
Attachment D: Workgroup’s previous assessment of P315 

Workgroup’s initial assessment 

What level of data granularity should be published? 

The industry Impact Assessment brought up the concerns over the granularity of market 

share data that is appropriate to be published in relation to commercial sensitivity. 

The Workgroup was receptive to reporting market share data to a granular level, but 

considered that it did not currently have a clear understanding of what level of granularity 

of market share data should be published in the interest of market transparency and 

competition, and what level of granularity particularly caused concern. The Workgroup 

therefore invited the views of industry participants on this question to inform its further 

considerations on P315. 

The Assessment Procedure Consultation asked industry participants what level of 

granularity of market share data they believe it is appropriate to published in light of 

increasing market transparency. The consultation sought views on the granularity of 

market shares, or whether participants felt no data should be published, and invited 

respondents’ reasons. 

 

Will publishing P315 data promote competition? 

The Workgroup believed that the market share data that would be published under the 

potential P315 solutions would better facilitate competition as it would provide clear 

market share information for the different segments of regional electricity supply markets, 

and this information would be equally available to Suppliers and other participants.  

This information would show how market share changes over time and would help market 

participants and new entrants to identify new opportunities and better react to 

competition. 

The Workgroup was generally supportive of the publication of market share information 

under the various potential P315 solutions. Some Workgroup members cautioned that if 

the data to be published under P315 is over-granular, Parties would have to invest 

additional resources to further analyse or process the data in order for them to understand 

the market shares. This would disadvantage small Parties. 

The Workgroup sought the views of participants on the impact of the potential P315 

solutions on competition and the relative merit of the different levels of granularity. 

 

Is there a precedent to publish Supplier market share data? 

Ofgem currently publishes the State of Market Assessment which reports on the statistics 

of the national retail electricity market including Supplier market shares. However the 

market share data published by Ofgem is less granular than that was proposed under 

P315, even the least granular option, solution 1 (i.e. Ofgem reports market share on a 

national level and segments the market by domestic/non-domestic). The State of the 

Market Assessment is almost entirely devoted to reporting on the domestic market. 

 

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications-and-updates/state-market-assessment


What is the justification to publish market share data down to 

GSP Group granularity? 

Publishing Supplier market share data within GSP Group would provide regional market 

share information. This would increase transparency in the regional electricity supply 

market. The Workgroup believed that restricting market share data to the national level 

would undermine the ability to understand Supplier activities in different regions of the 

country which the Workgroup believed to be an important factor of market transparency.  

An example of this would be a Supplier losing market share in one particular GSP Group 

but gaining market share in another, causing only a small net change in total market 

share. This shift in regional market shares could not therefore be identified using national 

market share data. 

 

What is the justification to publish market share data down to 

Profile Class granularity? 

The Workgroup believed that publishing the market share data down to PC level would 

help market participants to better understand the market segmentation. The market 

segments used in Ofgem’s State of Market Assessment are those of domestic (NHH) and 

non-domestic (NHH and HH)  

The Workgroup invited industry participants’ views on how the market share data should 

be segmented in the interests of transparency. The Workgroup considered the following 

segmentations: 

 Report PCs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 separately, i.e. segment by Profile Class.  

 Report PCs 1, 2, 3, 4 separately and group PCs 5-8 together, i.e. segment by  

o domestic (PC1, unrestricted, and PC2, economy 7, separately); 

o small non-domestic (PC3, unrestricted, and PC4, economy 7, separately); 

and  

o large non-domestic (PCs 5-8 total). 

 Report PCs 1-2, 3-4 and 5-8 grouped together, i.e. segment by:  

o domestic (PCs 1-2 total); 

o small non-domestic (PCs 3-4 total); and  

o large non-domestic (PCs 5-8 total). 

The Workgroup favoured reporting PCs 5-8 grouped together as they believe this reflects a 

balance between supplying information to a useful granularity while not presenting 

unnecessarily granular data. However, the Workgroup did not see a great deal of 

difference under this approach between reporting PCs 1-4 separately or grouping PCs 1-2 

together and PCs 3-4 together. At present the Proposer shares the Workgroup’s view. 

