description for J**** – 
Effective From Date {Obj Det} to include the Registration is 
Withdrawn. 

N/A 
26 June 
2014 

DTC CP 3416 - 
Addition of new 
Data Item value 
to identify 
Registration has 
been withdrawn 

As a consequence of the approval of DTC CP 3402, and further 
discussions with Supplier parties, this change is proposing to add 
a new value to J0107 - Rejection Reason Code for when a 
Registration has been Withdrawn. 

N/A 
26 June 
2014 

DTC CP 3418 - 
Amendments to 
the Refresh 
Interface 
between MPAS 
and the DCC 

Further discussions have taken place between the DCC and St 
Clements regarding the Registration Data Interface for the DCC. 
This has resulted in the proposed changes to the refresh files. 
This change has been built on the back of DTC CP 3408, flow 
changes. 
This CP proposes a number of amendments to to the following 
data flows, these flows are only passed between MPAS and DCC: 
- D0349 
- New Flow - Full Refresh to the DCC 

DTC CP 
3408 

26 June 
2014 

MAP CP 0173 - 
Disconnections 
Procedure 

Following a review of Working Practice 151 IREG agreed that a 
standard approach be taken for both Single Site and Multiple 
Disconnections.  
The review agreed that a new MRA Agreed Procedure would be 
drafted in the form of MAP CP 0173. 

DTC CP 
3382 

26 June 
2014 

MAP CP 0186 - 
New search 
screen 
functionality 
addition to 
MAP15 
Technical 
Requirements 

MAP CP 0186 proposes to add a new appendix to MAP 15 
Technical Requirements to highlight the new functionality which is 
to be added to ECOES for users to search by a Meters Meter 
Serial Number (MSN). 

MIF117 
26 June 
2014 

MAP CP 0187 - 
Processes and 
systems used 
within Controlled 
Market Entry 

The MRA Entry Assessment focuses on documented processes 
and applications throughout the Self-Assessment stage and their 
competent use during Market Scenario Testing stages, following 
which the Applicant gains MEPB approval to operate within 
Controlled Market Entry (CME). 

N/A 
01 April 
2014 

MAP CP 0188 - 
Alignment of  
MAP18 for 
GDCC Release 
R06.0 

A number of changes are proposed to MAP18 in line with GDCC 
Release R06.0 in relation to Erroneous Registrations. 

DTC CP 
3404 

26 June 
2014 
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MAP CP 0191 - 
Amendments to 
MAP17 to reflect 
changes to MDB 
Voting 

At MDB_14_0130, MDB partook in a discussion on existing MRA 
voting procedures, agreeing for Gemserv to draft up changes to 
both MAP17 and the MDB Terms of Reference (ToR) to account 
for the following: 
- Separate the 'Abstain/Neutral' voting category  
- Combine the 'No Interest' and 'Neutral' voting categories  
- Combine the MDB voting elements of 'Solution' and 
'Implementation technique' under the MDB vote of the 'Solution' 

N/A 
26 June 
2014 

MAP CP 0193 - 
Introduction of  
Materiality 
Testing to 
MAP17 under 
Code 
Governance 
Review 

MAP CP 0194 is a consequential change as a result of the Code 
Review Expert Group (CREG) Stage 2 discussions. This Change 
Proposal introduces new clauses to MAP17 to cater for a 
Materiality Testing process advocated by Ofgem in its final Code 
Governance Review (CGR) proposals. 

MRA CP 
0214 

26 June 
2014 

MAP CP 0194 - 
Amend MAP15 
to include 
pass/fail criteria 
for ECOES audit 

MAP CP 0194 Seeks to modify Clause 5.2 of MAP15 to include 
the pass/fail criteria against which compliance with MAP15 is 
measured. It will not widen the scope of the audit but will provide 
greater transparency for MRA Parties. 

N/A 
26 June 
2014 

MAP CP 0198 - 
MAP15 
Amendments to 
introduce a new 
matching 
procedure 

This modification introduces a new matching procedure to the 
current process of matching Meter Serial Numbers (MSNs) 
provided by a Prepayment Metering Infrastructure Provider 
(PPMIP) with the Meter information held in ECOES in order to 
improve the overall matching capability. 

MAP 15 
v4.2, MAP 
CP 0198, 
MAP CP 
0130 

26 June 
2014 

MRA CP 0209 - 
Amending 
Objection 
Resolution 
Period  

Previous analysis by the MRA Objections Group had shown that 
less that 3% of objections are resolved within current time frames. 
This period therefore acts as a potential barrier for speeding up a 
customer’s transfer as the resolution period in effect becomes 
dead time within this process.  
 
As a measure to assist in speeding up processes MRA CP 0209 
looks to reduce current 5 working day period to 1 working day by 
amending the definition for 'Objection Resolution Period' in  MRA 
Clause 1.1 (Priority Provision). 

N/A 
26 June 
2014 

MRA CP 0212 - 
Change to 
MPRS 
Validation rules 
to allow the 
D0205 'SMSO' 
and 'IHD' data 
item and flow 
date to be the 
same 

MRA CP 0212 proposes a change to Schedule 14 of the MRA to 
refer to the new version of the updated MPRS Validation Rules 
version 5.3 to align to validation rule amendments to allow the 
D0205 SMSO and IHD data item to be the Same date as the flow 
date.  

SPF0077 
26 June 
2014 

MRA CP 0213 - 
Remove 
obsolete 
references to 
BSC Code 
Subsidiary 
documentation 
from MRA v10.5 

MRA CP 0213 seeks to remove obsolete references to Balancing 
and Settlement Code Subsidiary Documentation (BSC CSD) from 
the MRA v10.5. 

N/A 
26 June 
2014 
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MRA CP 0214 - 
Introduction of 
Materiality 
Testing to MRA 

MRA CP 0214 is a consequential change as a result of the Code 
Review Expert Group (CREG) Stage 2 discussions. This Change 
Proposal introduces new clauses to the MRA to cater for a 
Materiality Testing process advocated by Ofgem in its final Code 
Governance Review (CGR) proposals. 

MAP CP 
0193 

26 June 
2014 

MAP CP 0200 - 
Update of 
Customer 
Information 
across Market 
Participants 
(Two Phase) 

The CP seeks to introduce a new MRA Agreed Procedure to 
describe the actions Suppliers and Distribution Business are 
required to undertake and manage the transfer of Customer 
Information between them. MAP CP 0200 proposes Suppliers to 
provide a complete "refresh" of contact data to Distribution 
Businesses in two phases.  

MIF149, 
MAP ZZ, 
D0302 

01 
September 
2014 

MAP CP 0190 - 
Process 
improvement 
changes to 
MAP10 

A review of MAP10 was undertaken by IREG which identified 
changes that could be made to improve the process and 
implement an automated solution over the Data Transfer Network 
(DTN). This Solution Pre-Assessment Form (SPF) details the 
proposed changes to the MAP, SPF 0075 details proposed 
changes to the Data Transfer Catalogue (DTC) to support the 
automated approach. Escalations are not sent over the DTN as 
IREG agreed this could add to confusion and duplication. Instead 
a standard email format and escalation template has been 
created. This will allow suppliers to load the files into a workflow 
tool or to easily merge files. 

DTC CP 
3409 

06 
November 
2014 

MAP CP 0197 - 
Review of 
MAP08 
(Disputed 
Change of 
Supplier 
Readings) 

Following MIF129 raised on 15th July 2013, a number of changes 
were made to MAP08 Disputed Reads process. Most of the 
changes raised at IREG_13_1015 were agreed; however some 
further minor changes were requested. These were related to 
wording that would ensure process validation and clarity of 
timescales to improve efficiency.  

MAP08, 
DTC CP 
3425 

06 
November 
2014 

MRA CP 0210 - 
Allow 
Registration to 
start in cooling-
off period 

This change proposal seeks to amend the MRA to remove clause 
15.2 to allow the registration of a metering point to start before the 
end of the customer’s cooling off period. 

N/A 
06 
November 
2014 

MRA CP 0211 - 
New clauses to 
section 15 of the 
MRA to allow a 
Registration to 
be Withdrawn 

MRA CP 0210 seeks to amend the MRA (Clauses 15,15 and 18) 
to introduce new clauses to allow a new supplier to withdraw their 
registration prior to Supply Start Date. 

MIF141, 
DTC CP 
3402 

06 
November 
2014 

MRA CP 0216 - 
Housekeeping 
updates to 
contact details 
on the MRA 

This change proposal introduces housekeeping changes to a 
number of MRA Products including MAP Documents to update 
MRASCo and Gemserv contact details. 

MAP CP 
0212, DTC 
CP 3438, 
WPPS CP 
0120 

06-Nov-14 

MAP CP 0195 - 
Amend MAP15 
to include 
updated access 
rights 

Councils have a mixture of Non Domestic Customer (NDC) 
accounts and 'view only' web interface accounts. This change is to 
MAP15 to allow some council applications 'view only' access, 
subject to an additional restriction being imposed on such users to 
limit the MPANs being viewed to a postal region or county.  

MAP15 06-Nov-14 
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MAP CP 0199 - 
Changes to 
MAP18 to align 
with GDCC 
Release R07.0 

A minor change has been proposed to MAP18 ahead of the 
GDCC Release R07.0 and agreed following discussions at GDEG. 

N/A 
06 
November 
2014 

MAP CP 0203 - 
Amendments to 
MAP 15 to 
include 
extension of 
rejection period 
for D0312s 

ECOES would delay processing a D0312 for 10 Working Days. MAP15 06-Nov-14 

MAP CP 0204 - 
Amendments to 
MAP 15 to 
include MAP 
MPID validation 
on D0312 
maintenance 
screen 

The D0312 Maintenance form within the ECOES system will be 
modified to prevent users from entering Meter Asset Provider 
Market Participant ID (MPID) values that do not match a currently 
active ID, as supplied in the regular ECOES Market Domain Data 
(MDD) Access Database refresh file. 

MAP15 06-Nov-14 

MAP CP 0205 - 
Update the 
current 
Principles for 
Granting Access 
to ECOES 

The rules for ECOES access have not been modified since 29th 
June 2006 when MAP15 was implemented. MEC agreed that 
additional clarification in MAP15 was required, giving guidance to 
what constitutes a clear benefit. 

SPF 0082, 
MAP15 

06-Nov-14 

MAP CP 0206 - 
Removing 
Technical Detail 
from MAP 15 

This change has been raised to remove technical detail from MAP 
15 to support efficiencies in ECOES related changes. This 
Change also introduces a separate User Requirement 
Specification (URS) document for ECOES, to contain the technical 
details from MAP15.   

