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WHAT IS THE TECHNICAL ASSURANCE OF PERFORMANCE ASSURANCE PARTIES (TAPAP)? 

The Technical Assurance technique is used as a detective tool and forms part of the Performance Assurance 

Framework (PAF).   It consists of an on or off-site check of compliance, against the Balancing and Settlement Code 

(BSC) and the Code Subsidiary Documents, commonly known as a Technical Assurance (TA) check or audit.  We 

also use this process to investigate particular processes, to find out more about them which can lead to 

opportunities for improvement to the BSC arrangements. 

The Performance Assurance Board (PAB) agrees a scope of work for Technical Assurance, within the Risk Operating 

Plan (ROP) every year.  The scope sets out the details of the checks which are designed to provide assurance on 

high-risk processes and any gap areas not covered by other PAF techniques. 

The ROP and TA scope for 2014/15 was approved by the PAB in October 2013.  One of the TA checks in scope was 

the P283 commissioning process. 

THE P283 COMMISSIONING PROCESS TAPAP CHECK 

Why investigate the P283 commissioning process? 

Modification P283, “Reinforcing the commissioning of Metering Equipment Processes”, was implemented on 6 

November 2014. The Modification placed commissioning obligations on the equipment owner, shifting responsibility 

for commissioning of Measurement Transformers from the Meter Operator Agent (MOA) to the Licensed Distribution 

System Operator (LDSO) (or Transmission Company where applicable). It also placed an obligation on the MOA to 

inform the Registrant of the commissioning status of each Metering System. Under P283, MOAs retain responsibility 

for the overall accuracy of the Metering System. Introducing an obligation for the MOA to communicate the 

commissioning status of a Metering System to the Registrant of that Metering System (typically the Supplier) was 

intended to ensure that the Supplier had a complete picture of the status of its Half Hourly (HH) portfolio and could 

take corrective action where there was a gap in the commissioning process.   

The commissioning process is designed specifically to prove the accuracy of metering and will detect any 

inherent metering problems that would otherwise not be identified. Therefore, any failure in this process 

has the potential to mask very significant issues that are unlikely to be detected later. Performing the 

check soon after implementation meant that we could identify process breakdowns early, and take action 

to solve these.  

Who did we check? 

We audited 11 HH MOAs with new appointments for HH Measurement Class Metering Systems energised on or after 

6 November 2014. 

We audited 16 System Operators (comprising 14 Licensed Distributions System Operators (LDSOs) and two 

Independent Distribution Network Operators (IDNOs)) with new equipment installed for HH Measurement Class C 

Metering Systems on or after 6 November 2014. 

http://www.elexon.co.uk/reference/market-compliance/performance-assurance/
http://www.elexon.co.uk/reference/market-compliance/performance-assurance/
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We audited four Suppliers with at least 301 new appointments for Half Hourly Measurement Class C Metering 

Systems energised on or after 6 November 2014.  

What did we look at? 

The check was designed to investigate the respective responsibilities of each Party/Agent, with a view to gaining a 

clear overall picture of how well the P283 process is working, and to identify any breakdown in the process at an 

early stage. The checks looked at the following: 

HHMOAs 

● Evidence that the MOA has evaluated the measurement transformer commissioning record and the 

meter commissioning record to determine overall accuracy of the Metering System; 

● Where the LDSO has not provided a commissioning record for measurement transformers relating to the 

MPAN, evidence that the MOA has contacted the LDSO to request the commissioning documentation; 

and 

● Evidence of the provision of a commissioning report to the Registrant of the relevant Metering System 

advising commissioning status, and highlighting any areas of concern. 

LDSOs/IDNOs 

● Commissioning records for measurement transformers installed on or after 6 November 2014 for HH 

Measurement Class C MPANs; 

● Evidence of communication with MOA/Registrant who requests commissioning record for Metering 

Equipment; and 

● Evidence of attempts to rectify potential risk to Settlement with MOA/Registrant where the LDSO has 

been contacted with a request to provide evidence of commissioning.  