The Assessment Procedure Consultation asked industry participants whether they agree 

with the Workgroup’s initial view that PCs 5-8 should be combined but that PCs 1-4 should 

be reported separately, and invited respondents’ reasons. 

 



Commercial sensitivity of data 

The below table draws out a summary of data items contained within each of the  

potential P315 Solution Areas, including reporting frequency, and also the relevant 

Settlement Run(s) and delivery method. The Workgroup believed that there may be 

concern among some participants about commercial sensitivity of data that it is proposed 

to publish under P315. 

To allow the Workgroup to fully understand any concerns that participants may have over 

the P315 data sensitivity, we invited market participants to clarify which items or 

characteristics, if any, they believe are commercially sensitive, explaining why these 

aspects as commercially sensitive.   

Solution Area a) 

data characteristics 

(all solutions) 

Solution Area b) 

data characteristics 

(solution 2 only) 

Solution Area c) data 

characteristics 

(solution 3 only) 

Solution Area d) 

data characteristics 

(solution 4 only) 

Monthly ACCCs  Daily ACCCs  HH ACCCs  Daily Supplier DTC 

data flows D0030 

and D0081 or 

D0018, D0081 and 

D0082. 

 

Party group name MPID MPID 

GSP Group GSP Group GSP Group 

Profile Class Profile Class Profile Class 

Monthly aggregation Daily aggregation HH aggregation 

Monthly MWh 

volumes  

(SVA and CVA)  

Daily MWh volumes 

(SVA only)  

HH MWh volumes 

(SVA only)  

Monthly MPAN 

counts 

(SVA and CVA) 

Daily MPAN counts 

(SVA only) 

HH MPAN counts 

(SVA only) 

Monthly DCC MPAN 

counts 

  

SF Run data SF Run data SF Run data All Runs data 

Website publication Portal publication Portal publication Portal publication 

The Assessment Procedure Consultation asked industry participants if they believe that 

there any data items or other aspects of the potential P315 solutions that are commercially 

sensitive and therefore should not be part of the P315 Modification Solution, and invited 

respondents’ reasons. 

 

Should Supplier ID/Names be anonymised?  

The Workgroup considered that publishing the proposed data against the relevant Supplier 

ID/name would be consistent with P315’s objective of increased transparency. However, 

the Workgroup noted that if Parties are concerned that data published under P315 may be 

commercially sensitive they may prefer that if such information is published the associated 

Supplier ID/Names should be anonymised.  

A Workgroup member suggested that such anonymisation would not necessarily have 
much effect in practice because it would still be possible for some Parties to work out the 

Supplier associated with particular data by cross referencing other data sources.  



Workgroup’s assessment after the Assessment Consultation 

Impact of commercial sensitivity on P315 data 

As part of the Assessment Consultation, the Workgroup sought industry participants’ views 

on any potential commercially sensitive data that the potential solutions could reveal. The 

responses suggested three key areas of concern, those are: 

 GSP Group level of granularity;  

 PC level of granularity; and  

 Frequency of publication. 

The Ofgem member of the Workgroup advised that currently Ofgem publishes Supplier 

market share data once a year and they would consider that publication frequencies 

proposed in the potential solutions (i.e. both monthly and daily under different potential 

solutions) are unlikely to be justified. 

Taking into account consultation responses and Ofgem’s comments, the Workgroup 

agreed to make significant changes to its market share summary data solution (website 

based) to: 

 Report the ACCCs on a national level (rather than GSP Group level as previously 

proposed). 

 Report PCs 1-2, 3-4 and 5-8 grouped together, i.e. segment by:  

o domestic (PCs 1-2 total); 

o small non-domestic (PCs 3-4 total); and  

o large non-domestic (PCs 5-8 total). 

 Publish this Supplier market share summary on a quarterly basis (rather than 

monthly as previously proposed). 

 Ensure that there was a two month lag between the end of the quarter and 

publication. 