MRA Clause 
15 

06-Nov-14 

MAP CP 0208 - 
Amend MAP 15 
to include the 
'Duplications 
Report' 

The 'Duplications Report' within the ECOES system will enable old 
and new Meter Operators (Mops) to view duplicated meters in 
ECOES. The report will allow MOps to comment on any meters 
they have investigated and the comments will be visible to the 
respective MOp and Supplier.   

MAP15 06-Nov-14 

MAP CP 0212 - 
Housekeeping 
updates to 
contact details 
MAP 

This change proposal introduces housekeeping changes to a 
number of MRA Products including MAP Documents to update 
MRASCo and Gemserv contact details. 

MRA CP 
0216, DTC 
CP 3438, 
WPPS CP 
0120 

06 
November 
2014 

MRA CP 0218 - 
EU Third 
Package - 
Authority 
Powers 

Gemserv introduced MRA CP 0218, which proposes to amend 
MRA Clause 1.1, introduce Clauses 9.18E to 9.18I and amend 
9.19 and 9.20. These amendments include allowing the authority 
or a licensed Distributor at the direction of the Authority to submit 
a Change Proposal.  

N/A 06/11/2014 

DTC CP 3402 - 
New Data Flows 
for Notification 
of Registration 
Withdrawal – 4 
Flow Version 

DTC CP 3402 proposes a new process involving four new Data 
Flows to manage withdrawal for electricity registrations where a 
customer wishes to cancel, or a supplier believes an Erroneous 
Transfer can be prevented. 

MIF141, 
MRA CP 
0211, 
MRA CP 
0212 

06 
November 
2014 
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DTC CP 3409 - 
Structure and 
content 
improvement 
changes to the 
D0301 Data 
Flow 

A review of MAP10  was undertaken by IREG which identified 
changes that could be made to improve the ET process and 
implement an automated solution over the Data Transfer Network 
(DTN). DTC CP 3409 includes structure and content improvement 
changes to the D0301 Data Flow 
SPF0075 was issued for impact assessment and this CP has 
been raised to include many of the comments and suggestions 
from the SPF. This CP details the changes to the DTC to support 
changes to MAP10 and support an automated D0301 approach. 

MAP CP 
0190 

06 
November 
2014 

DTC CP 3413 - 
Changes to the 
D0225 Data 
Flow 

DTC CP 3413 renames the existing “special needs” Data flow to 
reflect that the primary purpose of the flow is to provide the 
recipient with accurate contact details for customers who require 
priority service levels as well as informing the recipient of the 
reasons why priority services are required.  

MIF143 
06 
November 
2014 

DTC CP 3419 - 
D0010 physical 
read 
identification 

DTC CP 3419 proposes to add a new  field to the D0010 to 
distinguish when a meter reading has been taken remotely or 
physically when accompanying a meter configuration to support 
Supplier LC12. This change proposes to remove the need for DTC 
CP 3389 and DTC CP 3397 which are due to be implemented on 
6th November 2014. 

DTC CP 
3420 and 
DTC CP 
3421 

06 
November 
2014 

DTC CP 3421 - 
D0086 align with 
D0010 

DTC CP 3421 seeks to align the structure of the D0010 and 
D0086 Data flows  if DTC CP 3419 is accepted and Impact 
Assessment comments denote both Data Flows should remain 
aligned in terms of their structure. 

DTC CP 
3419 

06 
November 
2014 

DTC CP 3423 - 
Clarification of 
definition of a 
Green Deal 
MPAN 

DTC CP 3423 seeks to amend description of data items J1813 
and J1814 to explicitly state they relate to MPANs associated to 
Green Deal Plans 

J1813, 
J1814 

06 
November 
2014 

DTC CP 3425 - 
Changes to 
‘Initiating Flow 
Indicator’ J1704 
Data Item 

This CP acts to amend the ‘Initiating Flow Indicator’ J1704 Data 
Item to remove the ‘Follow up’ instance of the D0300 Data Flow. 
This change has been raised following feedback that the use of 
the 5WD Follow Up instance of the D0300 is rarely used and 
causes delays for customers. 

MAP CP 
0197, J1704, 
MIF135, 
SPF0078 

06 
November 
2014 

DTC CP 3438 - 
Housekeeping 
updates to 
contact details 
on DTC Annex 
A 

This change proposal introduces housekeeping changes to the 
DTC Annex A to update MRASCo and Gemserv contact details. 

MRA CP 
0216, WPPS 
CP 0120, 
MAP CP 
0212 

06 
November 
2014 

WPPS CP 0120 
- Housekeeping 
updates to 
contact details 
on the WPPS 

This change proposal introduces housekeeping changes to WPPS 
Documents to update MRASCo and Gemserv contact details. 

MRA CP 
0216, DTC 
CP 3438, 
MAP CP 
0212 

06 
November 
2014 

MAP CP 0210 - 
Updating the 
current 
Principals for 
Granting Access 
to ECOES Data 
(Alternate to 
MAP CP 0209) 

Modification of Principal 6 to allow ECOES access for applicants 
who meet all criteria but would be refused on account that 
requested information could be obtained from an MRA party, if 
they can receive sponsorship from MRA parties, which must 
include at least two Supplier representatives and one Distribution 
Network Operator representative. 

SPF 0082, 
MAP15 

06/11/2014 
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MAP CP 0211 - 
Amending 
MAP15 to 
include an 
expiry date for 
third party 
ECOES users 

Modification of MAP 15 Clause 4.7.2 to enable MEC to grant 
access to third party users for an agreed period of time (no less 
than six months).  

SPF 0082, 
MAP15 

06/11/2014 

MAP CP 0214 - 
Changes to 
MAP18 - GDCC 
with revised 
reporting 
requirements 

MAP CP 0214 is being raised to introduce new paragraphs to 
MAP18 - GDCC section 8.2 to reflect changes to reporting under 
GDAA CP 0065 - Amendment to 14.1 in relation to Quarterly 
Performance Reporting and GDAA 0067 - Charge Collection 
Following Erroneous Transfers. 

N/A 06-Nov-14 

 

 

CHANGES ACCEPTED- AWAITING IMPLEMENTATION 

CP Title CP Summary 
Related 
MIF/SPF/C
P 

Impleme
ntation 
Date 

DTC CP 3407 - New 
Smart Meter 
Configuration Details 
flow 

This DTC CP introduces a new data flow and a new data 
item to provide a standard method and format for Suppliers 
to notify Meter Operator Agents (MOA) of the configuration 
details for Smart Meters.  Smart Meters are defined as any 
meters that comply with the Smart Metering Equipment 
Technical Specification (SMETS) 

N/A 
26 
February 
2015 

DTC CP 3422 -  
Notification of Agreed 
or Cancelled 
Appointment With 
Customer (DTC CP 
3411 Alternate) 

DTC CP 3422 seeks to introduce a new Data Flow and 
Data Items for when Distributors notify Suppliers and MOPs 
of a new, change or cancellation to a site visit appointment 
arranged to fix any Category B network fault or defect that is 
preventing a Supplier installing or changing a meter. 

DCUSA 
(DCP0195 
Change), 
DTC CP 
3411, 
MIF116 

26 
February 
2015 

DTC CP 3428 - 
Introduction of MOP to 
MOP instances of 
D0010 and D0002 

This DTC CP seeks to amend the rules for data flows 
D0010 ‘Meter Readings’ and D0002 ‘Fault Resolution 
Report or Request for Decision on Further Action’ to allow 
the flows to be sent between Meter Operator Parties 
(MOPs). This will avoid the need for an alternative interface 
(e.g. email) to be used on Change of Measurement Class 
(CoMC). 

N/A 25-Jun-15 

DTC CP 3431 - New 
DTC flows to support 
the Capacity Market 

The arrangements require that Capacity Providers with 
SVA-registered supply or generation are able to record their 
MPAN-level energy volumes through Settlement metering, 
and provide these volumes via their HH Data Aggregators 
to the Capacity Market Settlement Services Provider. 

N/A 
26 
February 
2015 

DTC CP 3432 - 
Change to allow 
negative values of 
J0899 

The logical format of the J0899 'Daily GSP Group Take' 
data item should be changed to ‘+/-NUM(13,3)’, with a 
physical length of 15, in order to accommodate negative 
values. 

D0079, 
J0899 

26 
February 
2015 
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DTC CP 3433 - 
Improving Customer 
Communication 
through changes to the 
D0302 to include email 

The changes to the D0302 will provide DNOs with access to 
better customer information to enable them to contact 
customers in the event of a disruption. 

MIF 148, 
MAP CP 
0200, MAP 
CP 0201 

26-Feb-15 

DTC CP 3434 - 
Amend existing D0055 
rule in Annex C to 
cater for NSS and 
SMETS meters 

This change is being raised to align the notes for D0055 in 
Annex C of DTC with those of D0205. 

DTC CP 
3405, DTC 
CP 3406 
V1.1 

26-Feb-15 

DTC CP 3435 - 
Changes to the D0126 
data flow - Asset 
Condition Clearance 
Report 

The changes proposed will improve the Asset Condition 
Reporting process and will enable DNOs to report any 
issues that they are unable to resolve and where they 
require Supplier to take further action. 

MIF151, 
DTC CP 
3422 

26-Feb-15 

DTC CP 3439 - 
Update to DTC Annex 
A to clarify the use of 
Data Flow Group 
range 

The use of Data Flow Group Range numbering should be 
amended in DTC Annex A to clarify the use of Group Range 
1. 

N/A 26-Feb-15 

MAP CP 0192 - 
Changes to MAP09 to 
improve efficiencies 
when address updates 
are required 

This change is to improve the interaction between Suppliers 
and Distributors when address updates are required, as 
detailed within MAP09.  The key areas concern Data Items, 
Communication Method, Data Validation and ability for 
Suppliers to set their customers’ expectations.  The 
proposed solution will improve Supplier and Distributor 
efficiencies and benefit the customer experience while 
involving minimal/ no additional cost to parties. 

MIF 139, 
MAP09 

26 
February 
2015 

WPPS CP 0118 - 
Removal of 
Disconnections 
Working Practices WP 
151 and WP 132 

Following a review of Working Practice 151 regarding Bulk 
Disconnections and the manual process implemented, 
IREG recommended that a standard approach be taken for 
both Physical and Logical Disconnections. This CP seeks to 
remove WP151 and WP132 which are thought to be no 
longer required. 