HH Suppliers 

● Evidence of a process in place to receive commissioning reports from MOA; and 

● Evidence of attempts to rectify potential risk to Settlement with MOA/LDSO where the MOA has 

highlighted missing or incomplete commissioning of a Metering System. 

    The check also looked at the internal procedures and processes in place, and supporting documentation. 

 

 

 

 

                                                

 

 

 

1 Under P283, the Supplier should act when notified of a gap in commissioning. Notifications from the MOA can take 

weeks to filter through to the Supplier, so the volume of commissioning in the period on a sample of less than 30   

was not judged to be sufficient. 
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KEY FINDINGS 

The most important elements for the efficient working of the P283 commissioning process are as follows: 

● There must be a well-defined, formalised and agreed process for the commissioning of Metering 

Systems; 

● There must be good communication between the parties involved; 

● There must be good quality information in the investigation of a gap in the commissioning process; 

● There must be adequate expertise to investigate;  

● There must be good quality information coming out of the result of the investigation; and  

● The outcome of the investigation must be communicated to all parties involved. 

Through our review of this process we found specific non-compliances against individual role types.  You can see an 

overview of these in Appendix 1.  We also highlighted gap areas or weaknesses in the process; these are described 

in this section. 

Quality of Information 

There were issues with the quality of information across the market, with HHMOAs, System Operators and Suppliers 

all raising concerns during the checks. 

Data flows 

As part of the check, we looked at the receipt of the D0215 ‘Provision of Site Technical Details’ data flow and the 

quality of information contained within. All HHMOAs reported frustration with the information provided within the 

D0215 data flow, specifically the Current Transformers (CT) ratio field. This field is optional and in free text format 

and the information is often incorrect. In the absence of a commissioning record, the MOA uses the D0215 as one 

source of information to determine the correct CT ratio for a Metering System. However, we gathered anecdotal 

evidence from System Operators to the effect that on Low Voltage (LV) sites they often do not know the correct CT 

ratio, relying on the D0268 “Half Hourly Meter Technical Details” flow that the MOA sends after installation to tell 

them the correct ratio. There is huge potential for error here, and such errors are likely to be perpetuated for the 

life of the Metering System, as subsequent MOAs and Suppliers rely on the information contained in the D0268. 

Measurement transformer commissioning records 

Some LDSOs are providing CT/Voltage Transformers (VT) Manufacturer Calibration Certificates to the MOAs in lieu 

of the CT/VT Commissioning record. Unfortunately, we did identify a lack of expertise in this area across the market. 

Some staff incorrectly accept CT certificates as commissioning records (as discussed in section 3 below).  

Information provided on a request for commissioning record 

System Operators have raised concerns with the amount of requests received for commissioning information on 

equipment installed prior to 6 November 2014. Though P283 applies in the case of a Meter change, the requirement 

for System Operators to commission their own equipment applies only from the implementation date of P283. Some 

MOAs did not realise this prior to the checks. We have since advised all MOAs that for Meters changed prior to 6 

November 2014 they should seek the commissioning information from the MOA who originally commissioned the 

equipment, and where the information in unavailable they should let the Supplier know. We expect that such 

erroneous requests to the System Operators should now drop dramatically. 

System Operators and Suppliers also noted that they often do not receive enough information to enable them to 

action a request for a record. They say that the provision of the MPAN is not enough, and would like address details 

to be provided as well to ensure that they are looking for the right information. There are frustrations across the 
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market with the level of resource needed to cover the P283 obligations, and ‘getting it right first time’ would help to 

alleviate stress on resource.  

Communication 

MOAs told us that they perceive a lack of communication from LDSOs. One MOA told us that they had sent out 78 

requests for commissioning records and had only received a response to two of these requests. This trend was 

borne out across almost all MOAs, who with the exception of one Agent who did not report any communication 

problems. 

Suppliers told us that they would like to receive notifications from the MOAs to let them know the status of an MPAN 

where they have escalated a gap in the commissioning process to a System Operator. They say that having sent a 

communication to an LDSO requesting the record be provided to the MOA that they do not hear back from MOA and 

are uncertain of the commissioning status of the Metering System.  

