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	Change Title
	UKLink June 20 Release

	Xoserve reference number (XRN)
	4996

	Xoserve Project Manager
	Surfaraz Tambe

	Email address
	Surfaraz.Tambe@xoserve.com

	Contact number
	01212292693

	Target Change Management Committee date
	22nd 13th November 2019

	Section 1: In Scope

	This BER requests approval for the full delivery of the June 20 UKLink Release, which consists of 710 XRNs, and is proposed to be implemented on 20th June 2020. There are ten changes in scope:

1. XRN4691 – CSEPs: IGT and GT File Formats (CGI Files)
New fields will be added in the CGI file and breach figure will be updated to 101% from 85%.


2. XRN4692 - CSEPs: IGT and GT File Formats (CIN Files)
Triggers to CIN file will be limited and a new report needs to be developed to display the successfully matched key data items provided by GTs and iGTs.


3. XRN4772 - Composite Weather Variable (CWV) Improvements
Changes to add the new parameters in the files and calculating Forecast / Actual weather values. New process will be configured to load the new file containing weightage of parameters.


4. XRN4850 - Notification of Customer Contact Details to Transporters
This change is raised to extract the information of end consumers and broadcast to them for any outages by GTs or iGTs. This will be achieved by storing the enhanced BP information received via CNC or CNF. The end consumers will be liable to STOP this if not required. CDSP also wants to record the usage of the service.


5. XRN4865 - Amendment to Treatment and Reporting of CYCL Reads
Changes are required to the Read Tolerance checks on all the submitted reads. In addition, MBR file needs to be amended to send an E (estimate) for Confirmation Effective Date. Description in the [M03 BILLREADS] record (MBR file) formats require update.


6. XRN4871B - Changes to Ratchet Regime (MOD0665)
Ratchet regime will be changed for NonND Class 2 sites. New reports to be built to send the information to the GTs and allow CDSP to be aware of the ND Flagged sites. This flag also is required to be stored in BW as an additional data item. A mechanism will be built in order to force such site with ND Flag to Class 1 if the Shippers are not moving them within defined SPSBDs.


7. XRN4888 - Removing Duplicate Address Update Validation for IGT Supply Meter Points via CMS
Validation needs to be removed in CMS to stop processing the duplicate addresses. After this change; IGTs will be able to update duplicate addresses via CMS in UK Link. An additional report needs to be submitted highlighting how many such instances have occurred on daily and monthly basis.


8. XRN4930 - Requirement to Inform Shipper of Meter Link Code Change
For change in the Meter Link Code; MRI (K15) will be triggered whenever there is a link code change in the system i.e. Prime to Freestanding or vice versa. This is done by the users manually at the back of exceptions.


9. XRN4932 - Improvements to the quality of the Conversion Factor values held on the Supply Point Register (MOD0681S)
The conversion factor will be updated as part of AQ Updates above or below 732,000 kWh. Data Cleansing is required as part of the implementation.


10. XRN4941 - Auto updates to meter read frequency (MOD0692)
The conversion factor will be updated as part of AQ Updates above or below 293,000 kWh. Data Cleansing is required as part of the implementation.



	Section 2: Out of Scope

	· Any other changes other changes than the changes specified above are out of scope.


	Section 3: Funding required to deliver the change

	
XRN4691 - CSEPs: IGT and GT File Formats (CGI Files)
	Gas Industry Participant
	% Share of Cost

	Shippers
	

	iGT’s
	10%

	DNO’s
	90%

	Transmission
	

	DN & iGT
	



XRN4692 - CSEPs: IGT and GT File Formats (CIN Files)
	Gas Industry Participant
	% Share of Cost

	Shippers
	

	iGT’s
	10%

	DNO’s
	90%

	Transmission
	

	DN & iGT
	



XRN4772 - Composite Weather Variable (CWV) Improvements
	Gas Industry Participant
	% Share of Cost

	Shippers
	50%

	iGT’s
	

	DNO’s
	50%

	Transmission
	

	DN & iGT
	



XRN4850 - Notification of Customer Contact Details to Transporters
	Gas Industry Participant
	% Share of Cost

	Shippers
	

	iGT’s
	10%

	DNO’s
	90%

	Transmission
	

	DN & iGT
	



XRN4871B - Changes to Ratchet Regime (MOD0665)
	Gas Industry Participant
	% Share of Cost

	Shippers
	

	iGT’s
	

	DNO’s
	100%

	Transmission
	

	DN & iGT
	








XRN4888 - Removing Duplicate Address Update Validation for IGT Supply Meter Points via CMS
	Gas Industry Participant
	% Share of Cost

	Shippers
	

	iGT’s
	100%

	DNO’s
	

	Transmission
	

	DN & iGT
	



XRN4930 - Requirement to Inform Shipper of Meter Link Code Change
	Gas Industry Participant
	% Share of Cost

	Shippers
	100%

	iGT’s
	

	DNO’s
	

	Transmission
	

	DN & iGT
	



XRN4932 - Improvements to the quality of the Conversion Factor values held on the Supply Point Register (MOD0681S)
	Gas Industry Participant
	% Share of Cost

	Shippers
	100%

	iGT’s
	

	DNO’s
	

	Transmission
	

	DN & iGT
	



XRN4941 - Auto updates to meter read frequency (MOD0692)
	Gas Industry Participant
	% Share of Cost

	Shippers
	100%

	iGT’s
	

	DNO’s
	

	Transmission
	

	DN & iGT
	



XRN4865 - Amendment to Treatment and Reporting of CYCL Reads
	Gas Industry Participant
	% Share of Cost

	Shippers
	100%

	iGT’s
	

	DNO’s
	

	Transmission
	

	DN & iGT
	



Please see belowattached spreadsheet for full cost breakdown (incl.and Market Ttrials) Options.



[image: ]

Total Costs of June 20 changes (incl. MT Option 1): £894,222£1,231,667
· Delivery cost: £560,2224950,917
· Market Trials: £114,000210,750
· MT Set Up: £20,000
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Risk Margin: £5200,000

Total Costs of June 20 changes (incl. MT Option 2): £1,199,417
· Delivery cost: £950,917
· Market Trials: £178,500
· MT Set Up: £20,000
· Risk Margin: £50,000

Total Costs of June 20 changes (incl. MT Option 3): £1,149,567
· Delivery cost: £950,917
· Market Trials: £128,650
· MT Set Up: £20,000
· Risk Margin: £50,000

Total Costs of June 20 changes (No MT Option 4): £985,917
· Delivery cost: £950,917
· Risk Margin: £35,000
· 

	Section 4: Estimated impact of the service change on service charges

	TBC
	Xoserve Service Area
	Xoserve Service Line
	(+/-) Projected Change in Annual Cost

	TBC
	TBC
	TBC


Customer Benefits:

The changes will deliver change proposals requested by Market participants and items of scope from the UK Link Programme which were not identified or not delivered as part of the main UK Link implementation or previous future releases. It will also deliver changes mandated via modifications.

Full details of the benefits for each specific change are included in the HLSO’s which are attached in the appendix.