DTC CP 
3382 and 
MAP CP 
0173 

26 
February 
2015 

DTC CP 3441 - 
Changes to Status of 
Proposed Reading(s) 
J1660 Data Item 

DTC CP 3441 seeks to amend the ‘Status of Proposed 
Reading(s)’ J1660 Data Item to remove valid value ‘F’ 
(Follow up - no response to initial flow) as it is no longer 
needed. 

MAP CP 
0197, DTC 
CP 3425, 
SPF 0078, 
MIF135 

26-Feb-15 

DTC CP 3442 - 
Limitation on the use 
of the @ sign 

This change restricts the use of the ‘@’ sign to a specific 
Data Item used to communicate customers e-mail address 
between industry parties. The data item in question JXXXX 
"Customer E-mail Address" is being proposed under DCP 
CP 3436 . 

DTC CP 
3436 

26-Feb-15 
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DTC CP 3448 - 
Revised Data Flows 
for distribution of EMR 
invoice backing data 
and related reports 

DTC CP 3448 seeks to create Data Flows in the DTC that 
the EMR Settlement Services Provider can use to distribute 
invoice backing data and other EMR-related reports to 
Suppliers, CFD Generators and capacity providers that wish 
to receive them in this way. This CP is similar in intent to 
DTC CP 3440, but incorporates a number of minor 
amendments to the flow definitions proposed by Suppliers 
and ELEXON in their impact assessments of DTC CP 3440. 

DTC CP 
3440 

26 
February 
2015 

DTC CP 3443 - Add 
group Condition to 
groups 84B and 85B 
of data flow D0289 

DTC CP 3443 seeks to add a condition to groups 84B and 
85B of Data Flow D0289, to reflect what is currently within 
the flow notes to provide clarity for parties on the use of 
these groups in the D0289   Notification of MC/EAC/PC. 

N/A 25-Jun-15 

WPPS CP 0121 - 
Amendments to 
Working Practice 124 

WPPS CP 0121 proposes significant rewording of Working 
Practice (WP)124 – Allocation of Prepayment Meter 
Payments following CoS, to ensure it remains fit for 
purpose. The WP now outlines the re-allocation of 
misdirected payments, rather than just the allocation of 
Prepayment Meter Payments. 

N/A 26-Feb-15 

DTC CP 3444 - 
Correction to D0225 
flow notes introduced 
by DTC CP 3413 

DTC CP 3444 seeks to amend the wording of the D0225 
flow notes introduced by DTC CP 3413 

N/A 26-Feb-15 
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Appendix 7- BSC Changes  

 
Ref. Title Implemented Description 

MODIFICATIONS 
 

P302 Improve the Change of 
Supplier Meter read and 
Settlement process for smart 
Meters 
 

in progress If implemented, will make use of old and new Suppliers’ 
ability to obtain CoS readings at midnight on the Supply 
Start Date and will remove the dependency on transfers of 
data between old and new NHHDC. 
 

P183 Additional Mechanisms for 
Obtaining a valid Change of 
Supplier Read 
 

Nov 2005 Introduced the ‘Notification of Old Supplier Information’ 
(D0311) flow to provide a backstop CoS reading, where 
the NHHDC history transfer fails. Allowed Suppliers to 
reject manifestly incorrect customer own reads without 
having to pass them to the NHHDC for validation. 
 

CHANGE PROPOSALS 
 

CP1419 Improving data accuracy by 
enabling the D0312 flow to 
be sent on a Change of 
Supplier 
 

Feb 2015 Allows the ‘Notification of Meter Information to ECOES’ 
(D0312) data flow to be sent on change of Supplier. Better 
quality data in ECOES has the potential to strengthen 
Supplier pre-registration checks. 
 

CP1405 Facilitating Faster Switching 
in the NHH Market 
 

Nov 2014 Potential for better synchronisation of Supplier and agent 
systems as timescales for appointments and data transfers 
are reduced from a maximum of 27 to 7 working days. 
 

CP1401 Replace residual negative 
EACs for pre-RF Settlement 
Days without affecting post-
RF data 
 

Feb 2014 Script to identify any remaining negative EACs, created 
before the implementation of CP1311. Removed a small 
risk of deeming incorrect CoS readings using negative 
EACs. 
  

CP1366 Data Quality Obligations for 
Outgoing Supplier Agents 

Jun 2012 Requires Supplier Agents to be responsible for the quality 
of data, with respect to a Metering System, during their 
period of appointment; even if data quality issues are 
identified after the Agent’s de-appointment. 

 

CP1353 Including the ECOES Meter 
Information flow (D0312) in 
BSCP514 

Feb 2012 ‘Notification of Meter Information to ECOES’ (D0312) data 
flow included within BSC governance. Better quality data in 
ECOES has the potential to strengthen Supplier pre-
registration checks. 
 

CP1350 Clarifying Meter Technical 
Details relating to Metering 
Systems that can be read 
remotely 
 

Feb 2012 Additional clarity around the usage of the ‘Auxiliary Meter 
Technical Details’ (D0313) flow, introduced by CP1335. 

CP1335 Mandating use of Auxiliary 
Meter Technical Details Data 
flow 
 

Nov 2011 Mandated the use of the D0313 flow to pass additional 
MTD for advanced meters (see CP1274). 

CP1311 Replacing Erroneous 
Forward Looking EAC 

Jun 2010 Allowed erroneous EAC values (caused by compensatory 
Annualised Advances created using Gross Volume 
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Ref. Title Implemented Description 

 Correction) to be replaced by class average EAC values. 
The EAC/AA calculator was amended to automatically 
replace negative EACs. 
 

CP1309 Include reference to D0303 
in BSCP514 and 
circumstances in which its 
use is mandatory 
 

Jun 2010 ‘Notification of Meter Operator, Supplier and Metering 
Assets installed / removed by the MOP to the MAP’ 
(D0303) flow included within BSC governance. Improved 
information to the Meter Asset Provider has potential to 
reduce interoperability issues on CoS for advanced 
meters. 
 

CP1274 Transfer of Meter Technical 
Details 
 

Jun 2009 Requirement to pass additional data items for advanced 
meters on CoS and change of Meter Operator. 

CP1248 Early release of Meter 
Technical Details by Non 
Half Hourly Meter Operator 
Agent 
 

Nov 2009 Reduction in timescales for Meter Operator to transfer 
Meter Technical Details. 

CP1229 Effective Date Validation in 
the D0052 

Nov 2008 Reduced rejections of ‘Affirmation of Metering System 
Settlement Details’ (D0052) flow by clarifying Effective 
Date validation. 
 

CP1180 Confirmation of Metering 
Status in the Non Half Hourly 
Market 
 

Feb 2008 Ensures that Meter Technical Details can indicate when 
there is no meter on site. 

CP1162 Sending revised Meter 
Technical Details during a 
change of Meter Operator 
Agent 
 

Jun 2007 If the old Meter Operator replaces a meter after sending 
the Meter Technical Details to the new Meter Operator, the 
old Meter Operator should send the revised details. 

CP1138 The Identification and 
Labelling of Meter Registers 
 

Nov 2006 Labelling of registers for new connections to avoid 
transposed registers and crossed readings. 

CP1134 Clarification of Meter 
Reading History Interface on 
CoS 
 

Feb 2006 Clarification that the NHHDC should always send the latest 
valid set of meter readings and the calculated EAC 
value(s) on a Change of Supplier. 
 

CP1133 Mechanism for NHHDC to 
Obtain Meter Reading 
History 
 

Feb 2006 Allowed the NHHDC to request the meter reading history 
from the new Supplier in those cases where the old 
NHHDC has failed to provide it. 
 

CP1124 Alternate methods of 
validation during NHH CoS 
Process 
 

Feb 2006 Facilitated NHHDC validation when no reading history 
provided by the old NHHDC. 

CP1123 Use of Early Readings 
during the NHH CoS 
Process 
 

Feb 2006 Allows the new Supplier and NHHDC to use readings 
taken before the CoS reading windows of plus-or-minus 
five working days from the Supply Start Date – e.g. point-
of-sale readings – to validate readings or use to deem 
more accurate CoS readings. Window. This reading is 
referred to as the Point of Sale (PoS) or early reading in 
this CP. 
 

CP1122 Backstop Process as part of 
the CoS Process 
 

Feb 2006 Introduced the Supplier Agreed Read as a backstop to the 
Change of Supplier process. 
 

CP1085 'Underpin' process in Party 
Service Line 120 

Nov 2005 Allowed the NHHDC to obtain data from the Supplier and 
other sources when unavailable from the Meter Operator 
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Ref. Title Implemented Description 

 or old NHHDC. 
 

CP1039 Use of D0052 on change of 
Supplier / change of NHHDC 
 

Nov 2006 The ‘Affirmation of Metering System Settlement Details’ 
(D0052) is used by the Supplier to provide Settlement 
details on Change of Supplier among other events. This 
CP clarified NHHDC responsibilities in the event of 
inconsistencies with the history data from the old NHHDC. 
 

CP1037 Timing and Validation of 
D0052 flow 
 

Nov 2005 Clarification of use of the D0052 flow. 

CP1036 Rejection Flow for D0052 
 

Nov 2005 Enabled NHHDCs to notify D0052 validation problems to 
Suppliers. 
 

CP955 Further definition of 
Timescales in BSCP514 
‘SVA Meter Operation for 
Metering Systems 
Registered in SMRS 
 

Nov 2003 Introduction of timescales in the Meter Operator BSC 
Procedure. 

CP922 Clarification of use of data by 
NHHDC 
 

Nov 2003 Amended CP768 solution to specify that historical data 
used must be from the old NHHDC immediately preceding 
the current appointment. 
 

CP854 Provision of a new Balancing 
and Settlement Code 
Procedure (BSCP) covering 
Meter Operator Agent 
processes for Supplier 
Volume Allocation (SVA) 
Metering Systems 
 

Jun 2003 Introduction of a new BSC Procedure for meter operations. 

CP844 Correcting Swapped 
Registers on SVA Multi-Rate 
Meters 
 

Feb 2005 New process to allow readings to be processed when the 
Meter Operator has incorrectly notified the registers for 
multi-rate meters. 
 

CP834 Dependency of Inter-Agent 
Transfers on D0151 
(Termination Of 
Appointment) 

Feb 2005 Removed the dependency on a request to NHHDC to 
transfer reading history (D0170 flow) on a Supplier de-
appointment (D0151).  
 

CP789 Enhancements to the 
Validation of Non Half Hourly 
(NHH) Metering Data in 
BSCP504 and PSL120 
 

Feb 2003 Improvements to NHHDC validation and hence reading 
data quality. 