The Workgroup believed that this addressed the concerns around the P315 data revealing 

commercially sensitive information. The Workgroup considered that, compared with the 

solutions consulted upon, this revised solution would result in a smaller increase in 

transparency in the retail market and therefore less benefit being realised by the 

Modification. However the Workgroup agreed that the revised solution would be a good 

compromise in addressing some Parties’ concerns over commercial sensitivity of the P315 

data while enabling some benefit to be delivered. 

An attendee acknowledged that the Workgroup had sought to address concerns around 

commercial sensitivity, but remained concerned that smaller Parties would be less able to 

use the data provided than those larger participants, due to resource constraints. As a 

result, larger participants would be able to obtain better understanding of competitors 

from the data than those smaller participants.  

The Workgroup’s following consideration of the benefits and drawbacks of P315 is based 

on the data that would be published under this revised solution. 

 



Is there a case for change? 

Embedded generation transparency 

The Supplier Volume Allocation (SVA) arrangements encourage participants to combine 

their demand and embedded generation into one entity (i.e. within a Supplier BM Unit) to 

realise embedded benefits. The Workgroup considered that this masks the true customer 

demand and believed that this lack of transparency in SVA embedded generation could 

result in inefficient pricing in forward markets. A Workgroup member believed that the 

current wholesale price is overstated due to this pricing inefficiency. 

The System Operator has low visibility of demand and generation behaviours within 

distribution networks meaning that they will find it difficult to forecast demand and 

dispatch generation efficiently. 

The Workgroup believed that BSC Parties and the System Operator could take advantage 

of the Supplier market share data to improve their demand forecasting. Currently 

participants in the SVA arrangements can access the D0276 data flow but non-physical 

traders or participants with a wholly CVA business cannot. Therefore they are 

disadvantaged in that they could not see the GSP Group level total embedded generation 

and demand volumes. The Modification would lead to improved pricing and commercial 

decision making, resulting in a clear commercial benefit to all BSC Parties. A Workgroup 

member believed that these benefits would also ultimately extend to consumers. 

 

Generation and supply market asymmetry  

The Workgroup believed that the limitations in SVA data as described above means that 

there is an asymmetry of data transparency between the generation and supply markets. 

The Applicable BSC Objectives apply to both generation and supply, and while the HH data 

in the CVA market is transparent to all market participants the Workgroup believed that 

SVA data is far less transparent when compared to CVA data.  

 

Monitoring NHH to HH transition 

One of the ACCCs that would be introduced under P315 comprises PCs 5 to 8 Metering 

Systems, which are currently required to migrate to HH Settlement by 1 April 2017. The 

Workgroup believed that P315 would therefore help Suppliers to monitor the transition 

from NHH to HH for these MPANs following the P272 and P300 implementations.  

 

Implementation impacts and cost 

The Workgroup acknowledged that the benefits that it believes P315 would deliver are 

difficult to quantify, but believed that these benefits would outweigh the impacts and costs 

of P315 implementation. The Workgroup considers that the implementation costs are not 

excessive compared with the potential benefits.  

There will be no direct costs or mandatory system changes required for participants to 

implement either the Proposed Modification solution or the Alternative Modification 

solution. Participants may incur additional costs if they choose to make use of the data 

made available by P315, but this is not a mandatory cost associated with implementation.    



Existing reporting 

The Workgroup noted that currently some Suppliers voluntarily provide data to third 

parties, who in turn produce quarterly market share reports and provide them to 

subscribers and a number of respondents to the Assessment Consultation questioned why 

this data is insufficient.  

The Workgroup believed that this is not a Settlement solution because third parties’ 

market share report would be based on inference from a proportion of Settlement data. 

This would also leave those Parties who do not subscribe the reports at competitive 

disadvantage.  

 

Competition issues 

The Workgroup believed that publishing P315 data would help the existing market 

participants and potential new entrants to understand market shares by different customer 

types in the retail market and allow them to better identify opportunities and react to 

competition.  

The Workgroup therefore felt P315 would promote competition and encourage new 

entrants to the electricity retail market due to better visibility. Furthermore, increased 

competition would encourage efficient pricing in both wholesale and retail markets, which 

would be beneficial for customers. 