Service Description Table

	Section 5: Project plan for delivery of the change

	




	Section 6: Additional information relevant to the proposed service change

	Risks: 

· There is a risk of increased project spend should unforeseen issues occur which result in additional work, rework or delays to the project schedule
· There is a risk that there will be resource constraints throughout the project lifecycle because of multiple UKLink deliveries running in parallel
· There is a risk that additional customer and/or Xoserve change could be added to scope on completion and approval of a formal Change Request process.
· There is a specific risk for XRN4941 that several assumptions will be required in order to complete design and issue the change packs because MOD0692 has not been approved by Ofgem




Please send completed form to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com




Document Version History
	Version
	Status
	Date
	Author(s)
	Summary of Changes

	0.1
	Draft for review
	16/10/19
	Simon Burton
	Initial draft

	0.2
	For Approval
	08/11/19
	Simon Burton
	For approval at ChMC on 13/11/19

	0.3
	For Approval
	21/11/19
	Simon Burton
	Revised due to descope, for approval at eChMC on 22/11/19



Template Version History
	Version
	Status
	Date
	Author(s)
	Summary of Changes

	1.0
	Approved
	15/06/18
	Rebecca Perkins
	Document approved at CHMC External Workgroup

	2.0
	Approved
	19/12/18
	Heather Spensley
	Moved onto Xoserve’s new Word template in line with new branding
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DSC Change Proposal 
Change Reference Number:  XRN4691 


 


 


Change Title CSEPs: IGT and GT File Formats (CGI Files) 1 of 4 


Date Raised  


Sponsor Organisation Wales & West Utilities 


Sponsor Name Richard Pomroy 


Sponsor Contact Details Richard.Pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk  07812 973337 


CDSP Contact Name Paul Orsler 


CDSP Contact Details  Paul.Orsler@xoserve.com 


Change Status Proposal / With DSG / Out for Consultation / Voting / Approved or 
Rejected 


Section 1: Impacted Parties 


Customer Class(es) ☐ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


x Distribution Network Operator 


x iGT 


Section 2: Proposed Change Solution / Final (redlined) Change 


 


Files Affected: CGI 
 


1. New Fields 
 


a. Nested CSEP Indicator 
b. Parent CSEP ID 
c. CSEP Hierarchy Level 
d. Level 
e. CSEP Connection Max AQ (provided by GT) 
f. Connection Date 


 
2. Increase Breach Figure from 85% to 101% 


 
Proposed Release Release / June /19 


Proposed IA Period  10WD / 30WD / XXWD 


Section 3: Benefits and Justification  


 


Files Affected: CGI 
 


1. New Fields 
 


a. Nested CSEP Indicator 
When analysing the data contained within the CGI file, whether the CSEP is a Parent or 
a Nest is relevant, but the indicator is not currently included in the CGI file. 


 
b. Parent CSEP ID 


Include the Parent CSEP ID for Nested CSEPs to aid analysis. 
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c. CSEP Hierarchy Level 
Cadent have submitted Change XRN4354 to reintroduce the Nested CSEP Hierarchy 
Report, including this in the CGI will aid the analysis of the data.  
 


d. Level 
As above. 
 


e. CSEP Connection Max AQ (provided by GT) 
The current CGI format is that it does not include the CSEP Connection Max AQ 
supplied by the GT, only the figure provided by the iGT.  
 


f. Connection Date 
Currently there is no way to determine if the CSEP is taking gas or not, and the CGI files 
are often generated when the MPRNs are created and linked to the CSEP ID by the 
iGT. This means that a CGI may show a CSEPs are breaching when no gas is flowing. 
Including the Connection Date will help iGTs and GTs identify, which CSEPs are live 
and which are not. 
 
The possibility of basing the CGI file on actual Meter Readings has been discussed in 
the iGT/GT Meetings, but it was ruled as too complex. However, using actual meter 
reads to give a true reflection of the gas being taken would be preferential to using 
potential figures. 


 


 
2. Increase Breach Figure from 85% to 101% 


 
Having the breach figure at 85% in practice means, that all completed CSEPs that have 
an AQ between 85%-100% (which they should do), generate a CGI file every time the 
AQ is recalculated on receipt of meter readings. By raising the breach figure to 101%, 
attention will be focused on those CSEPs that are actually breaching the contracted 
CSEP Connection Max AQ. 
 


 
 


Section 4: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations  


 
 
 
 
 


DSG Recommendation Approve / Reject / Defer  


DSG Recommended 
Release 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


Section 5: DSC Consultation   (initial review) 


Issued Yes / No 


Date(s) Issued  


Comms Ref(s) 1972.2 – RH - ES 


Number of Responses 2 (both in support 


Section 6: Funding 


Funding Classes  ☐ Shipper                                                            XX% = £XXXX.XX 


☐ National Grid Transmission                             XX% = £XXXX.XX 


X Distribution Network Operator                         XX% = £XXXX.XX 


X iGT                                                                   XX% = £XXXX.XX 


TOTAL                                                                           = £XXXX.XX 


Service Line(s)  


ROM or funding details   


Funding Comments   







 


Section 7: DSC Voting Outcome 


Solution Voting  ☐ Shipper                                      Approve / Reject / NA / Abstain 


☐ National Grid Transmission       Approve / Reject / NA / Abstain  


☐ Distribution Network Operator   Approve / Reject / NA / Abstain 


☐ iGT                                             Approve / Reject / NA / Abstain  


Meeting Date  XX/XX/XXXX 


Release Date Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY or NA 


Overall Outcome  Approved for Release X / Rejected  


 


Please send the completed forms to: .box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com 
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Document Control  


Details  


Title Version Owner Review Frequency Next Review Date 


XRN 
Template  


 Emma Smith    


 


Version History  


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1  Draft  29/03/18    


2 approved 09/08/18 E Smith Update to reflect 8
th
 August ChMC 


     


     


 


Reviewers  


Version Name Role Business Area 
 


Date  
 


     


     


 


Approvers  


Version Name Role Business Area Date 


     


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


 


 


Appendix 1 


Change Prioritisation Variables  


Xoserve uses the following variables set for each and every change within the Xoserve Change 


Register, to derive the indicative benefit prioritisation score, which will be used in conjunction with 


the perceived delivery effort to aid conversations at the DSC ChMC and DSC Delivery Sub Groups to 


prioritise changes into all future minor and major releases.  


Change Driver Type  ☐ CMA Order                      ☐ MOD / Ofgem  


☐ EU Legislation                 ☐ License Condition  


☐ BEIS                                ☒ ChMC endorsed Change Proposal  


☐ SPAA Change Proposal  ☐ Additional or 3
rd


 Party Service Request  


☐ Other(please provide details below)  


 


Please select the customer 
group(s) who would be impacted 
if the change is not delivered 


☐Shipper Impact                  ☒iGT Impact          ☒Network Impact                 


☐Xoserve Impact                 ☐National Grid Transmission Impact           


Associated Change reference  
Number(s) 


XRX4692, XRN4693, XRN4694 


Associated MOD Number(s)  


Perceived delivery effort ☐ 0 – 30                       ☒ 30 – 60  


☐ 60 – 100                   ☐ 100+ days                                                                                         


Does the project involve the 
processing of personal data?  
‘Any information relating to an identifiable 
person who can be directly or indirectly 
identified in particular by reference to an 
identifier’ – includes MPRNS. 


☐ Yes (If yes please answer the next question)  


☒ No  


 


A Data Protection Impact 
Assessment (DPIA) will be 
required if the delivery of the 
change involves the processing of 
personal data in any of the 
following scenarios:  


☐ New technology   ☐ Vulnerable customer data   ☐ Theft of Gas 


☐ Mass data            ☐ Xoserve employee data 


☐ Fundamental changes to Xoserve business 


☐ Other(please provide details below)   


 
(If any of the above boxes have been selected then please contact The Data Protection 
Officer (Sally Hall) to complete the DPIA.  