CP768 Clarification of the correct 
generation of deemed D0086 
Meter Readings by NHH 
Data Collectors 
 

Feb 2003 NHHDCs no longer able to deem CoS readings based on 
reading histories from previous registrations to prevent 
inaccurate deeming. 

CP760 Identification of Prepayment 
Meters within the D0150 
‘Non Half Hourly Meter 
Technical 
Details’ dataflow 
 

2002 New data item added to Meter Technical Details flow to 
differentiate key, token, smart and credit meters. 
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APPENDIX 8 

Questionnaire Responses – Suppliers and Distribution Businesses 

Section 1- Address Issues  

Address data update requests sent manually 

Metering point address data items are owned by Distribution Businesses (MRA Schedule 2) and MPAS systems reflects the 

records accordingly. Suppliers may identify that a customer address held on MPAS needs to be updated or may be notified of 

additional PAF or non-PAF address details that can help locate the metering point uniquely. Suppliers may send these 

suggested amendments to customers’ data records to Distribution Businesses. There is currently no DTC flow used to send 

this update and the process is manual. MAP 09 outlines a number of procedure that need to be followed by Suppliers wishing 

to send a data update request to Distribution Businesses, however, there is no specific format and these requests are 

communicated via other channels, most commonly emails. This can lead to requests being sent in incomplete or incorrect 

formats, for instance, MPAN number not being included on the request, address formats not following the SAF format, 

insufficient data and other associated issues. As a result of incorrect requests proposed data changes are rejected by 

Distribution Business and address records remain unchanged. Manual processes of sending address data change requests 

also means that Distribution Businesses can receive duplicate requests, requests from a Supplier not registered to the affected 

metering point, multiple requests in different formats and levels of information from the same Supplier, requests for 

disconnected meters. This complicates the process of dealing with these requests for Distribution Businesses and affects the 

timing and efficiency of processing of genuine and correct address amendments.  

Question  Respondent’s 

Role  

Responses  

What additional effort, cost 

or time does this issue add 

to the CoS process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 None 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 We do not believe this adds any additional effort, cost or 

time to the CoS process for distributors. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This issue would normally be resolved after COS. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What impact does this issue 

have on the CoS process 

Distribution Respondent 1 None 
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and/or consumer 

experience?   

 

Business  

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

We believe the significance of this issue to be low as we 

would expect to receive a high volume of calls to our 

MPAS Helpdesk were the supplier is unable to find the 

MPAN number by inputting the address in ECOES. 

 

Supplier  Respondent 3 

 

High – This issue can lead to Erroneous Transfers. 

 

If a flow was introduced like an update to MPAS this 

would reduce the risk significantly. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide your view on 
the significance of this 
issue:  

High: can lead to a switch 
being abandoned or 
prevented or can lead to a 
customer being transferred 
erroneously.  

Medium: can lead to a 
significant delay in 
switching, e,g. a delay in 
closing and opening bills.   

Low: creates some 

inconvenience to the 

customer. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 Low 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

We believe the significance of this issue to be low as we 

would expect to receive a high volume of calls to our 

MPAS Helpdesk were the supplier is unable to find the 

MPAN number by inputting the address in ECOES. 

 

Supplier  Respondent 3 High – This issue can lead to Erroneous Transfers. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

How many instances of this 
issue has your organisation 
experienced in the last 
twelve months?  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

We receive approximately 3000 address update requests 

a year (unfortunately we cannot break this down to CoS 

process issues) 

 

 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 
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support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What percentage of your 
customer transfers does this 
represent?  

 

Are these figures:  

- Estimated  

- Actual  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

We receive approximately 360,000 registrations a year so 

this represents 0.8% assuming that all are CoS related 

which is unlikely to be the case.  Irrespective of this the 

value is very small and when compared against all 

MPANS represents only 0.1% 

The figures are an estimate 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide any 

evidence (number or 

significance) of instances 

when this issue has affected 

the CoS process or any 

other measureable 

examples of the 

consequences of this issue. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Additional comments: 

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 

Our view is, it is preconception that Distribution 

Businesses receive MAP09 requests in the incorrect 

format, missing the MPAN(s), or not in the SAF format. 

From February 2015 MAP CP 0192 (sponsored by 

Npower) will standard the format of address amendment 

requests as a template will be included MAP09. Very 

rarely, as a distribution business, do we receive multiple 
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requests from the same Supplier nor does our Address 

Data Quality Team receive requests for disconnected 

MPANs.  In the past a factsheet was issued to a couple of 

independent Suppliers who were experiencing issues at 

the time.  

 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

See additional comments in Section 2 

 

Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

 

2. No mandatory rejection response from Distribution Businesses  

In the event where a Supplier identifies changes or updates to a customer’s address the Supplier shall notify the Distribution 

Business of the proposed change. If the change is accepted, a DTC data flow (D0171) from MPAS is expected within 5 working 

days. However, the Distribution Business may choose not to implement a Supplier’s potential address change. The absence of 

a D0171 response after 5 working days indicates to the Supplier that the Distribution Business has decided against the 

proposed change. The Distribution Business may contact the Supplier to indicate its decision if it so wishes, but is not required 

to do so, and there is currently no DTC data flow to notify Suppliers of this decision and the reason for rejection 

Question  Respondent’s 

Role  

Responses  

What additional effort, cost 

or time does this issue add 

to the CoS process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 We do not believe this adds any additional effort, cost or 

time to the CoS process for distributors. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This issue would normally be resolved after COS. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 
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What impact does this issue 
have on the CoS process 
and/or consumer 
experience?   

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 Very little. Our processes state any address amendments 

for customers in the CoS process have to be approved by 

both the Old and New Supplier. We have experienced 

less than a handful of issues in the last 12 months. We 

treat any issues of this nature as high priority issue and 

are usually escalated to Supplier Contract Managers. 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

We believe the significance of this issue to be low 

because out of the 250 address changes we receive in a 

month we reject about a fifth of them and send an e-mail 

back to the supplier. 

This is usually because the requested address does not 

exist in the Royal Mail file or PAF validated. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 

High – This issue can lead to Erroneous Transfers. 

 

If a flow was introduced like an update to MPAS this 

would reduce the risk significantly. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide your view on 
the significance of this 
issue:  

High: can lead to a switch 
being abandoned or 
prevented or can lead to a 
customer being transferred 
erroneously.  

Medium: can lead to a 
significant delay in 
switching, e,g. a delay in 
closing and opening bills.   

Low: creates some 

inconvenience to the 

customer. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 None 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

We believe the significance of this issue to be low 

because out of the 250 address changes we receive in a 

month we reject about a fifth of them and send an e-mail 

back to the supplier. 

This is usually because the requested address does not 

exist in the Royal Mail file or PAF validated. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 

High – This issue can lead to Erroneous Transfers. 

 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

How many instances of this 
issue has your organisation 
experienced in the last 
twelve months?  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 None 

Distribution Respondent 2 - 
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Business 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What percentage of your 
customer transfers does this 
represent?  

 

Are these figures:  

- Estimated  

- Actual  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

We reject approximately 840 address update requests 

year. 

 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide any 

evidence (number or 

significance) of instances 

when this issue has affected 

the CoS process or any 

other measureable 

examples of the 

consequences of this issue. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1  

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

We receive approximately 360,000 registrations a year so 

this represents 0.23%but this does not mean that they 

are only due to a CoS process  

 

 

 

Estimated 

 

Supplier  Respondent 3  

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Additional comments: 

Distribution Respondent 1 

In November 2013, MIF 139 was issued at IREG, it is 

worth noting, in respond, the majority of Distribution 
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 Business  businesses stated they either amend the address 

requests within 5 working days (and hence a D0171 data 

flow is sent to the Supplier, usually with an email 

acknowledge response as well) or the Distribution 

Business asks the Supplier for further clarification.  

 

MAP CP 0192, which will has an implementation date of 

February 2015, states Distribution Business should notify 

the Supplier(s) of the address amendment will not be 

made and the reason for the rejection. The initial 

paragraph to question 2 appears misleading 

 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

The industry has already addressed the issue concerning 
address updates and rejections, initially by a party raising 
‘MIF 139 - Proposed changes to MAP09’ via the Issues 
Resolution Expert Group (IREG).  IREG sent out a 
Request for Information (RFI) in December 2013 to all 
industry parties to respond and the summary of the RFI 
was that ‘MAP CP 192 -   
Changes to MAP09 to improve efficiencies when address 
updates are required’ was raised and accepted at 
MDB_14_0626 with an implementation date of 26th 
February 2015.  This CP amends MAP 09 to provide 
clarity on the interaction between suppliers and 
distributors with regards to Data Items, Communication 
Method, and Data Validation which provides the ability for 
Suppliers to set their customers’ expectations.  A 
template was provided by Gemserv for parties to use 
when requesting and rejecting the address changes. 
The industry need to allow MAP CP192 to be 
implemented to see the improvements of the current 
process. 

 

Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

 

3. Other elements   

Please review the additional elements and issues listed below and provide further feedback where applicable. 

Issue: Differing address formats for gas and electricity metering points. This can lead to Suppliers holding up to three different 

addresses for one customer (e.g. a dual fuel customer). 

Question  Respondent’s Responses  
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Role  

How often does your 

organisation come across 

this issue? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 The address the Distribution Business holds, is the 

address of the cut out and the gas meter is not 

necessarily in the same position. 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A as we are a Distributor 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Not frequently 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Does this issue have any 
impact, either direct or 
consequential, on the CoS 
process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Yes this can delay a COT 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Identity of a new consumer is not established correctly at the Change of Tenancy (CoT) or the CoT is not identified in a timely 

manner.   

How often does 
your organisation 
come across this 
issue? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 CoT has no impact on Distributors data affecting a CoS 

process 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Frequently 
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Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Does this issue 
have any impact, 
either direct or 
consequential, on 
the CoS process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 ETs 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

CoT at the premises with a pre-payment meter (PPM) is not identified, new customer uses the old customer’s payment card. 

How often does your 
organisation come across 
this issue? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 CoT has no impact on Distributors data affecting a CoS 

process 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Frequently 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Does this issue have any 

impact, either direct or 

consequential, on the CoS 

process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Debt 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 
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CoT where a debt is accrued on either a credit or a prepayment meter. 

How often does your 

organisation come across 

this issue? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 CoT has no impact on Distributors data affecting a CoS 

process 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Frequently 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Does this issue have any 

impact, either direct or 

consequential, on the CoS 

process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Debt 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Sites remaining unregistered after the property is split or otherwise modified. 