ELEXON are compiling a P283 contact list, hosted on the ELEXON Portal, intended to provide up to date contact 

information for all parties involved in Half Hourly commissioning. We populate this using information given to us by 

the relevant Parties/agents. We make regular requests for updated details through the Operational Support 

Managers and the BSC website, and the list is regularly updated. However, not all Parties have provided adequate 

contact details, and this issue came up in almost every single TA check that we performed.  

Lack of Expertise in the Market 

In our opinion, one of the major risks to the process is the lack of expertise needed to investigate gaps in the 

Commissioning process and to determine the level of risk presented by such gaps. For the first time, Suppliers are 

receiving information on the Commissioning status of their Metering Systems from MOAs. Where an MOA has not 

received a copy of the Measurement Transformer Commissioning record from the System Operator, they are unable 

to guarantee the overall accuracy of the Metering System. The Supplier, as Registrant of the Metering System is 

then required to make a judgement call on the level of risk posed to Settlement, and to act accordingly. This can 

vary from contacting the LDSO to request the Measurement Transformer Commissioning record to requesting an 

urgent site visit to commission the Measurement Transformers. In general, we saw that while all the Suppliers 

checked were compliant with the P283 process in terms of acting on the escalations received from the MOAs, they 

are not all prepared for the risk evaluation process that comes where there is missing Commissioning 

documentation. We have developed a risk matrix to aid in this evaluation process that has now been included in the 

updated P283 guidance and published on the BSC website.2 

Use of Third Party Contractors 

The checks uncovered an issue with the use of Third Party contractors by LDSOs that had not come to light in the 

lead up to P283. Three LDSO businesses, covering six Grid Supply Point (GSP) Groups, told us that they were using 

Third Party contractors to install their Metering Equipment. At the time of contracting these service providers, the 

contract agreements did not cover the commissioning of the measurement transformers. All of the affected LDSOs 

are now working to rectify this serious problem. Some of the LDSOs have now managed to updated these contracts 

to cover this obligation, and have sent the contractor to commission the equipment. Not all LDSOs have completed 

this process, and some are waiting for contract procurement, particularly where contracts are up for renewal in the 

coming weeks. In one case, the Third Party contractor is refusing to provide commissioning records to the LDSO. 

                                                

 

 

 

2 CoP4 Commissioning of Measurement Transformers for Settlement Purposes 

https://www.elexon.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/Commissioning_of_measurement_transformers_CoP4_v2.0.pdf
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NEXT STEPS  

Improving the HH commissioning process 

In November 2014, we invited interested Parties to form a P283 guidance review group, following industry concerns 

about the scope of the guidance document produced in advance of the implementation of P283. The final meeting 

of this group was held on 1 April 2015, and we took the opportunity to discuss the breakdowns in the P283 process 

and how it could be improved. The group was made up of representatives from Suppliers, MOAs, LDSOs and IDNOs. 

The unanimous recommendation at the end of the meeting was that the Data Transfer Network be used to 

communicate commissioning information from the LDSO to the MOA and from the MOA to the Supplier. This could 

be done by the creation of a new data flow, or by adapting an existing Data Flow. We recommend that we feed this 

idea into the Technical Assurance of Metering Expert Group (TAMEG) for consideration. 

For the P283 process to work, we are reliant entirely on BSC Section L2.3.2 which requires that all reasonable 

endeavours be made by the Registrant to commission the Metering Equipment before energisation, and on the fact 

that as the Registrant of the Metering System, the responsibility is with the Supplier to ensure that commissioning 

has been fully completed. As there were no timescales introduced to support the implementation of P283, there is 

no BSC mandated timeframe for:  

● The LSDO to provide the commissioning of measurement transformers documentation in a timely 

manner;  

● The MOA to escalate any gap in the process to the Supplier; and 

● The Supplier to communicate with the LDSO/MOA to rectify the gap in the commissioning process. 