Change Beneficiary  
How many market participant or segments 
stand to benefit from the introduction of the 
change?  


☐ Multiple Market Participants                      ☒ Multiple Market Group   


☐ All industry UK Gas Market participants    ☐ Xoserve Only  


☐ One Market Group                                     ☐ One Market Participant                            
Primary Impacted DSC Service 
Area  


Service Area 1: Manage Supply Point Registrations  


Number of Service Areas Impacted  ☐ All               ☐ Five to Twenty          ☒ Two to Five  


☐ One             


Change Improvement Scale?  
How much work would be reduced for the 
customer if the change is implemented? 


☐ High           ☒ Medium         ☐ Low  


Are any of the following at risk if the change is not delivered?  


☐ Safety of Supply at risk                   ☐Customer(s) incurring financial loss           ☐ Customer Switching at risk 
Are any of the following required if the change is delivered?  







 


 


Document Control  


Version History  


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1  Draft  27/04/18  Anesu 
Chivenga  


 


 


☒ Customer System Changes Required  ☒ Customer Testing Likely Required   ☒ Customer Training Required                          


Known Impact to Systems / Processes 


Primary Application impacted ☐BW                   ☒ ISU               ☐ CMS                           


☐ AMT                ☐ EFT              ☐ IX                                     


☐ Gemini             ☐ Birst             ☐ Other (please provide details below) 


 


Business Process Impact  ☐AQ                                  ☒SPA               ☐RGMA 


☐Reads                             ☐Portal             ☐Invoicing  


☐ Other (please provide details below)                                                                                   


Are there any known impacts to 
external services and/or systems 
as a result of delivery of this 
change? 


☒ Yes  (please provide details below) 


 


 


☐ No 


Please select customer group(s) 
who would be impacted if the 
change is not delivered.  


☐ Shipper impact                  ☒ Network impact           ☒ iGT impact                                         


☐ Xoserve impact                 ☐ National Grid Transmission Impact 


Workaround currently in operation? 
Is there a Workaround in 
operation?  


☐ Yes  


☒ No 


If yes who is accountable for the 
workaround?  


☐ Xoserve 


☐ External Customer  


☐ Both Xoserve and External Customer 


What is the Frequency of the 
workaround?  


  


What is the lifespan for the 
workaround?  


 


What is the number of resource 
effort hours required to service 
workaround?  


  


What is the Complexity of the 
workaround?  


☐ Low  (easy, repetitive, quick task, very little risk of human error)   


☐ Medium  (moderate difficult, requires some form of offline calculation, possible risk of 


human error in determining outcome)  


☐ High  (complicate task, time consuming, requires specialist resources, high risk of 


human error in determining outcome)   
Change Prioritisation Score 32% 
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CP_V6.0 


DSC Change Proposal Document 


Customers to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured    


Xoserve to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured  


A1: General Details 


Change Reference: 4692 


Change Title: CSEPs: IGT and GT File Formats – CIN Files 


Date Raised: 01/04/2019 


Sponsor 
Representative 


Details: 


Organisation: Wales & West Utilities 


Name: Richard Pomroy 


Email: Richard.Pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk   


Telephone: 07812 973337 


Xoserve 
Representative 


Details: 


Name: Paul Orlser 


Email: Paul.Orsler@xoserve.com 


Telephone:  


Change Status: 
 Proposal With DSG  Out for Review 


 Voting Approved  Rejected 


A2: Impacted Parties 


Customer Class(es): 


 Shipper  Distribution Network Operator 


 NG Transmission  IGT 


 Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


A3: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change 


Change Description: 


 


Files Affected: CIN 
 


1. Reduce the number of “Triggers” in the CIN File 
 


a. Current CIN File Process: the current CIN file is produced if 
there is an inconsistency in any of the data items provided 
by the IGT and GT.  


 
b. Suggested CIN File Process: change the validation 


process, so that only inconsistencies in crucial data 
items lead to the creation of a CIN.  
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CP_V6.0 


2. Add the CSEP Status Field 
 


a. Current CIN File: the current CIN file does not include a 
field for the “CSEP Status”.  


 
b. Suggested CIN File: add the “CSEP Status” field and 


validate to ensure that there is a match.  
 


3. XoServe Process Changes 
 


a. Improved XoServe process for matching IGT data to 
GT data as the current process does not always match 
the most recent updates correctly. 
  


b. A “Positive Match” report is required. This should be 
generated to show that the files from the IGT and GT 
have been matched by XoServe and there are no 
differences in the key data items. 


 
 


Proposed Release: Release X: RX/June 2020 


Proposed 
Consultation Period: 


 10 Working Days  20 Working Days 


 30 Working Days  Other [Specify Here] 


A4: Benefits and Justification 


Benefit Description: 


 
4. Reduce the number of “Triggers” in the CIN File 


 


a. The current process looks for any inconsistencies across all 
of the fields in the DCI (GT file) and the CIC/CAI (iGT Files). 
For example, if the IGT names the site “CSEP off High 
Street” and the GT names it “CSEP at High Street”, even if 
all other data items match, a CIN file would still be produced 
and sent to both parties. In practice this means that a CIN 
file is generated every time XoServe receive an update to 
the CSEP record. 


 


b. Suggested CIN File Process: change the validation 
process, so that only inconsistencies in crucial data 
items lead to the creation of a CIN. This will reduce the 
number of files received by the IGTs and GTs and 
minimise the likelihood of significant inconsistencies 
being overlooked. 


 
Critical Data Items: 
“CSEP Post Town”, “CSEP Postcode Outcode”, 
“Number of ISEPs”, “LDZ Identifier”, “CSEP Exit Zone 
Identifier”, “CSEP Connection Max AQ”, “CSEP 
Connection Max SHQ”, “Condition 16 Max AQ”, 
“Condition 16 Max SHQ” (new field, included in the 
“CSEP Creation Process” change form), “Nested 
CSEP Indicator”, “Directly Connected CSEP ID”, 







 


CP_V6.0 


“Directly Connected CSEP GT Reference Number”, 
“IGT Short Code”, “CSEP Status” (new field, below”) 
 
Currently the GTs do not raise Nested CSEPs with 
XoServe which means that they do not appear in the 
CIN files. Making the “Nested CSEP Indicator”, 
“Directly Connected CSEP ID”, “Directly Connected 
CSEP GT Reference Number” critical data items will 
not change this as there will be nothing for the iGT file 
to match to. However, by making these critical items 
now, they are available if we wish to change the 
process so that GTs do submit Nested CSEPs. 


 
5. Add the CSEP Status Field 


 
a. Current CIN File: the current CIN file does not include 


a field for the Status. However, the status is submitted 
to XoServe on all files, DCI (GT file) and the CIC/CAI 
(iGT Files), so there is no requirement for a change to 
these file formats.   


 
b. Suggested CIN File: the CSEP Status is a critical data 


item, and should therefore be included in the CIN file 
format and validated to ensure that any inconsistency 
is highlighted.   


 
Please note – to enable the validation to work correctly on the 
CSEP Status, the GT DCI/DCO and iGT CIC/CIR, CAI/CAO 
files must all contain the same statuses: CA – Cancelled; RQ 
– Requested; DE – Dead; LI – Live. Currently different files 
have different options, e.g. currently GTs cannot submit a 
CSEP as Live. 