How often does your 

organisation come across 

this issue? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 We pick these up when the Customer/Supplier contacts 

us requesting the MPAN for the premises.  We will 

investigate and if no MPAN found we will raise a new 

MPAN requesting the Customer to obtain Supplier 

registration as soon as possible. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 N/A 
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Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Does this issue have any 

impact, either direct or 

consequential, on the CoS 

process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 N/A 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Difficulty with finding the meter at the premises. 

How often does your 

organisation come across 

this issue? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 We can help and assist to see if we have any meter 

records to support Suppliers but this is a Supplier Hub 

issue. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 N/A 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Does this issue have any 

impact, either direct or 

consequential, on the CoS 

process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 N/A 
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Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Multiple MPAN registrations at the time of new connections, for instance, one MPAN registered to the address, one to the 

postcode.  

How often does your 

organisation come across 

this issue? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

In majority of cases we would only raise MPANs when a 

PAF address is available; the minority is it is an 

emergency request. 

This usually avoids any concerns over mismatches 

between plot and postal addresses. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Rare 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Does this issue have any 

impact, either direct or 

consequential, on the CoS 

process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Lengthy resolution times., billing issues 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Metering point data mismatch. Supplier performs triangulation checks and establishes that the MPAN number does not 

correspond to the address data or to the meter serial number. 

How often does your 

organisation come across 

this issue? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution Respondent 2 

We would only become aware of this if the Supplier 

contacted us and then would support the correction of the 

data were we are responsible. 
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Business  

Supplier  Respondent 3 Not frequently 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Does this issue have any 

impact, either direct or 

consequential, on the CoS 

process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Lengthy resolution times., billing issues 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Issues with IDNOs and MPAN registrations. 

How often does your 

organisation come across 

this issue? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 N/A 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Does this issue have any 

impact, either direct or 

consequential, on the CoS 

process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 
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Supplier  Respondent 3 N/A 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Additional comments: 

 

 Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

 

Section 2: Meter Technical Details  

4. Supplier liability issues on CoS 

The new Supplier may identify that the MTD provided by the old Meter Operator are incorrect. In some cases, such as the 

wrong Number of Register Digits, this may result in a significant step-change in customer readings following the Change of 

Supplier. If the new Supplier’s NHHDC deems a CoS reading for a ‘5-dial’ meter, which is in fact a ‘6-dial’ meter, the new 

Supplier will effectively ‘pick up the settlement bill’ for any understatement of error that has occurred in previous Suppliers’ 

registration periods. If this reading is successfully amended using the MRA disputed CoS reading process, liability for the error 

will pass to the old Supplier, but the error volume may well apply to earlier Suppliers’ registration periods. Heavy liabilities can 

hinder agreement between the two Suppliers, to the potential detriment of the consumer. An MRA change, MAP CP 0135 

‘Introduction of Change of Supplier Agreed Read Principles’ was implemented in February 2013. This change obliges the losing 

Supplier(s) to resolve the error for the period they were appointed and agree a suitable read that reflects the correct meter set 

up. However, difficulties in correcting long-standing errors (across multiple Supplier registrations and Meter Operator 

appointments) could lead to the old Supplier writing off error (using a ‘dummy meter exchange’), such that other Suppliers in 

the GSP Group pick up the error through GSP Group Correction.  

 

Question  Respondent’s 

Role  

Responses  
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What additional effort, cost 

or time does this issue add 

to the CoS process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 Our current process on any data mismatch not just CoS 

therefore there are no additional costs or time.  Dealing 

with them as they occur should improve the CoS process. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Causes issues at first bill which can cause complaints. 

Supplier Respondent 4  

What impact does this issue 
have on the CoS process 
and/or consumer 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 This is deemed to be low from a Distributor perspective 

but may be different for a Supplier. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 

Delays registration to first bill process 

 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide your view on 
the significance of this 
issue:  

High: can lead to a switch 
being abandoned or 
prevented or can lead to a 
customer being transferred 
erroneously.  

Medium: can lead to a 
significant delay in 
switching, e,g. a delay in 
closing and opening bills.   

Low: creates some 

inconvenience to the 

customer. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 This is deemed to be low from a Distributor perspective 

but may be different for a Supplier. 

Supplier  Respondent 3  

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

How many instances of this 
issue has your organisation 
experienced in the last 
twelve months?  

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 
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Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

The total number of mismatch meters or registers = 531 

MPANs. 

 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What percentage of your 
customer transfers does this 
represent?  

 

Are these figures:  

- Estimated  

- Actual  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 These are dealt with as and when they occur and do not 

necessarily relate to a CoS.  So the percentage cannot 

be calculated. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide any 

evidence (number or 

significance) of instances 

when this issue has affected 

the CoS process or any 

other measureable 

examples of the 

consequences of this issue. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Additional comments: 

Distribution Respondent 1 
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 Business  

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3  

Supplier Respondent 4 This situation causes issues within the D0300 process, 

billing, settlements (EAC AA reporting should validation 

have taken place) and from a metering perspective.  

In many cases the requirements to amend technical 

details across CoS is handled by the gaining supplier as it 

can be resolved quicker than trying to arrange for 

technical details to be revised by the old supplier, history 

to be resent and a new D0086 to be agreed. 

There is also the reluctance to accept that the old details 

were incorrect, and in some instances where the meter 

has incorrectly been registered as five digits, rogue 

clocking events have occurred which in turn have further 

polluted the settlement process. 

These issues can be particularly frustrating for the 

customer because of the time it takes to get them 

resolved fully. 

This issue doesn’t necessarily prevent the CoS taking 

place but does cause significant issues surrounding 

rework and reprocessing to achieve a resolution. 

 

5. Correcting MTD at the point of origin 

Although Meter Technical Details are maintained by the Meter Operator, they are also held and used by the Supplier, NHHDC 

and LDSO. On change of Supplier, change of Meter Operator and change of NHHDC, the MTD are passed between 

organisations. When an error in the MTD is identified by an organisation other than the Meter Operator responsible for the MTD 

at the effective date of the error, two options present themselves. One option is for the latest Supplier’s Meter Operator to 

correct the MTD and to distribute to the new Supplier Hub. This has the short-term advantage of reducing delays for the new 

Supplier and the customer. However, in the longer term, the data held by different Supplier Hubs becomes inconsistent, which 

can have a negative impact if the old Supplier re-registers the customer or the old Meter Operator (or NHHDC) is re-appointed. 
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This can cause additional issues for the re-appointed NHHDC in ‘bridging’ the consumption history between their old and new 

appointments. The other option is for the Meter Operator responsible for the error to correct it. This is problematic for a number 

of reasons. The old Meter Operator is no longer appointed and is not incentivised to make the correction. There is no 

mechanism (other than email etc) for a Meter Operator to notify earlier Meter Operators of errors. There may have been 

multiple Meter Operator appointments and Supplier Registrations since the error was created. And the origin of the error may 

be unclear. The full resolution of an MTD issue across multiple organisations will result in delays, which are likely to be to the 

detriment of the customer experience. 

Question  Respondent’s 

Role  

Responses  

What additional effort, cost 

or time does this issue add 

to the CoS process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 We will notify the registered Supplier of the discrepancy 

to resolve, and do not differentiate what process has 

triggered the issue. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Delay in registering the customer or registering on 

incorrect details 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What impact does this issue 

have on the CoS process 

and/or consumer 

experience?   

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 Difficult to say as we do not have this level of detail. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Medium – Can cause significant delays to billing 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide your view on 
the significance of this 
issue:  

High: can lead to a switch 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 
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being abandoned or 
prevented or can lead to a 
customer being transferred 
erroneously.  

Medium: can lead to a 
significant delay in 
switching, e,g. a delay in 
closing and opening bills.   

Low: creates some 

inconvenience to the 

customer. 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 Medium – Can cause significant delays to billing 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

How many instances of this 
issue has your organisation 
experienced in the last 
twelve months?  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 

We have come across a number of these issues where 

MTDs are incorrect, 

 

This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What percentage of your 
customer transfers does this 
represent?  

 

Are these figures:  

- Estimated  

- Actual  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

The number of mismatches currently outstanding are;  

MTD have mismatch SSC = 3 

TPR mismatch with SSC = 141 

These are not isolated to the CoS process. 

 

 

Actual 

Supplier  Respondent 3 

We have come across a number of these issues where 

MTDs are incorrect, 

 

This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 
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support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide any 

evidence (number or 

significance) of instances 

when this issue has affected 

the CoS process or any 

other measureable 

examples of the 

consequences of this issue. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Additional comments: 

 Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1  

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2  

Supplier  Respondent 3  

Supplier Respondent 4 

While it is essential to maintain the integrity of MOP data 

the likelihood of ever achieving a full resolution across 

numerous supply periods and agent is remote. 

Any changes spanning numerous suppliers and agents 

prove extremely difficult because of time and effort 

required. This doesn’t necessarily mean that a fix isn’t 

applied purely from a billing perspective to ensure the 

customer isn’t inconvenienced but ultimately this is half a 

job approach. 

The most common approach is for the current agent to 

resolve the issue and apply a correction from billing and 

settlements going forward. 

Consideration needs to be given to the age of the error 

and what impact this will have on settlements and agent 

systems.  

While there may be a customer impact this issue causes 
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more problems for Supplier and agents, and further 

complicates an already tricky D0300 process. 

6. Missed Meter exchanges 

The Meter Technical Details passed to the new Meter Operator (and onward to the new NHHDC and Supplier) are for an old 

meter. The NHHDC may be unable to validate an actual CoS reading because the Meter Serial Number/Meter Register Ids 

don’t match those in the MTD. Or the NHHDC may misinterpret an actual reading, for example due to an out-of-date CT Ratio. 

Or, if there is no actual CoS reading, the NHHDC may deem a reading using incorrect MTD resulting in an inappropriate 

reading value, the wrong number of readings or transposed register readings. 

Question  Respondent’s 

Role  

Responses  

What additional effort, cost 

or time does this issue add 

to the CoS process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 This is an issue in the Supplier Hub process 

Supplier  Respondent 3 We require a team to deal with these types of instances 

and is very time consuming to resolve. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What impact does this issue 

have on the CoS process 

and/or consumer 

experience?   

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 High – This stops the site from moving from old to new 

supplier if not resolved. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 
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Please provide your view on 
the significance of this 
issue:  

High: can lead to a switch 
being abandoned or 
prevented or can lead to a 
customer being transferred 
erroneously.  

Medium: can lead to a 
significant delay in 
switching, e,g. a delay in 
closing and opening bills.   

Low: creates some 

inconvenience to the 

customer. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

How many instances of this 
issue has your organisation 
experienced in the last 
twelve months?  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What percentage of your 
customer transfers does this 
represent?  