Two respondents cited a document from the Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) 

stating its policy and approach on transparency and a journal from the European 

Commission on competition. ELEXON’s legal advice was that the two cited documents were 

not relevant to the principle in P315, as one of the papers focused on investigations into 

market misconduct, while the other focused on horizontal co-operation agreements. The 

Workgroup noted this and agreed the documents are not relevant to P315. An attendee1 

disagreed with the Workgroup’s view that the CMA report is not relevant to P315, noting 

that the legal advice specifically addressed the context in which the CMA set its guidance 

(i.e. a market investigation) rather than the general principles of whether market data 

should be made available at all.   

Some respondents to the consultation had concerns that publishing excessive Supplier 

market share data would enable anti-competitive behaviours, i.e. larger Suppliers could 

identify the customer base for smaller Suppliers and take actions to ‘squeeze them out of 

the market’. In response to these concerns, the Workgroup believed that neither the 

Proposed Modification nor the Alternative Modification would reveal customer base for 

Suppliers. It is the view of the Workgroup that any anti-competitive behaviour should be 

prevented by the regulatory framework. 

Some respondents suggested that having to process the market share data would leave 

smaller Parties who are less resourced at a competitive disadvantage. The Workgroup 

noted from the consultation responses that the majority of participants preferred less 

sophisticated solutions and believed that the website based solution is supposed to be user 

friendly and therefore should be usable to all parties. 

An attendee1 noted the concerns of smaller market participants about the data that would 

be available under the solution options consulted upon. The Workgroup believed that it 

had addressed the concerns by developing the P315 solutions, that any possible abuse of 

data in the market would be limited by the regulatory framework and that no party should 

have an advantage or disadvantage because the data is available to everyone; however, 



the attendee remained concerned that smaller participants would be less able to make use 

of the data compared to larger participants, i.e. larger participants could benefit dis-

proportionately because the data granularity would enable them to be much more aware 

of competitors. 

 

Implementation dates and approach 

Neither the Proposed Modification nor Alternative Modification would require any 

mandatory system changes by BSC Parties. The earliest BSC System Release in which the 

ELEXON Portal aspects of the Proposed Modification and Alternative Modification solutions 

can be implemented is June 2016.  

The Workgroup initially believed that if P315 is approved the website summary aspect 

should be implemented in the November 2015 Release, with the Portal element(s) 

subsequently going live in the June 2016 Release. The rationales for the phased 

implementation are: 

 The format of the website summary is designed to be user friendly, Parties and 

other users should not need further resources or time to be able understand and 

use the market share data.  

 The Workgroup believes the summary would deliver benefit and therefore believes 

it should be implemented as soon as reasonably possible, and does not believe 

that a staged implementation approach would have any detrimental impact. 

 Implementing the summary data in November 2015 would help Parties to monitor 

the transition of PCs 5-8 Metering Systems from NHH to HH as a result of 

approved Modification P300 (with the same Implementation Date of 5 November 

2015).  

However since a second Assessment Consultation was required, as Panel requested, the 

phased implementation approach would not be achievable. This meant that the full 

solution package under the Proposed Modification or the Alternative Modification should be 

implemented on 30 June 2016, if approved. It was worth noting that, when compared with 

the initially proposed phased implementation approach, the benefit of monitoring the NHH 

to HH transition will be reduced if either the Proposed Modification or Alternative 

Modification is implemented on 30 June 2016 (i.e. no summary data will be provided for 

the period of November 2015 to June 2016).  

 

Consultation comments on P315 Assessment 

One consultation respondent, noting that it was one of the third party providers of 

information to industry stakeholders and had not participated in the Workgroup directly1 

due to this commercial interest, raised a concern that some questions from industry 

responses to the P315 Impact Assessment were not addressed by the Workgroup in the 

Assessment Consultation and questioned whether the Workgroup had taken a balanced 

view in assessing P315. The respondent also questioned whether Workgroup members 

who are independent consultants and provide data services could act independently in the 

                                                
1 The participant initially signed up to be a Workgroup member but decided it would not be 
appropriate to participate in this way, and only attended meetings from the Workgroup meeting on 9 

March 2015, and then participated as an industry attendee, not a full voting member. 



assessment of P315, given that the respondent considered they had a clear commercial 

interest. 