 
6. XoServe Process Changes 


 
c. The XoServe process for matching IGT data to GT 


data does not always match the most recent updates 
correctly. 
For example, the IGT had raised the CSEP correctly 
and the DCI data submitted by the GT matched. This 
quotation was cancelled, and a new DCI was sent 
cancelling the project.  
A new quotation, with higher loads was raised and the 
IGT sent an update to record the new loads. The GT 
did the same. However, when the CIN was received, it 
had matched the new details provided by the IGT to 
the details for the cancelled quotation from the GT. 
This indicated that the details were incorrect, but in 
fact all of the correct data had been provided by both 
parties before the CIN was generated. 
 


d. A “Positive Match” report is required. This should be 
generated to show that the files from the IGT and GT 
have been matched by XoServe and there are no 
differences in the key data items. 







 


CP_V6.0 


 
 
 


What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change?  What, if any, are 
the intangible benefits of introducing this change? 


Benefit Realisation: 


The benefits will accrue to DNs, IGTs and Xoserve because a better 
process of matching DCI files will result in less reworking by all 
parties.  Providing a confirmatory response that there are no mis-
matches will enable IGTs and DNs to have confidence that all parties 
hold the same correct data for that CSEP. 
When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised? 


Benefit 
Dependencies: 


None 


Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope of the change, this 
could be reliance on another delivery, reliance on some other event that the projects 
has not got direct control of. 


A5: Final Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


Final DSG 
Recommendation: 


Until a final decision is achieved, please refer to section C of the form. 


 Approve  Reject  Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


June 2020 


A6: Funding 


Funding Classes: 


 Shipper XX % 


 National Grid Transmission XX % 


 Distribution Network Operator 90 % 


 IGT 10 % 


 Other <please specify> XX % 


Service Line(s) DSC Service Area 10: Connected System Exit Points 


ROM or funding 
details: 


 


Funding Comments: 


Funding area needs to be confirmed. Service most closely aligns to 
Service Area 10: Connected System Exit Points which is 100% GT 
funded.  
Agreed at July ChMC to 90% DN 10% IGT – incorporate market 
share.  New service line may be needed. 


A7: ChMC Recommendation – 10th April 2019 


Change Status: 


 Approve ( to go 
back into DSG to 
work on additional 
requirements) 


 Reject  Defer 


Industry  10 Working Days  20 Working Days 







 


CP_V6.0 


Consultation:  30 Working Days  Other [Specify Here] 


Expected date of 
receipt for 


responses (to 
Xoserve) 


XX/XX/XXXX 


 


DSC Consultation 
Issue: 


 Yes  No 


Date Issued: 14/06/2019 


Comms Ref(s): 2346.1 – RJ – PO  


Number of 
Responses: 


Two approval responses 


 


A8: DSC Voting Outcome 


Solution Voting: 


 Shipper Please select. 


 National Grid Transmission Please select. 


 Distribution Network Operator Approve 


 IGT Approve 


Meeting Date: 10/07/2019 


Release Date: June 2020 


Overall Outcome:  No  Yes 
Approved to be included within the June 
2020 Release 


 


Please send the completed forms to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com  
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CP_V6.0 


Section C: DSG Discussion 


C1: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 
(To be removed if no DSG Discussion is required; Xoserve to collate where DSG 


discussions occur) 


DSG Date: 03/06/2019 


DSG Summary: 


PO suggested to John Copper that this change be covered separately with 
wider GT and IGT participation. This was due to the HLSOA only being 
received and reviewed shortly that same morning. PO was concerned that 
limited IGT and GT representatives were available for DSG.  
 
PO explained the difference between option 1 and 2 for delivering the 
requirements is the way that the reporting extract is provided. PO stated that 
in short Xoserve will deliver what is being asked of the customer and make 
changes in SAP ISU to make comparison on the data items and report on 
the differences in the existing file formats.  The funding of the HLSOA will 
have to be agreed by GT’s and IGT’s at ChMC. 
PO stated that this Change is seen as a medium level change in regards to 
complexity and medium change in terms of testing due to CSEP data is 
treated differently to how it is held in SAP, which when compared to SPA 
registration data activities is not as complex.  


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


N/A 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


 Approve  Reject  Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 
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Section D: High Level Solution 
Options 


D1: Solution Options 


Solution Option 
Summary: 


The High Level Solution Option (HLSO) for this change is available 
and can be found here 
 
 
The HLSO outlines that Xoserve have identified two viable options to 
deliver the requirements of the change. The difference between both 
options centres around either producing an automated output to 
share positive match details with respective parties, or having a more 
manual delivery mechanism which utilised operational teams to 
download and dispatch reports.  
 
In order to achieve the primary objective of this change – which we 
understand is to trigger the CIN file less frequently and only where 
appropriate – our analysis identified that it would not be appropriate 
to add CSEP Status as a critical data item to the CIN file. The 
justification for this is that inclusion of CSEP Status is likely to trigger 
the CIN file more frequently, notably because timing of file receipt 
often leads to their being a variance in CSEP Status details.  
 


Xoserve preferred 
option: 


(including rationale) 


Xoserve’s recommendation is to progress with Option 1.  
 
This is due to a more robust approach to sharing reporting data as 
part of the ‘Positive Match’ requirements by having no manual 
intervention. Dependant on clarification on the reporting frequency it 
may be a more practical solution to have a manual delivery 
mechanism, particularly if requirements are for reports to be delivered 
at monthly intervals.   


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


(including rationale) 


No preference has been provided by DSG representatives at this 
stage.  


Consultation 
closeout: 


28/06/2019 


 


  



https://www.xoserve.com/media/4380/23461-xrn4692-high-level-solution-option.pdf
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Section E: Industry Response 
Solution Options Review 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: BUUK 


Name: John Cooper 


Email: john.cooper@bu-uk.co.uk 


Telephone: 01359302450 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


BUUK supports the change proposal, as reducing the number of 
triggers on the CIN file will increase the usefulness of the file and the 
data that is contained within it. The additional Xoserve process 
changes will also lead to better CSEP data quality.  
 
With regard to the options presented by Xoserve, BUUK’s preference 
is option 1. The key reason being that the automation of the reporting 
will reduce manual handling and thus errors occurring. It is also worth 
noting that this aligns with Xoserve’s and the industry’s push towards 
greater automation. Despite this, the associated costs of option 1 are 
greater than that of option 2 (10-20k more), the key difference being 
that the generation and delivery of reports for option 2 are via manual 
means. However, it is not clear from option 2 whether the enduring 
costs of manually generating and delivering the reports is included 
within the overall HLC estimate. You would expect that the enduring 
costs for an automated approach should be lower. Nonetheless for 
both options; what method will the reports be delivered via? Under 
what ‘new format’ will these reports be in? Both of these points will be 
important in terms of internal processing and compatibility for our own 
internal systems and processes.  


Implementation 
Date: 


Approve 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
N/A 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Hi John. Thank you for the reply. We can confirm that no enduring 
costs for either option would be absorbed within Managing The 
Business (MTB) costs. With regards to the questions you have raised 
about delivery mechanisms and report formats, this information will 
be made available in the Detailed Design Change Pack, which would 
be produced at a later stage in the change lifecycle. To provide 
further clarity, if this change is agreed to be within scope for June 
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2020 Major Release, we would be looking to produce Detailed Design 
Change Packs during December 2019. 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Wales & West Utilities 


Name: Richard Pomroy 


Email: Richard.Pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk 


Telephone: 07812973337 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


Option 1 
We prefer an system based solution both to reduce ongoing 
operating costs and because manual solutions carry an inherent  risk 
of failure.  We accept that Option 1 is estimated to be £10k more than 
Option 2, other than this there seems to be no difference in terms of 
delivery complexity 
 


Implementation 
Date: 


Approve 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
N/A 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. 
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Section F: Approved Solution 
Option 


F1: Approved Solution Option 


XRN Reference: XRN4692 CSEPs: IGT and GT File Formats – CIN Files 


Solution Details: 
Option 1; a more robust approach to sharing reporting data as part of 
the ‘Positive Match’ requirements by having no manual intervention. 