 

Are these figures:  

- Estimated  

- Actual  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 
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Please provide any 

evidence (number or 

significance) of instances 

when this issue has affected 

the CoS process or any 

other measureable 

examples of the 

consequences of this issue. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Additional comments: 

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 As with the previous questions a fix is usually applied 

within the new supplier’s period as the old supplier has no 

incentive to fix things within their period because they 

have either applied the appropriate billing fix or already 

hold the correct details. 

These issues usually manifest after several reads have 

been obtained for a different meter and a technical site 

visit has been raised. The delays which occur are related 

to frequency of reads and time taken to confirm details. 

This doesn’t necessarily prevent billing, but could result in 

considerable rework which would inconvenience the 

customer. 

7. Delays in receipt or processing of MTD from Meter Operator(s) 

New NHHDC is unable to validate candidate Change of Supplier reading because MTD not received from new NHHMO, or 

NHHDC is unable to process the MTD because they are inconsistent with data (for example the Standard Settlement 

Configuration) received from the Supplier. This in turn may be because the new NHHMO has not received MTD from the old 
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Meter Operator or is unable to process the MTD.   

Question  Respondent’s 

Role  

Responses  

What additional effort, cost 

or time does this issue add 

to the CoS process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 We require a team to deal with these types of instances 

and is very time consuming to resolve. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What impact does this issue 

have on the CoS process 

and/or consumer 

experience?   

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

We currently validate the MTDs we receive and we have 

7756 issues outstanding, these are split into the following 

categories; 

Matching D0149 not received = 3619 

Matching D0150 not received  = 3462 

 

 

Supplier  Respondent 3 High – This stops the site from moving from old to new 

supplier if not resolved. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide your view on 
the significance of this 
issue:  

High: can lead to a switch 
being abandoned or 
prevented or can lead to a 
customer being transferred 
erroneously.  

Medium: can lead to a 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 We believe this would be a low/medium issue for the CoS 

process  
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significant delay in 
switching, e,g. a delay in 
closing and opening bills.   

Low: creates some 

inconvenience to the 

customer. 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

How many instances of this 
issue has your organisation 
experienced in the last 
twelve months?  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 

Total of 7756 over number of years 

This relates to multiple processes and not isolated to 

CoS. 

Actual  

 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4  

What percentage of your 
customer transfers does this 
represent?  

 

Are these figures:  

- Estimated  

- Actual  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide any 

evidence (number or 

significance) of instances 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 
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when this issue has affected 

the CoS process or any 

other measureable 

examples of the 

consequences of this issue. 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Additional comments: 

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 Missing flow issues are identified early on in the process 

and are usually progressed relatively quickly, as billing 

cannot take place until a D0086 has been issued. 

The speed of response from other agents varies as there 

is very little to incentivise them to resend the information, 

so manual work around fixes tend to be applied. 

 

 

Section 3: Meter Readings  

8. Delays in receipt or processing of reading history from de-appointed NHHDC 

The new Supplier’s NHHDC needs the latest reading and an Estimated Annual Consumption from the old Supplier’s NHHDC in 

order to validate the CoS reading. Delays in the provision or processing of this data will result in the new NHHDC being unable 

to validate and distribute the CoS readings.  

Question  Respondent’s 

Role  

Responses  
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What additional effort, cost 

or time does this issue add 

to the CoS process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 We require a team to deal with these types of instances 

and is very time consuming to resolve. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What impact does this issue 

have on the CoS process 

and/or consumer 

experience?   

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 High – This stops the site from moving from old to new 

supplier if not resolved. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide your view on 
the significance of this 
issue:  

High: can lead to a switch 
being abandoned or 
prevented or can lead to a 
customer being transferred 
erroneously.  

Medium: can lead to a 
significant delay in 
switching, e,g. a delay in 
closing and opening bills.   

Low: creates some 

inconvenience to the 

customer. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 
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How many instances of this 
issue has your organisation 
experienced in the last 
twelve months?  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What percentage of your 
customer transfers does this 
represent?  

 

Are these figures:  

- Estimated  

- Actual  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide any 

evidence (number or 

significance) of instances 

when this issue has affected 

the CoS process or any 

other measureable 

examples of the 

consequences of this issue. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 
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Additional comments: 

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 

- 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 If the meter reading history isn’t received then a D0086 

isn’t generated and this will cause an issue as we are 

unable to start billing from accurate data. 

However we can if need be create a read to bill from but 

this doesn’t impact settlements. 

Further work is required to try and obtain this data, and 

as billing may have already taken place this can result in 

rework should the history be inconsistent with current 

data. 

 

9. Estimated Readings  

Where no actual readings are available to use as a Change of Supplier reading, the new Supplier’s NHHDC will ‘deem’ a 

reading. This process uses the latest reading (from the old Supplier’s NHHDC) and projects forward using an Estimated Annual 

Consumption (EAC). This process will provide a reasonable estimate in the event that the latest reading and EAC are accurate. 

However, if a meter has not been read for a long time before the Change of Supplier, an old reading and/or unrepresentative 

EAC can give rise to a deemed CoS reading that is very different to the value on the customer’s meter. 

Question  Respondent’s 

Role  

Responses  

What additional effort, cost 

or time does this issue add 

to the CoS process? 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 N/A 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 
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Supplier  Respondent 3 This helps in registration when an actual read is not 

available. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What impact does this issue 

have on the CoS process 

and/or consumer 

experience?   

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 High – Experience shows that some DCs will only back 

date an estimated SSD read when 2 or more actual reads 

have been obtained, causing long delays to the 

customers account being correct. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide your view on 
the significance of this 
issue:  

High: can lead to a switch 
being abandoned or 
prevented or can lead to a 
customer being transferred 
erroneously.  

Medium: can lead to a 
significant delay in 
switching, e,g. a delay in 
closing and opening bills.   

Low: creates some 

inconvenience to the 

customer. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 

Supplier  Respondent 3 High 

Supplier Respondent 4  

How many instances of this 
issue has your organisation 
experienced in the last 
twelve months?  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 



                                                                           

  

 

                                                                       

                               

                                                           

Electricity Data Quality Review 

Page | 138 

Commercial in Confidence  

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

What percentage of your 
customer transfers does this 
represent?  

 

Are these figures:  

- Estimated  

- Actual  

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Please provide any 

evidence (number or 

significance) of instances 

when this issue has affected 

the CoS process or any 

other measureable 

examples of the 

consequences of this issue. 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1  

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 N/A 

Supplier  Respondent 3 This supplier business is currently not signing up new 

customers and hasn’t since January so no data to 

support statement but based on previous experience. 

Supplier Respondent 4 - 

Additional comments: 

 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 1 - 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 2 - 
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Supplier  Respondent 3 - 

Supplier Respondent 4 

If a site hasn’t been read for many years we can operate 

with a deemed read from historic data however this 

information is only really any good if there have been no 

significant changes to the use of site which would alter 

the consumption patterns. 

In cases like this we are reliant upon obtained reading 

data and in many cases the cooperation of the customer. 

If the D0086 is wildly inaccurate we are obliged then to 

enter into the D0300 process to re-agree the opening 

read, however as the old supplier doesn’t hold any read 

data the proposed CoS read may be inconsistent with 

their opening read. 

While these issues can be fixed if they cross numerous 

suppliers the chances of full resolution becomes limited. 

 

 

Section 4: Other Issues 

 

10. Other 

If you would like to comment on any aspects that are not covered in this Feedback Sheet please provide you observations 

below.  

We would also like to hear your views about any significant issues caused by inaccuracies in the following data items:  

Question  Respondent’s 

Role 

 Response  

      Meter 

Timeswitch Code  

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 

1 

- 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 

2 

To assign the correct LLF if the meter configuration has 

been changed we validate the PC/MTC/SSC and appointed 

MAP.  We currently have 333 MPANs were we cannot 

assign the correct LLF this could be incorrect PC/MTC/SSC 

or MAP. 

Supplier  

Respondent 

3 

 

Supplier 

Respondent 

4 

 

    Unique Distribution 

Respondent 

1 

It is worth highlighting currently there are no obligations for 

Distribution Businesses to populate the addresses, with 
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Property 

Reference 

Number  

Business  UPRN’s, in the MPAS system. 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 

2 

 

Supplier  

Respondent 

3 

 

Supplier 

Respondent 

4 

 

Energisation 

Status 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 

1 

- 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 

2 

We currently match and validate the energisation status 

received in the MTD (D0150/D0268) or D0139 from the 

MOP with the registration data update (D0205) received 

from the supplier. 

The current volumes of mismatches are; 

 DB31 received awaiting D0150/268/139 = 262 

 D0150/268 awaiting D0205 = 367 

 D0139 received with failure reason = 1 

 D0139 received awaiting D0205 = 184 

 Meters in D0139 mismatch MTD = 14 

Total = 828 

 

We also validate the readings received against MPANs 

which are de-energised/disconnected; 

 HH advances = 38  

NHH advances = 219 

Supplier  

Respondent 

3 

 

Supplier 

Respondent 

4 

 

Disconnection 

Date 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 

1 

- 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 

2 

We do not get many queries on incorrect Disconnection 

date; we do receive queries on MPANs disconnected in 

error.  These are found when the supplier tries to register 

the MPAN or a customer contacts us for their MPAN. We 

have 28 MPANS going through registration (new MPAN 

raised) and 34 registered awaiting population of 

energisation status.  We have processed 32 MPANs 

through the MAP04 process to undo the disconnection and 

put them back into a traded status. 

Supplier  

Respondent 

3 
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Supplier 

Respondent 

4 

 

Other (please 

specify) 

Distribution 

Business  

Respondent 

1 

 

Distribution 

Business 

Respondent 

2 

- 

Supplier  

Respondent 

3 

 

Supplier 

Respondent 

4 

 

 

Questionnaire Responses – HH and NHH Data Collectors  

Q. 5.1. To allow responses to be aggregated across multiple respondents, please provide the following 
volumetrics (in confidence).   

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 1
  

  
Count / 
% 

Additional Comments 

Average number of appointments on CoS per month 
902 
(52%) 

Based on a sample 

Average number of de-appointments on CoS per 
month 

109 
(100%) 

Based on a sample  

Average % of CoS appointments where you are 
unable to process a CoS reading (D0086) within 
required timescales. 

3% 

D086’s have been issued on all but 3% outside 
specified timescale. This was due to missing MRH 
/ supplier appointing & de-appointing numerous 
times 

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you don’t 
receive a CoS reading (D0086) from the new 
NHHDC within required timescales. 