 

We recommend that ELEXON and the TAMEG investigate attaching timescales to the P283 commissioning process. 
As the P283 commissioning process is in scope for the BSC Audit from 2015/16, we believe that timescales are not 

only essential for the efficient working of the process but also necessary for the BSC Auditor to track future non-
compliances in the commissioning of HH Metering Systems.  

Education 

We recommended that MOAs, System Operators and Suppliers provide training and education to their operational 

staff on the P283 obligations, particularly in the following areas:  

● Evaluation of risk at a Supplier business following receipt of incomplete commissioning notification; 

● Identifying a commissioning record at a HH MOA business where the comparison of measurement 

transformer and Meter commissioning records is a back office process; 

● Knowing who and when to ask for a measurement transformer commissioning record (e.g. requesting 

commissioning record from an LDSO for equipment installed prior to 6 November 2014); 

● Familiarity with the new obligations at MOA/LDSO businesses, and knowing where their role fits in the 

process; and 

● Development and systematic use of quality internal working instructions for all MOA, Supplier and 

System Operator businesses.  

ELEXON is happy to provide assistance with training requirements where necessary, and we intend to hold another 

P283 education event when the next steps have been decided and are progressing. 
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SUMMARY 

The P283 TA checks showed a 62% overall compliance rate with the P283 obligations. However, the statistics do not 
tell the full story, and there are reasons for optimism as well as caution which cannot be represented in the results 

table. 

Successes 

During the course of the TAPAP checks, we realised that many Companies were not prepared for the new 

obligations introduced by P283. Choosing to do the checks so early after implementation proved to be the correct 

decision, as it forced Parties and their Agents to refine their internal processes, exposing many gaps and 
weaknesses which we can now address at the initial stages of the new process.  

At the time of the checks, the P283 process had been in operation for no more than 4 months and so all MPANs 
were from the formative stage of the new process. Though 8 out of 11 MOAs were non-compliant, in almost all 

cases MOAs were able to convince us of their ability to fulfil their obligations in respect of P283. We saw 

encouraging evidence that all Parties/Agents involved had been working to identify internal issues in following the 
process, and in most cases that process were in place to identify the MPANs that fall under the scope of P283 and to 

take appropriate action on them. Now, we must address the practicalities of the process, namely that the passing of 
paper records is not a process fit for purpose in the 21st Century. It is resource intensive, costly, unreliable and too 

prone to error.  

Concerns 

Though 13 out of the 16 System Operators were judged to be compliant with the process, this is in part because 
they had not been asked by the MOA to provide a commissioning record for the MPANs chosen for sample. Had this 

been the case, we may well have seen an increase in non-compliances for non-provision of measurement 
transformer commissioning records. This is supported by the fact that 8 out of 11 HHMOAs were non-compliant with 

the process because they had not requested the commissioning records from System Operators for the MPANs 

chosen for sample.   

It is for this reason that the use of Third Party contractors did not cause more non-compliances to be reported. 

Since there are no timescales for the commissioning of LDSO equipment, we can only report a P283 process non-
compliance if the MOA requests a commissioning record from the LDSO which the LDSO cannot provide. We know 

from the P283 TA checks that there is LDSO equipment installed and uncommissioned, and while most LDSOs are 
proactively trying to rectify this in a timely manner, for commercial reasons not all LDSOs are able to do this. 

However, we do have comfort that this issue will be picked up through the BSC Audit and Technical Assurance of 

Metering checks. Any non-compliances will be reported and escalated through the appropriate channels. 
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APPENDIX 1: TABLE OF RESULTS 

Role Number of 

Non-

Compliances 

Type of Non-Compliances Number of 

Observations 

Type of Observations 

HHMOA 

 
12 

Commissioning record not 

requested from LDSO. 

3 

Unclear about responsibilities 

relating to export MPANS and 

Meter changes. 

Back office staff mistakenly 

accepting CT/VT certificates from 

LDSO as a CT/VT commissioning 

record.  

HHMOA 0 - 1 
No documented internal working 

instructions in place. 

HHMOA 15 

Commissioning record not 

requested from LDSO. 