Implementation 
Date: 


26/06/2020 


Approved By: Change Management Committee 


Date of Approval: 10/07/2019 


  







 


CP_V6.0 


Version Control 


Document 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


1 With DSG 12/04/2019 Xoserve 
Updated with outcome from ChMC 
on 10th April 2019 


2 With DSG 11/06/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated with DSG discussions 
from 3rd June 2019  


3 
Solution 
Review 


14/06/2019 Xoserve 
CP sent out for solution review in 
June 19’s Change Pack 


4 Voting 04/07/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated with reps, ready for 
ChMC solution options and 
release decision 


5 Approved 12/04/2019 Xoserve 
Outcome from ChMC meeting on 
10th July added 


Template 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


3.0 Superseded 17/07/2018 Emma Smith 
Template approved at ChMC on 
11th July 2018 


4.0 Superseded 07/09/2018 Emma Smith 
Minor wording amendments and 
additional customer group impact 
within Appendix 1 


5.0 Superseded 10/12/2018 
Heather 
Spensley 


Template moved to new Word 
template as part of Corporate 
Identity changes. 


6.0 Approved 12/12/2018 Simon Harris 
Cosmetic changes made. 
Approved at ChMC on the 12th 
December 2018. 
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DSC Change Proposal 


Change Reference Number:  XRN4772 


Customers to fill out all of the information in this colour 


Xoserve to fill out all of the information in this colour  


Section A1: General Details 


Change Title Composite Weather Variable (CWV) Improvements   


Date Raised 25 September 2018 


Sponsor Organisation E.ON 


Sponsor Name Kirsty Dudley / Sallyann Blackett 


Sponsor Contact Details Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com  


Xoserve Contact Name Emma Smith 


Xoserve Contact Details  emma.smith@xoserve.com 


Change Status Proposal / With DSG / Out for review / Voting / Approved or 
Rejected 


Section A2: Impacted Parties 


Customer Class(es) ☒ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☒ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ IGT 


Section A3: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change 


Modification 0659 is working to add into the UNC two new data items to improve the accuracy of 
the Composite Weather Variable (CWV) – this XRN is seeking to create the mechanism in which 
the solar radiation and precipitation values will be loaded into UK Link, the approach taken will be 
done by the CDSP prior to the data being loaded into Gemini so there will be no Gemini 
requirements as part of this change.  


 


In the UNC Section H the CDSP already has the requirement to make changes as recommended 
by DESC and therefore we have raised this XRN to run in parallel with modification 0659. This 
means that all the preparatory work can be completed and the changes can align to the timings 
required for the 5 year review which the Demand Estimation Sub Committee (DESC) undertakes.  


 


This XRN is all about the receipt and loading of the new data items, the way in which the data will 
be incorporated into the methodology will be devised and approved by DESC during their 
methodology review. As there needs to be pre-work to facilitate the DESC review the changes 
are to be done in two phases (currently in 1 XRN).  


Phase 1: 2019 – Preparation to facilitate the 2020 methodology 


The CDSP will work in an off-line capacity with DESC before finalising the changes for 
implementation. The CDSP envisage this to be offline and not to impact core systems but the full 
‘capture’ review is required. A data request will go directly to DESC to assist with this.  


Phase 2: 2020 – the implementation of 2020 methodology changes  


Following the 2019 preparatory work – the changes instructed by DESC will be implemented (full 
scope TBC) but it is envisaged this will require changes to the SAP-ISU system and due to 
switching and other changes in 2020, that early development and delivery visibility is vital to 
ensure that it is delivered to the DESC timetable.  



file:///C:/Users/Rebecca.perkins/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/EXD06YFG/Change_Proposal_Template%20v2.0.docx
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The data is to be captured as the following using existing agreements (as per 0659): 


 Solar Radiation in j/cm2 for each weather station  


 Precipitation in mm for each weather station 


 


Based on the data being provided by the current mechanism for wind speed and temperature (via 
the GDNs) the expectation is the data could be received on the same flow or a different extract 
whatever is easiest to facilitate, this change is not seeking to determine how the data is obtained 
as this discussion is between the CDSP and their current providers (GDNs through their weather 
contract). 


 


The high-level requirements (overall – the phase to be determined by DESC and the CDSP) to 
assist with ‘Capture’: 


 If the preference is for the data to be received on the same data flow as current data then 
the file format will change and changes to reflect the new format will be required. 


 If the choice is a second file then the system will need to be able to load and store the 
associated data items. 


 Ensure that data is loaded and stored in a central location so should DESC make 
changes in the future the data is accessible without unnecessary delays  


 Current data items are set at 2 or 4 hour intervals should the new data items be the 
same? To allow this change to proceed in tandem with the DESC analysis on the 
parameters required for CWV calculations without restricting the analysis it is 
recommended this data is hourly. 


 Use the new data items as additives rather than amending the charging calculation  


 Ideally obtain historic data back to 1/10/12 for each variable and weather station 
 


Due to the DESC and CDSP timings it is recommended that data for Phase 1 is received no later 
than April 2019, this is why we have chosen the February major release of 2019, if the CDSP is 
able to relax the timings but still deliver to DESC the information for the 2020 methodology review 
then a later date could be suggested at ChMC.  


 


It is recommended this is first developed by DESC rather than DSG due to the technical nature of 
the requirements and this XRN will evolve with at DESCs request.  


  


 


Proposed Release 
(Feb/Jun/Nov/Minor) 


Phase 1: No later than February 2019  
Phase 2: No later than October 2020  


Proposed Consultation Period  ☒ 10 Working Days 


☐ 20 Working Days 


☐ 30 Working days 


Other: 


Section A4: Benefits and Justification  


Benefit Description 
What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change?  
What, if any, are the intangible benefits of introducing this 
change? 


The inclusion of the new data items into the DESC 
methodology with increase the accuracy and then 
reduce volatility.  


Benefit Realisation  
When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised? 


Mainly within the 2020 methodology review by 
DESC but could be recognised sooner depending 
on system changes applied once the data items 
have been received and loaded  



file:///C:/Users/Rebecca.perkins/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/EXD06YFG/Change_Proposal_Template%20v2.0.docx
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Benefit Dependencies  
Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope 
of the change, this could be reliance on another delivery, reliance 
on some other event that the projects has not got direct control 
of. 


There might be overlap with the recommendations 
of the UIG Task Force but as part of this XRN there 
is not expected to be any Gemini changes so the 
changes will be within UK Link.  


Section A5: Final Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 
Until a final decision is achieved, please refer to section C of the form. 


 
Final DSG Recommendation Approve / Reject / Defer 
DSG Recommended Release Release X: Feb/Jun/Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 
Section A6: Funding 


Funding Classes  ☒ Shipper                                                             50%  


☐  National Grid Transmission                             0%  


☒  Distribution Network Operator                         50%  


☐  IGT                                                                   0%                                                                           


Service Line(s) DSC Service Area 15: Demand Estimation 


ROM or funding details   


Funding Comments  Costs are shown in the HLSO in section D. 
 