2% 
Flows received against invalid MSN plus flows 
received where D0151 has not been received 

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you are 
unable to provide at least one historical reading and 
an EAC to the new NHHDC within required 
timescales. 

1% 

Due to the nature of the accounts we hold, we 
should only be appointed on AMR sites. Where 
site does not hold AMR we are unable to obtain 
meter reads 

Average % of CoS readings that are subject to the 
MAP08 process for disputed CoS readings. 

2% 
These are sites where we have been instructed to 
exchange to AMR following a CoS. Previous read 
history not in line with final read 

Average % of CoS readings where subsequent 
readings identify a problem with the CoS reading. 

5% 
As per point above and where deemed reads have 
been issued and are lower than final read on 
exchange  
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R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 2
 

  
Count / 
% 

Additional Comments 

Average number of appointments on CoS per month 150   

Average number of de-appointments on CoS per 
month 

150   

Average % of CoS appointments where you are 
unable to process a CoS reading (D0086) within 
required timescales. 

10   

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you don’t 
receive a CoS reading (D0086) from the new 
NHHDC within required timescales. 

5   

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you are 
unable to provide at least one historical reading and 
an EAC to the new NHHDC within required 
timescales. 

3   

Average % of CoS readings that are subject to the 
MAP08 process for disputed CoS readings. 

1   

Average % of CoS readings where subsequent 
readings identify a problem with the CoS reading. 

5   

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 3
 

  
Count / 
% 

Additional Comments 

Average number of appointments on CoS per month 19711 Based on Sample 

Average number of de-appointments on CoS per 
month 

16,000 Best guess 

Average % of CoS appointments where you are 
unable to process a CoS reading (D0086) within 
required timescales. 

1.01% Based on Manual work items 

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you don’t 
receive a CoS reading (D0086) from the new 
NHHDC within required timescales. 

  Unable to arrange reporting in time 

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you are 
unable to provide at least one historical reading and 
an EAC to the new NHHDC within required 
timescales. 

  Unable to arrange reporting in time 

Average % of CoS readings that are subject to the 
MAP08 process for disputed CoS readings. 

9475 
This figure is for both gains and losses, missing 
and disputed reads – didn’t have time to separate 

Average % of CoS readings where subsequent 
readings identify a problem with the CoS reading. 

1.14% Based on sample 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 4
 

  
Count / 
% 

Additional Comments 

Average number of appointments on CoS per month 16016   

Average number of de-appointments on CoS per 
month 

4883   

Average % of CoS appointments where you are 
unable to process a CoS reading (D0086) within 
required timescales. 

15435 – 
96.4% 

  

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you don’t 
receive a CoS reading (D0086) from the new 
NHHDC within required timescales. 

13%   

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you are 
unable to provide at least one historical reading and 
an EAC to the new NHHDC within required 
timescales. 

257 - 
5.3% 

  

Average % of CoS readings that are subject to the 
MAP08 process for disputed CoS readings. 

1187 
(7.4%) 
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Average % of CoS readings where subsequent 
readings identify a problem with the CoS reading. 

? We cannot measure this 

 
 
 
 

   

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 5
  

  
Count / 
% 

Additional Comments 

Average number of appointments on CoS per month 150   

Average number of de-appointments on CoS per 
month 

150   

Average % of CoS appointments where you are 
unable to process a CoS reading (D0086) within 
required timescales. 

10   

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you don’t 
receive a CoS reading (D0086) from the new 
NHHDC within required timescales. 

5   

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you are 
unable to provide at least one historical reading and 
an EAC to the new NHHDC within required 
timescales. 

3   

Average % of CoS readings that are subject to the 
MAP08 process for disputed CoS readings. 

1   

Average % of CoS readings where subsequent 
readings identify a problem with the CoS reading. 

5   

 

Q. 5.2. For those instances where, as new NHHDC, you are unable to process a CoS reading within 
required timescales, please estimate the percentage attributable to the following root causes. (Add 

further root causes, as required).  

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 1
  

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No Meter Technical Details received from Meter 
Operator 

3% Chasing MOP following issuing D0170’s 

Unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with 
MTD from the Meter Operator (e.g. register 
mismatches) 

2%   

Unable to process MTD from Meter Operator due to 
inconsistencies with MTD held from a previous 
appointment 

1% Updates of agents have taken place  

Unable to process MTD from Meter Operator due to 
inconsistencies with data (e.g. SSC) received from 
Supplier 

3% 
Sometimes on exchange the supplier requests a 
different SSC on the meter. MRH sent does often not 
include these details 

No reading history received from old NHHDC 5% These are normally related to the same agents 

Unable to process reading history from old NHHDC 
due to inconsistencies with EAC/AA history 

5% As above 

Unable to process reading history due to formatting, 
system constraints etc 

2% 
Where new MOP has updated the registers on meter 
from ‘S’ to ‘01’ for example 
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Unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with 
read history from old NHHDC 

2% 
Where meter exchanges have taken place and old 
details have been received 

Other (please specify)   
 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 2
 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No Meter Technical Details received from Meter 
Operator 

10   

Unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with 
MTD from the Meter Operator (e.g. register 
mismatches) 

10   

Unable to process MTD from Meter Operator due to 
inconsistencies with MTD held from a previous 
appointment 

10   

Unable to process MTD from Meter Operator due to 
inconsistencies with data (e.g. SSC) received from 
Supplier 

10   

No reading history received from old NHHDC 45   

Unable to process reading history from old NHHDC 
due to inconsistencies with EAC/AA history 

10   

Unable to process reading history due to formatting, 
system constraints etc 

5   

Unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with 
read history from old NHHDC 

    

Other (please specify)     

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 3
 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No Meter Technical Details received from Meter 
Operator 

9.50% Monthly average based on escalations over last year 

Unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with 
MTD from the Meter Operator (e.g. register 
mismatches) 

  Unable to run reports in time 

Unable to process MTD from Meter Operator due to 
inconsistencies with MTD held from a previous 
appointment 

  Unable to run reports in time 

Unable to process MTD from Meter Operator due to 
inconsistencies with data (e.g. SSC) received from 
Supplier 

  Unable to run reports in time 

No reading history received from old NHHDC 15.64 Monthly average based on escalations over last year 
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Unable to process reading history from old NHHDC 
due to inconsistencies with EAC/AA history 

Few Unable to run reports in time 

Unable to process reading history due to formatting, 
system constraints etc 

Minimal Unable to run reports in time 

Unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with 
read history from old NHHDC 

  Unable to run reports in time 

Other (please specify)   

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 4
 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No Meter Technical Details received from Meter 
Operator 

60   

Unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with 
MTD from the Meter Operator (e.g. register 
mismatches) 

2   

Unable to process MTD from Meter Operator due to 
inconsistencies with MTD held from a previous 
appointment 

0   

Unable to process MTD from Meter Operator due to 
inconsistencies with data (e.g. SSC) received from 
Supplier 

3   

No reading history received from old NHHDC 30   

Unable to process reading history from old NHHDC 
due to inconsistencies with EAC/AA history 

2   

Unable to process reading history due to formatting, 
system constraints etc 

0   

Unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with 
read history from old NHHDC 

3   

Other (please specify)     

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 5
 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No Meter Technical Details received from Meter 
Operator 

10   

Unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with 
MTD from the Meter Operator (e.g. register 
mismatches) 

10   

Unable to process MTD from Meter Operator due to 
inconsistencies with MTD held from a previous 
appointment 

10   
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Unable to process MTD from Meter Operator due to 
inconsistencies with data (e.g. SSC) received from 
Supplier 

10   

No reading history received from old NHHDC 45   

Unable to process reading history from old NHHDC 
due to inconsistencies with EAC/AA history 

10   

Unable to process reading history due to formatting, 
system constraints etc 

5   

Unable to reconcile candidate CoS readings with 
read history from old NHHDC 

    

Other (please specify)     

 

Q. 5.3. For those instances where, as old  NHHDC, you are unable to provide at least one historical 
reading and an EAC to the new NHHDC within required timescales, please estimate the percentage 

attributable to the following root causes. (Add further root causes, as required). 

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

1 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No EAC or reading held for Metering System 1% D0152’s received with no EAC information 

Identity of new NHHDC unknown 1% 
New Appointment flows received prior to any D0170 being 
received from new DC 

Request for reading history received with no 
corresponding de-appointment flow from Supplier. 

2% D0151’s not being received from supplier 

Other (please specify)     

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

2 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No EAC or reading held for Metering System 30   

Identity of new NHHDC unknown 40   

Request for reading history received with no 
corresponding de-appointment flow from Supplier. 

30   

Other (please specify)     
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R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

3 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No EAC or reading held for Metering System   Uncommon 

Identity of new NHHDC unknown   Uncommon 

Request for reading history received with no 
corresponding de-appointment flow from Supplier. 

  Uncommon 

Other (please specify)   System change by agent 

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

4 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No EAC or reading held for Metering System 90   

Identity of new NHHDC unknown 10   

Request for reading history received with no 
corresponding de-appointment flow from Supplier. 

0 
DC have to pass MRH on even if no D0151 received, so we 
action all D0170s irrespective of D0151s received 

Other (please specify)     

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

5 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No EAC or reading held for Metering System 30   

Identity of new NHHDC unknown 40   

Request for reading history received with no 
corresponding de-appointment flow from Supplier. 

30   

Other (please specify)     

 

Q 5.4. For those readings which result in a MAP08 dispute, erroneously large EAC/AA or issues in 
processing subsequent readings, please estimate the percentage attributable to the following root causes. 
(Add further root causes, as required).  

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

1 Root Cause % Additional Comments 

Transposed readings 6% Figures based when exchange to AMR 

Transposed Registers (ie in MTD) 6% Figures based when exchange to AMR 

Incorrect number of dials 0%   
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Pre-payment vend registers versus total registers  #N/A   

Readings deemed from inaccurate historical EACs      

Missed meter exchanges 1% New mtds not passed on 

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

2 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

Transposed readings 15   

Transposed Registers (ie in MTD)     

Incorrect number of dials     

Pre-payment vend registers versus total registers      

Readings deemed from inaccurate historical EACs  65   

Missed meter exchanges 20   

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

3 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

Transposed readings   Unable to report in time 

Transposed Registers (ie in MTD)   Unable to report in time 

Incorrect number of dials   Unable to report in time 

Pre-payment vend registers versus total registers    Unable to report in time 

Readings deemed from inaccurate historical EACs    Unable to report in time 

Missed meter exchanges   Unable to report in time 

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

4 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

Transposed readings 3   

Transposed Registers (ie in MTD) 3   

Incorrect number of dials 3   

Pre-payment vend registers versus total registers  0   

Readings deemed from inaccurate historical EACs  80   

Missed meter exchanges 10   

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

5 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

Transposed readings 15   

Transposed Registers (ie in MTD)     

Incorrect number of dials     

Pre-payment vend registers versus total registers      
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Readings deemed from inaccurate historical EACs  65   

Missed meter exchanges 20   

  

Q. 5.5. Please provide commentary on any data quality issues you experience for non-domestic (Profile 
Class 5-8) Metering Systems. Please provide an indication of the extent of each issue and any known root 

causes. 