 

P315 Impact Assessment and Assessment Procedure Consultation 

The Workgroup noted that the aim of the industry Impact Assessment is to gather 

information from market participants on the likely mandatory impacts and costs on them 

to implement the Modification solutions. The P315 Impact Assessment sought industry 

impact and cost information on the possible solutions under consideration at that time to 

assist the Proposer and Workgroup in developing the Proposed and Alternative 

Modifications. The Workgroup also used the Impact Assessment as an opportunity to get 

an early view from industry participants on the potential benefits of P315 and concerns 

around areas like commercial sensitivity of data. 

When the Workgroup considered the P315 Impact Assessment results it discussed the 

concerns that were raised by some market participants. The Workgroup noted the 

concerns but did not believe that there was enough information in the responses for it to 

determine what aspects of the initial options that it issued for Impact Assessment may be 

commercially sensitive, and therefore it was unable to determine how the concerns might 

be addressed.  

Therefore, when the Workgroup issued the Assessment Procedure Consultation for P315 it 

particularly invited market participants to provide more information around their concerns. 

The consultation document listed all the data items that would be included in the potential 

Modification solutions and invited parties to indicate which of these they believed to be 

commercially sensitive and therefore should not be published. The Workgroup wished to 

fully understand participants concerns and to facilitate consideration of how it might be 

able to develop the P315 solution(s) to address these concerns, i.e. amend the solutions to 

avoid publishing commercially sensitive data while still delivering benefit. 

The Workgroup welcomed the participation in its later meetings, as a non-voting attendee, 

of a representative of the company that raised the concerns around the issues. Note that 

this representative was the same referenced above who had originally signed up as a 

Workgroup member but decided not to participate in the previous Workgroup meetings 

due to its cited commercial interests in P315. The representative noted the explanation of 

the progression of P315 and confirmed that they believed that the Workgroup had 

considered and sought to address the concerns around commercial sensitivity of data set 

out in the responses to the P315 Assessment Procedure Consultation, though the 

representative still had concerns and also disagreed with the Workgroup’s view with 

respect to the CMA, as set out above, in the relevant parts of this section.       

 

Workgroup membership and impartiality 

The Workgroup discussed the concerns raised around the impartiality of Workgroup 

members. All Workgroup members are required to sign a declaration letter, which requires 

them to act independently in accordance with BSC Section F 2.4.9.  

A Workgroup member, who did not have a data provider consultancy background, strongly 

believed that there was no reason to doubt the impartiality of any the P315 Workgroup 

members and believed that the concerns in this area raised in the consultation response 

were unfounded and inappropriate. The rest of the Workgroup agreed with this 

assessment. 



The Workgroup also noted that if there had been any doubt about any member’s 

impartiality or actions ELEXON should remind such member of their obligations and act to 

remedy the situation. ELEXON has seen no evidence that any Workgroup member has not 

acted in accordance with their obligations under the BSC in the progression of P315. It 

should also be noted that Ofgem has participated in the Workgroup throughout the 

progression of P315. 

 

Workgroup’s further assessment 

The P315 Workgroup considered that it had completed its assessment of P315 and 

submitted the P315 Assessment Report in April 2015. However, the BSC Panel decided 

that P315 required further assessment, including industry consultation. 

 

Panel consideration of initial Assessment Report 

The BSC Panel considered the P315 Assessment Report at its meeting on 9 April 2015. The 

Panel noted that the previous Assessment Consultation was issued to invite industry 

participants to comment on potential Modification solutions and raise and clarify any 

concerns they might have, particularly around commercial sensitivity of data which had 

been identified as an issue and which the Workgroup wished to better understand. The 

Proposer and the Workgroup had not established their Proposed and Alternative 

Modifications at that time, but issued several possible solutions for comment. The majority 

of consultation respondents did not believe the potential Modification solutions would 

better facilitate Applicable BSC Objectives and raised a number of concerns over the 

solution designs.  