There will be an additional estimated cost of around £15,000 - 
£20,000 per annum for the Weather Service Provider to provide 
weather data files with hourly observations which will be covered 
under DSC Service Area 15. 


Section A7: ChMC Recommendation  


Change Status ☒ Approve – Issue to DSG 


☐ Defer – Issue for review 


☐ Reject 


Approved, this change will proceed to DSG; this was the verdict from 
the ChMC meeting on 10


th
 October. 


Industry Consultation ☐ 10 Working Days 


☐ 20 Working Days 


☐ 30 Working days 


Other: 
Expected date of receipt for 
responses (to Xoserve) 


01/03/2019 


DSC Consultation 


Issued 
☒ Yes 


☐ No 


Date Issued 15/02/2019 
Comms Ref(s) 2234.6 – RJ - ES 
Number of Responses 6 (approvals) 
Section A8: DSC Voting Outcome 


Solution Voting  ☒  Shipper                                      Approve 


☐  National Grid Transmission       NA  


☒  Distribution Network Operator   Approve 


☐  IGT                                             NA  


Meeting Date  13/03/2019 


Release Date June 2020 


Overall Outcome  Approved 


 


Please send the completed forms to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com 


 


 



mailto:box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com
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Section C: DSC Change Proposal: DSG 
Discussion 


(To be removed if no DSG Discussion is required; Xoserve to collate where DSG discussions occur) 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  


Section C1: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations  


DSG Date 15/10/2018 
DSG Summary 
 


The description of the change, and the change prioritisation was presented to DSG (slide 62). 
David Addison (DA) explained that the CWV is currently derived from two data items: 
temperature and wind speed. The purpose of this change is to add two more data items that 
calculate the CWV; these include precipitation and solar gain. 
Regarding this change, it is important to consider how the data for these new data items will be 
acquired, and then analyse their effect on the CWV. Secondly, it is also important to consider 
how to make the changes within Xoserve’s SAP ISU system to obtain the new weather files from 
the weather forecast provider. 
The perceived delivery effort of the change is 100 plus days. The system changes associated 
with this XRN is required by June 2020. DA stated that the first stage will involve analysis.  
David Hipwell (DH) asked if this change could have any impact, or any association, with UIG. DA 
and SH stated no at first, but agreed to take it away as an action. SH stated that it would affect 
gas nominations and allocations, but not the AQ. LW stated that this is in scope for UIG 
investigation.  
 
 


Capture Document / 
Requirements 


N/A 


DSG Recommendation N/A 


DSG Recommended 
Release 


N/A 
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Section C2: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations  


DSG Date 04/02/2019 
DSG Summary 
 


Megan Troth (MT) presented the results of the Solution Option Impact Assessment, for the above 
change, to DSG. MT started by providing a summary of the change: according to UNC 
Modification 0659, the requirement is to get the solar radiation and precipitation values 
considered as a weather variable in order to improve the accuracy of the Composite Weather 
Variables (CWV). At this time forecast and actual temperature and wind speed are considered by 
the CWV calculation.  
 
MT informed DSG of the only Solution Option: amend the existing means that data is loaded to 
UK Link systems to 1 are used in the CWV calculation process. 
 
MT summarised the impacted systems and the associated assumptions, which can be found on 
slide 32.  
MT’s presentation indicated Shippers as the only impacted parties, but assured DSG that there 
would be direct impact on Shippers as the impacted file formats in question are CDSP to WSP 
(Weather Service Provider) flows. 
 
MT also stated that this change is expected to be included in a major release; the exact release 
for implementation has not been decided yet. 
DSG provided no comments. 
 
 


Capture Document / 
Requirements 


N/A 


DSG Recommendation N/A 


DSG Recommended 
Release 


N/A 
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Section D: DSC Change Proposal High Level 


Solution Options 


 


 


Section D1: Solution Options  


High Level summary options 


Solution Option 1: 
 


XRN4772 - High 
Level Solution Option Assessment Change Pack.pptx


 
The above Solution Option Impact Assessment was presented at DSG on 4th February. There is 
a requirement to get Solar Radiation and Precipitation values added as a weather variable to 
improve the accuracy of the CWV calculation.  This is also expected to create improvements to 
the accuracy of the NDM allocation/nomination in Gemini which will benefit the Gas Balancing 
regime. 
 
Even though we have identified this change as Shipper impacting, this is indirect as the CWV 
calculation will be changed to improve accuracy; however this requires no change from a 
Shipper system perspective. Any file format changes will be between the CDSP and the 
Weather Service Provider to account for the additional variables.  
 
We have only presented one Solution Option for this change as this was originally in line with 
the MOD (0659), however due to the fact that this change is now delivering all requirements, the 
MOD has now been withdrawn as it is no longer required.  
 
We are aiming for this change to be implemented as part of a Major Release, potentially June 
2020 Release.  
 
We are asking parties for their view on the proposed solution option, and for confirmation that 
this change appropriately fits into June 2020 Release.  
 


Implementation date for this 
solution option 


June 2020 Release (TBC) 


Xoserve preferred option; 
including rationale 


 
Option 1 
 


DSG preferred solution 
option; including rationale Option 1 


Consultation close out date 
1st March 2019 



https://www.xoserve.com/media/2650/xrn4772-high-level-solution-option-assessment.pdf
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Section E: DSC Change Proposal: Industry 


Response Solution Options Review 


 


 


  


User Name Lorna Lewin 


User Contact Details lolew@orsted.co.uk 0207 451 1974 
Section E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs, 
risks, resource etc.  


 
We support the only option presented 
 
 


Implementation date for this option Approve  


Xoserve preferred solution option Approve  


DSG preferred solution option Approve  


Publication of consultation response Publish  


Section E1: Xoserve’ s Response to 
Organisations Comments  


 
Thank you for your comments.  
 



mailto:lolew@orsted.co.uk
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User Name Kirsty Dudley 


User Contact Details Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com  


Section E2: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs, 
risks, resource etc.  


We support the delivery of this change, and the funding proposal.  
 
We have noted a couple of comments from the document: 
 
“SH stated that it would affect gas nominations and allocations, but not the AQ” 
We are not sure that is true as these items will also impact the seasonal normal values – and therefore the 
weather correction that will go into the AQ calculation. Can this be reviewed and confirmation be provided?  
 
MT’s presentation indicated Shippers as the only impacted parties, but assured DSG that there would be 
direct impact on Shippers as the impacted file formats in question are CDSP to WSP (Weather Service 
Provider) flows. 
We believe the CWV will remain a single value per day, so from a shipper perspective there is no change. 
So, should this have read no direct impact? Can this be reviewed and confirmation be provided?  
 
We believe this XRN matches the main UIG task force findings and will make a material improvement to 
allocation and UIG levels and therefore we recommend approval.  
 
We support implementation which ensures the 2020 methodology sees the benefit, we note June 2020 is 
currently quoted and we support this only if it works with the overall 2020 methodology.  
 


Implementation date for this option Approve  


Xoserve preferred solution option Approve  


DSG preferred solution option Approve  


Publication of consultation response Publish  


Section E2: Xoserve’ s Response to 
Organisations Comments  


 
Thank you for your comments.  
 



mailto:Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com
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User Name Eleanor Laurence 


User Contact Details Eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com / 07875 117771 


Section E3: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs, 
risks, resource etc.  


 


We support the use of solar radiation and precipitation data in the CWV calculation. This CR will 
facilitate Xoserve obtaining the data so that they can derive the CWV parameters and calculate 
the CWV going forwards.  
 