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

1 

Issue Description Frequency Additional Comments 

Previous MRH is often deemed   
We only note once we have exchanged meter to AMR and 
previous read history not accurate 

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

2 

Issue Description Frequency Additional Comments 

The major issue encountered has been 
incorrectly mapped registers 

moderate 
This has often occurred on Change of Agent and Meter Operator; 
resultant lack of interoperability necessitates a meter exchange 
to correct error. 

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

3 Issue Description Frequency Additional Comments 

      

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

4 

Issue Description Frequency Additional Comments 

Less Missing MRH as read more 
frequently and consistently as majority are 
AMR meters 

    

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

5 

Issue Description Frequency Additional Comments 

The major issue encountered has been 
incorrectly mapped registers  

moderate 
This has often occurred on Change of Agent and Meter Operator; 
resultant lack of interoperability necessitates a meter exchange 
to correct error. 
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 Q. 5.6. Please provide any suggestions about how the quality of reading histories 
(and MTD) could be improved. Or how the CoS process could be made more robust to data 

quality issues.  

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 1
 

Before appointment of agents, it would be worthwhile to ensure that the supplier has taken over the supply prior to the 
previous supplier objecting. This would stop the number of appointments / de-appointments / re-appointments. This 
causes additional requesting of flows and to ensure that opening reads can be issued within timescale following a 
second chase. 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 2
 

The CoS process could be made more robust, to data quality issues, if Data Collectors had more autonomy in the 
process i.e. when a deemed CoS read received from a temporarily appointed agent that gives rise to erroneous 
advances against DC’s own history, DC should be able to make correction without requiring dispute flow if actual reads 
are available. 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 3
  

- 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 4
 

We use data from NHHDA to underpin missing SDI from the D0152 if not received and this is a very useful way to 
backfill missing data 

We are strong advocates of P176 and often encourage Suppliers to get a couple of current reads and then use these to 
deem backwards and get an MPAN going again 

Without the MTDs it is generally not possible to “fix” an MPAN and get it going again.  We do find that sometimes the 
Supplier gets MTDs and we don’t – so we receive and process MTDs from our Suppliers to supplement the MTDs 
received direct from MOPs 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 5
 

The CoS process could be made more robust, to data quality issues, if Data Collectors had more autonomy in the 
process i.e. when a deemed CoS read received from a temporarily appointed agent that gives rise to erroneous 
advances against DC’s own history, DC should be able to make correction without requiring dispute flow if actual reads 
are available. 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                           

  

 

                                                                       

                               

                                                           

Electricity Data Quality Review 

Page | 151 

Commercial in Confidence  

Questionnaire Responses- Meter Operators  

Q 5.1 To allow responses to be aggregated across multiple respondents, please provide the 
following volumetrics (in confidence).   

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 1
  

  Count / % Additional Comments 

Average number of appointments on CoS per month     

Average number of de-appointments on CoS per 
month 

    

Average % of CoS appointments where you are unable 
to provide MTD to the NHHDC within required 
timescales 

    

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you are 
unable to provide MTD to the new NHH Meter Operator 
within required timescales. 

    

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 2
 

  Count / % Additional Comments 

Average number of appointments on CoS per month 180 /15%   

Average number of de-appointments on CoS per 
month 

600/80%   

Average % of CoS appointments where you are unable 
to provide MTD to the NHHDC within required 
timescales 

35/4%   

Average % of CoS de-appointments where you are 
unable to provide MTD to the new NHH Meter Operator 
within required timescales. 

45/6% 
Usually this happens when we have no 
MTDs from a previous MOP to pass on to 
the incumbent MOP. 

 

Q. 5.2 For those instances where, as new Meter Operator, you are unable to provide MTD on 
CoS to the new NHHDC within required timescales, please estimate the percentage 

attributable to the following root causes. (Add further root causes, as required).  

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 1
  

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No Meter Technical Details received from previous 
Meter Operator (or delayed) 

    

Unable to process MTD from previous Meter Operator 
due to validation issues (please provide details under 
‘Additional Comments’) 

    

Unable to process MTD from previous Meter Operator 
due to inconsistencies with MTD held from a previous 
appointment. 

    

Identity of new NHHDC unknown (no D0148 flow 
received or delayed). 

    

Other (please specify) 
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R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 2
 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No Meter Technical Details received from previous 
Meter Operator (or delayed) 

6% 
We usually have to chase direct with agent, despite 
sending a D0170. 

Unable to process MTD from previous Meter Operator 
due to validation issues (please provide details under 
‘Additional Comments’) 

0.50% 
Mostly these are TPR or meter type issues that prevent 
uploading. 

Unable to process MTD from previous Meter Operator 
due to inconsistencies with MTD held from a previous 
appointment. 

0%   

Identity of new NHHDC unknown (no D0148 flow 
received or delayed). 

2% 
Also, we have some D0148s received from suppliers that 
have regi dates that do not match the D0155, thus 
preventing the flows from loading. 

Other (please specify) – MTDs rec’d after 5 W/D 7%   

 

Q. 5.3 For those instances where, as old  Meter Operator, you are unable to provide MTD on 
CoS to the new Meter Operator within required timescales, please estimate the percentage 

attributable to the following root causes. (Add further root causes, as required).  

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

1 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No Meter Technical Details held for Metering System     

MTD incomplete for Metering System (please provide typical 
missing data items under ‘Additional Comments’) 

    

Identity of new Meter Operator unknown      

Request for MTD received with no corresponding de-
appointment flow from Supplier. 

    

Other (please specify)     

R
ES

P
O

N
D

EN
T 

2 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

No Meter Technical Details held for Metering System 5%   

MTD incomplete for Metering System (please provide typical 
missing data items under ‘Additional Comments’) 

0.50% 
The usual issue we have is an AMR not showing 
as RCAMR/RCAMY on D0150. 

Identity of new Meter Operator unknown  1% No D0170 rec’d is the usual cause 
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Request for MTD received with no corresponding de-
appointment flow from Supplier. 

8% 
D0151 is either late, or in some cases has never 
arrived. 

Other (please specify)     

 

Q. 5.4 Please provide the following (where available) 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 1
 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

What percentage of the Metering Systems in your current 
database would you estimate as having no MTD? 

    

What percentage of the Metering Systems in your current 
database would you estimate as having missing data items? 

    

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 2
 

Root Cause % Additional Comments 

What percentage of the Metering Systems in your current 
database would you estimate as having no MTD? 

2%   

What percentage of the Metering Systems in your current 
database would you estimate as having missing data items? 

1%   
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Q. 5.5 Please provide details of any issues you experience in making retrospective 
corrections to MTD, indicating in the ‘Additional Comments’ column whether this is in the 

capacity of new or old Meter Operator. Please estimate the frequency with which you 
encounter each issue. 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 1
 

Issue Description Frequency 
Additional 
Comments 

-     

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 2
 

Issue Description Frequency 
Additional 
Comments 

Have to send on MTDs to another MOP as supplier changed from host mop to 
contracted MOP. This requires re-processing of new D0170, as usually new 
MOP don’t have record of host MOP being appointed. 

5-10 times a 
week. 

  

 

Q. 5.6 Issues maintaining MTD outside the CoS process (for example, new connections, meter 
exchanges, disconnections) can have a negative impact on the CoS process. Please provide 

details of any issues relating to the upkeep of MTD that could have such an impact (for 
example, communicating details between field staff and back-office systems). Please estimate 

the frequency with which you encounter each issue. 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 1
   

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 2
 

 
 
Not having updated MTDs, engineer discovers another newer meter on site. 
 
 
 3-5 times a week This may be due to the de-appointed MOP not being able to, or failing to process MTDs before de-
appointment. 

  

Q. 5.7 Please provide commentary on any data quality issues you experience for non-
domestic (Profile Class 5-8  and Half Hourly) Metering Systems. Please provide an indication 

of the extent of each issue and any known root causes. 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 1
 

Issue Description Frequency Additional Comments 
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1. MOP receives MTDs for a particular meter and when MOP 
goes to site to change that meter, the expected meter is not on 
site. MOP does not receive the MTD for the meter on site from 
the agent that installed it. As MOP, the supplier asks us to send 
details of this meter but MOP are unable to send the accurate 
information as they do not have it. 
 
15 per week 

5 per week 

Although these numbers are low, the 
shortfall in the process is problematic to 
Bglobal. As a small organisation our 
resources are fully stretched and having 
to resolves these issues can be 
problematic to us. 

2. MOP installs a meter and sends the information to all relevant 
agents. Further in time MOP discovers the meter has been 
removed and replaced with another meter. MOP does not receive 
the details for the meter to allow them to update all agents and 
has not been de-appointed to allow another agent to install the 
meter. 
15 per week     

3. MOP sends D0170 to previous MOP to request MTDs but previous 
MOP does not respond. 
15 per week 

    

4. Previous MOP does not send D0313 information for meters 
that can be read remotely. They populate the meter type field as 
N instead of RCAMY/RCAMR in to avoid sending the D0313 
 
20 per week 

    

5. MOP receives D0313 with incorrect or incomplete information. 
30 per week 

    
6. MOP receives MTDs from previous MOP with the incorrect 
SSC, the details are then sent from current MOP to all relevant 
agents     

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 2
  
 

Issue Description Frequency Additional Comments 

No response      

 

Q. 5.8 Please provide any suggestions about how the quality of Meter Technical Details could 
be improved.   

R
E

S
P
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N

D
E
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T

 1
 

 - 

R
E

S
P

O
N

D
E

N
T

 2
 

It would be beneficial to make the CoS process more efficient when it comes to old suppliers issuing D0151’s, as we get 
chased frequently for MTDs from the new Mop.  

We have found that on re-inheriting our MTDs, some MOPs change the registers from R1 to 01 or meter type from RCAMY to N for 
example, and this causes a process issue with the DC. It would be good if the registers  & detail remain the same throughout. 
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