The Panel noted that the Workgroup, at its last meeting, considered the industry 

responses to the previous Assessment Consultation and developed the Proposed and 

Alternative Modifications. The Workgroup believed that the Proposed and Alternative 

Modification solutions addressed respondents’ concerns and unanimously recommended 

that the Alternative Modification should be approved.  

Although the solutions had not been finalised at the time of the previous consultation, the 

Workgroup did not believe that it was necessary to consult the industry again as part of 

the Assessment Procedure, since it felt able to give final views and that P315 would be 

issued for industry consultation as part of the Report Phase. 

However, the Panel did not feel able to make an initial recommendation based on the 

Workgroup’s assessment. The Panel was concerned that though the majority of 

respondents had not supported the solution options consulted upon, the Workgroup had 

not consulted the industry on the finalised solutions in reaching its unanimous view that 

both Proposed and Alternative Modifications would be better than the current baseline. 

The Panel noted that the Workgroup had sought to address respondents’ concerns in 

developing the Proposed and Alternative Modification solutions and P315 would be issued 

for Report Phase industry consultation, but believed that the industry should be further 

consulted on the Proposed and Alternative Modifications in the Assessment Procedure in 

order that the Workgroup can consider the results before the Panel gives its initial view.  

As well as the primary concern that the Workgroup should consider the results of further 

industry consultation, the Panel also directed that the Workgroup should further consider 

the arrangements for non-BSC Parties to access data under P315. The Panel asked that 

further consideration be given to the licence arrangements and particularly to the 



justification of the licence fee for non-BSC Parties, and whether the proposed fee, how it is 

levied and the link to access to other data are appropriate. The Panel questioned whether 

requiring non-Parties to pay such a fee is in the interests of transparency and in line with 

the contention that P315 would benefit competition and prospective new entrants to the 

market. 

The Panel also sought clarification of the Workgroup’s views on how the CMA policy 

document related to P315. A Panel Member questioned whether P315 could be conflating 

two separate contended issues, i.e. masking of embedded generation and a lack of 

transparency around Supplier market share, and this had led to difficulty in developing a 

solution to address both whereas separate solutions could be more effective. 

 

Impact of further assessment on Implementation Date 

The Workgroup initially agreed to recommend a phased implementation approach for 

P315, with the website summary data arrangements implemented on 5 November 2015 

and other parts of the solution implemented on 30 June 2016, subject to a decision 

approving the Modification being received by the cut-off date. 

However, the further Assessment of P315 meant that phased implementation beginning in 

November 2015 is not achievable. Therefore the Proposed Modification or Alternative 

Modification would be implemented on 30 June 2016 with no phased approach, if 

approved by the necessary date. The implementation section reflects this updated 

approach. 

 

Further (the second) Assessment Procedure Consultation 

The views of the Workgroup did not change from those set out in the initial Assessment 

Report. As well as changes to reflect the impact on the P315 implementation approach the 

Workgroup’s view that the CMA policy document is not relevant to P315 has been clarified 

on page 16. 

The P315 licencing approach was intended to indemnify BSCCo against the use of P315 

data by non-BSC Parties. The Workgroup believed that linking the licence fee to that 

already levied for access to other data would be efficient, and that a fee is appropriate to 

defray the cost to Parties of P315 implementation. The Workgroup invites views on the 

licencing approach for P315, what magnitude of data licence fee (if any) is appropriate and 

whether such fee should be linked to licencing of other data or separate. 

As well as specifically asking whether the Proposed and Alternative Modification address 

participants’ concerns and seeking views on the data licensing approach and fee, the 

consultation asked the usual questions (e.g. whether P315 better facilitates the Applicable 

BSC Objectives) in order to fully inform the Workgroup’s further assessment of P315. 

 

Workgroup’s final assessment  

After considering the responses received to the second Assessment Consultation, the 

Workgroup further assessed the Modification solutions with a third Assessment 

Consultation and reached its final recommendation to the Panel. These are discussed in 

Section 8 of the P315 Assessment Report v2.0. 