Implementation date for this option Approve  


Xoserve preferred solution option Approve  


DSG preferred solution option Approve  


Publication of consultation response Publish  


Section E3: Xoserve’ s Response to 
Organisations Comments  


 
Thank you for your comments. 
 


User Name Amie Charalambous 


User Contact Details 07917271763 


Section E4: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs, 
risks, resource etc.  


 
 


Implementation date for this option Approve / Reject / Defer 


Xoserve preferred solution option Approve / Reject / Defer 


DSG preferred solution option Approve / Reject / Defer 


Publication of consultation response Publish / Private 


Section E4: Xoserve’ s Response to 
Organisations Comments  


 
Thank you for your comments.  
 



mailto:Eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com
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User Name Megan Coventry, Southern Electric Gas Limited, SSE Energy Supply Limited 


User Contact Details Megan.coventry@sse.com, 02392277738 


Section E5: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs, 
risks, resource etc.  


We agree with Solution Option 1.  
 
 


Implementation date for this option Approve 


Xoserve preferred solution option Approve 


DSG preferred solution option Approve 


Publication of consultation response Publish 


Section E5: Xoserve’ s Response to 
Organisations Comments  


 
Thank you for your comments. 
 


User Name Kate Mulvany Centrica 


User Contact Details 07789 572 420 kate.mulvany@centrica.com 


Section E6: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs, 
risks, resource etc.  


 
 


Implementation date for this option Approve 


Xoserve preferred solution option Approve 


DSG preferred solution option Approve 


Publication of consultation response Publish  


Section E6: Xoserve’ s Response to 
Organisations Comments  


 
Thank you for your comments. 
 



mailto:Megan.coventry@sse.com
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Section F: DSC Change Proposal: Approved 


Solution Option ( 
 


  


Section F1: Solution Option for XRN4772 


 
To amend the existing means that data is loaded to UK Link systems to be used in the CWV 
calculation process 
 
Implementation date  June 2019 Release 
Approved by Change Management Committee 
Date of approval 15/03/2019 
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Appendix 1 


Change Prioritisation Variables  


Xoserve uses the following variables set for each and every change within the Xoserve Change 


Register, to derive the indicative benefit prioritisation score, which will be used in conjunction with the 


perceived delivery effort to aid conversations at the DSC ChMC and DSC Delivery Sub Groups to 


prioritise changes into all future minor and major releases.  


Change Driver Type  ☐ CMA Order                      ☒ MOD / Ofgem  


☐ EU Legislation                 ☐ License Condition  


☐ BEIS                                ☐ ChMC endorsed Change Proposal  


☐ SPAA Change Proposal  ☐ Additional or 3
rd


 Party Service Request  


☐ Other(please provide details below)  


 


Please select the customer 
group(s) who would be impacted 
if the change is not delivered 


☒Shipper Impact                  ☐iGT Impact          ☒Network Impact                 


☐Xoserve Impact                 ☐National Grid Transmission Impact           


Associated Change reference  
Number(s) 


N/A 


Associated MOD Number(s) N/A 


Perceived delivery effort ☐ 0 – 30                       ☐ 30 – 60  


☐ 60 – 100                   ☒ 100+ days                                                                                         


Does the project involve the 
processing of personal data?  
‘Any information relating to an identifiable 
person who can be directly or indirectly 
identified in particular by reference to an 
identifier’ – includes MPRNS. 


☐ Yes (If yes please answer the next question)  


☒ No  


 


A Data Protection Impact 
Assessment (DPIA) will be 
required if the delivery of the 
change involves the processing of 
personal data in any of the 
following scenarios:  


☐ New technology   ☐ Vulnerable customer data   ☐ Theft of Gas 


☐ Mass data            ☐ Xoserve employee data 


☐ Fundamental changes to Xoserve business 


☐ Other(please provide details below)   


 
(If any of the above boxes have been selected then please contact The Data Protection 
Officer (Sally Hall) to complete the DPIA.  


Change Beneficiary  
How many market participant or segments 
stand to benefit from the introduction of the 
change?  


☐ Multiple Market Participants                      ☐ Multiple Market Group   


☐ All industry UK Gas Market participants    ☐ Xoserve Only  


☒ One Market Group                                     ☐ One Market Participant                            


Primary Impacted DSC Service 
Area  


Service Area 15: Demand Estimation 


Number of Service Areas 
Impacted  


☐ All               ☐ Five to Twenty          ☒ Two to Five  


☐ One             


Change Improvement Scale?  
How much work would be reduced for the 
customer if the change is implemented? 


☒ High           ☐ Medium         ☐ Low  
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Document Version History 


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1.0 Proposal 02/10/18 Xoserve  Proposal, ready to be sent to ChMC 
for the first time 


2.0 Proposal 02/10/18 Xoserve Appendix added 


3.0 With DSG 12/10/18 Xoserve Output from ChMC meeting on 10th 
October added 


4.0 With DSG 19/10/18 Xoserve DSG notes from meeting on 15th 
October added to DSG 


5.0 With DSG 11/02/19 Xoserve DSG notes from meeting on 4th 


Are any of the following at risk if the change is not delivered?  


☐ Safety of Supply at risk                   ☐Customer(s) incurring financial loss           ☐ Customer Switching at risk 
Are any of the following required if the change is delivered?  


☐ Customer System Changes Required  ☐ Customer Testing Likely Required   ☐ Customer Training Required                          


Known Impact to Systems / Processes 


Primary Application impacted ☒BW                   ☒ ISU               ☐ CMS                           


☐ AMT                ☐ EFT              ☐ IX                                     


☐ Gemini             ☐ Birst             ☐ Other (please provide details below) 


 


Business Process Impact  ☐AQ                                  ☐SPA               ☐RGMA 


☐Reads                             ☒Portal             ☐Invoicing  


☐ Other (please provide details below)                                                                                   


Are there any known impacts to 
external services and/or systems 
as a result of delivery of this 
change? 


☐ Yes  (please provide details below) 


 


 


☒ No 


Please select customer group(s) 
who would be impacted if the 
change is not delivered.  


☒ Shipper impact                  ☒ Network impact           ☐ iGT impact                                         


☐ Xoserve impact                 ☐ National Grid Transmission Impact 


Workaround currently in operation? 
Is there a Workaround in 
operation?  


☐ Yes  


☒ No 


If yes who is accountable for the 
workaround?  


☐ Xoserve 


☐ External Customer  


☐ Both Xoserve and External Customer 


What is the Frequency of the 
workaround?  


  


What is the lifespan for the 
workaround?  


 


What is the number of resource 
effort hours required to service 
workaround?  


  


What is the Complexity of the 
workaround?  