1 

Where Meters not commissioned 

due to insufficient load, there is 

no process in place to identify 

when Meter can be 

commissioned or to inform 

Supplier. 

 

HHMOA 9 

Commissioning record not 

requested from LDSO. 

 

1 

No documented process in place 

to escalate gap in commissioning 

process to Supplier. 

HHMOA 18 

Commissioning Record not 

requested from LDSO. 

 

2 

No process in place to apply 

P283 obligations to Meter 

changes. 

No timescale in place for 

evaluation of overall accuracy of 

Metering System once in 

possession of commissioning 

records for Meter and 

measurement transformers 

(MTs). 

HHMOA 

 
0 - 1 

Though the agent is compliant 

and following the process, there 

are no documented internal 

working instructions in place. 
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Role Number of 

Non-

Compliances 

Type of Non-Compliances Number of 

Observations 

Type of Observations 

HHMOA 

 
0 - 1 

Though the agent is compliant 

and following the process, there 

are no documented internal 

working instructions in place. 

HHMOA 

 
10 

Commissioning records not 

requested from LDSO. 

 

1 

Difficulty in obtaining 

commissioning records from 

Contractor. Work underway to 

rectify this. 

IDNO 

 
0 - 1 

Though the Party is compliant 

and following the process, there 

are no internal documented 

working instructions in place. 

 

IDNO 

 
0 - 1 

Though the Party is compliant 

and following the process, there 

are no internal documented 

working instructions in place. 

 

LDSO 

 
0 - 2 

Lack of internal documented 

working instructions in place. 

Assumption that D0215 can 

serve as proof of commissioning. 

LDSO 

 
0 - 2 

Lack of internal documented 

working instructions in place. 

Assumption that D0215 can 

serve as proof of commissioning. 

LDSO 

 
0 - 2 

Lack of internal documented 

working instructions in place. 

Assumption that D0215 can 

serve as proof of Commissioning. 

LDSO 0 - 2 
Lack of internal documented 

working instructions in place. 
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Role Number of 

Non-

Compliances 

Type of Non-Compliances Number of 

Observations 

Type of Observations 

 Assumption that D0215 can 

serve as proof of commissioning. 

LDSO 

 
0 - 1 

Difficulty in obtaining 

commissioning records from 

contractor. Work underway to 

rectify this.  

LDSO 

 
0 - 1 

Difficulty in obtaining 

commissioning records from 

contractor. Work underway to 

rectify this. 

LDSO 

 
0 - 1 

Difficulty in obtaining 

commissioning records from 

Contractor. Work underway to 

rectify this. 

LDSO 

 
0 - 1 

Difficulty in obtaining 

commissioning records from 

Contractor. Work underway to 

rectify this. 

LDSO 

 
0 - 1 

Difficulty in obtaining 

commissioning records from 

Contractor. Work underway to 

rectify this. 

LDSO 

 
0 - 1 

Though the Party is compliant 

and following the process, there 

are no internal documented 

working instructions in place 

LDSO 

 
0 - 1 

Though the Party is compliant 

and following the process, there 

are no internal documented 

working instructions in place 

LDSO 

 
8 

Unable to produce commissioning 

records. 

2 Use of contractors who have not 

been producing commissioning 

record for MTs. Steps are 
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Role Number of 

Non-

Compliances 

Type of Non-Compliances Number of 

Observations 

Type of Observations 

underway to rectify this. 

LDSO 

 
2 

Unable to produce Commissioning 

records. 

1 Use of contractors who have not 

been producing commissioning 

record for MTs. LDSO has 

requested that contractor revisit 

all MTs installed on/after 6 

November 2014 to 

recommission. 

LDSO 

 
4 

Unable to produce Commissioning 

records. 

1 Use of contractors who have not 

been producing commissioning 

record for MTs. LDSO has 

requested that contractor revisit 

all MTs installed on/after 6 

November 2014 to 

recommission. 

 

HH SUP 

 
0 - 0 - 

HH SUP 

 
0 - 0 - 

HH SUP 

 
0 - 0 - 

HH SUP 

 
0 - 0 - 

 

 

 

 