☐ Low  (easy, repetitive, quick task, very little risk of human error)   


☐ Medium  (moderate difficult, requires some form of offline calculation, possible risk of 


human error in determining outcome)  


☐ High  (complicate task, time consuming, requires specialist resources, high risk of 


human error in determining outcome)   
Change Prioritisation Score 39% 
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February added 


6.0 Out for review 
(solution) 


15/02/19 Xoserve Sent out for solution review 


7.0 Out for review 
(solution) 


04/03/19 Xoserve Reps added 


Approved Approved 15/03/19 Xoserve Preferred solution option and intended 
release approved at ChMC on 13th 


March 2019 
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3.0 Approved 17/07/18 Emma Smith Template approved at ChMC on 11
th
 July 


4.0 Approved 07/09/18 Emma Smith 
Minor wording amendments and 
additional customer group impact within 
Appendix 1 
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DSC Change Proposal Document 


Customers to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured    


Xoserve to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured  


A1: General Details 


Change Reference: XRN4850 


Change Title: Notification of Customer Contact Details to Transporters 


Date Raised: 30/01/2019 


Sponsor 
Representative 


Details: 


Organisation: Wales & West Utilities 


Name: Richard Pomroy 


Email: Richard.Pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk 


Telephone: 07812 973337 


Xoserve 
Representative 


Details: 


Name: Ellie Rogers 


Email: Ellie.rogers@xoserve.com 


Telephone: 0121 623 2611 


Change Status: 
☐ Proposal ☐ With DSG ☐ Out for Review 


☐ Voting ☒ Approved ☐ Rejected 


A2: Impacted Parties 


Customer Class(es): 


☒ Shipper ☒ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ NG Transmission ☒ IGT 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


A3: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change 


Change Description: 


This change has two elements and ultimately aims to improve communications 
with end consumers during planned and unplanned gas supply disruptions.    


 


The first element involves the implementation of a process by which customer 
contact details will be provided to the CDSP by Suppliers.  The process will be 


developed by a SPAA working group set up to progress SPAA SCP 443 – 
Notification of customer contact telephone numbers to Transporters. 


 


The process of getting the customer contact details could involve Shippers and 
be via the IX within a UK Link file format(s).   Please note,  other solutions are 
also possible. 



mailto:Richard.Pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk

mailto:Ellie.rogers@xoserve.com

https://www.spaa.co.uk/SitePages/CPDetails.aspx?UID=1324&Source=https://www.spaa.co.uk/SitePages/CPCurrent.aspx

https://www.spaa.co.uk/SitePages/CPDetails.aspx?UID=1324&Source=https://www.spaa.co.uk/SitePages/CPCurrent.aspx
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The second element of the change involves the provision of a web portal to 
allow GDNs and IGTs to send messages to selected customers.   


A   ROM response for the initial change (XRN4555) raised in March 2018 gave 
the following change impact: 


 


Change Impact: 


Initial assessment of whether the service change is / would have: 


 This is a restricted class change.  


 This not a priority service change  


 This would have an adverse impact on customers  
 


Change Costs (implementation): 


The solution will cost at least £150k, but probably not more than £250k to develop. 


The funding split is to be determined by the Change Management Committee. 


Change Costs (on-going): 


The solution will cost at least £8k, but probably not more than £15k to support per annum. 


 


The above ongoing cost includes the telecom cost to send the messages. 


Timescales: 


The strategy adopted for Post Nexus change is a Release strategy (changes grouped and  


implemented together at a set date) and it is expected that this change would form part of a  


Major Release.   


 


Assumptions: 


 Each SMS and email message would be tailored to each GDN. 
 


 


Risks: 


 Not all Suppliers have IX 


 Not all telephone numbers will accept a SMS message 
 


This ROM response was based on the initial Change Request (XRN4555) and 
therefore does not capture all of the latest requirements but it provides an 
indication of the change impact.  


 


Web Portal requirements 


Two levels of functionality “Broadcast” and “Extract” 
 
There will be five uses cases: 


1. Unplanned interruptions including purge and relights;  
2. Planned interruptions including reinstatement of ground (e.g. mains 


replacement);  
3. Gas Safety Regulation (GSR) cut-offs;  
4. Appointments for Multiple Occupancy Buildings (e.g. riser replacement), 


and;  







 


CP_V6.0 


5. Guaranteed Standards of Performance compensation payments.  


 


Broadcast facility 


1. Ability for Transporters to request that SMS messages and emails to be 
sent to customer contact details for each MRPN in the selection criteria. 


2. Transporter will submit text of message to be sent 
3. Requests will not be processed without a use case 
4. For use cases 1 and 5 GDNs will be able to send messages to IGT 


customers where the IGT has authorized that GDN for that use case.  
This authorization to be held in a permissions matrix in the portal 


5. MPRNs to be selectable by postcode including outcode only and outcode 
and parts of incode, by road name and within that by number range for 
example 1 to 30 either all numbers or odds and evens separately. 


6. Customer contact details will not be visible to Transporter at any time 
7. Customers will be able to request “STOP”, this will stop messages for a 


particular incident but customers will be told to contact their Supplier if 
they want to remove their details entirely 


Extract facility 


1. Transporters will be able to down load customer contact details for a 
single MPRN for use in special circumstances. 


2. Requests will not be processed without a use case 
3. Facility will be restricted to particular users in a Transporter 
4. For use cases 1 and 5 GDNs will be able to send messages to IGT 


customers where the IGT has authorized that GDN for that use case.  
This authorization to be held in a permissions matrix in the portal 


5. Customers will be able to request “STOP”, this will stop messages for a 
particular incident but customers will be told to contact their Supplier if 
they want to remove their details entirely 


Reporting facility 


1. Facility to run reports on number of times portal used by: 
a. Type of use (Broadcast or Extract) 
b. Date range 
c. Transporter submitting request 
d. Use Case  


  


Communications 


Current view of the SCP443 SPAA workgroup is that  the IX  is utilized in a 
similar way to the PSR data being sent from Suppliers to CDSP by means of the 
Shippers 


Data items to be sent  


 MPRN; 


 Up to four email addresses; 


 Up to four telephone numbers; 


 Customer Name; 


 Contact Name; 


 Contact telephone number; 


 Contact email address; 


 Mailing Address, and; 


 Preferred contact method. 
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Xoserve to scope out options for communicating this data by means of IX 


Note as the SPAA schedule will not be mandatory on I&C TRAS Suppliers and 
I&C only Suppliers are not required to be parties to SPAA the Xoserve solution 
should not require Shippers to make changes if they are not required to transfer 
the data. 


Proposed Release: Release June 2020 


Proposed 
Consultation Period: 


☒ 10 Working Days ☐ 20 Working Days 


☐ 30 Working Days  


This is being raised as a place 
holder and is dependent on 
SPAA CP 443.  This change will 
be further developed as the 443 
solution is developed.  A 
consultation is appropriate when 
the high level design for the 
solution has been developed.  
The portal could go out for 
consultation earlier but it seems 
sensible to keep both parts of the 
change together. 


☐ Other [Specify Here] 


A4: Benefits and Justification 


Benefit Description: 


These changes will mirror those put in place in electricity following the 


storms in 2013.  They will allow gas distribution businesses to 


proactively communicate information relating to the disruption of 


customer’s gas supplies. 


Distribution businesses will only use this information to contact the 


customer concerning disruptive events impacting that customer’s 


connection to the network.   The portal will work by GDNs/ IGTs  


informing the CDSP of the message to be communicated and the 


MPRNs to which it should be sent.  This means that GDNs/ IGTs  do 


not directly access the customer contact details except in very limited 


cases thereby minimising the risk of data breaches. See SPAA CP 


443 for further details. 


 
What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change?  What, if any, are 
the intangible benefits of introducing this change? 


Benefit Realisation: 
Ongoing during any planned or unplanned interruption 


When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised? 


Benefit 
Dependencies: 


This is dependent on SPAA CP 443 being developed and 
implemented and Suppliers passing customer information to the 
CDSP. 


Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope of the change, this 
could be reliance on another delivery, reliance on some other event that the projects 
has not got direct control of. 
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A5: Final Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


Final DSG 
Recommendation: 


Until a final decision is achieved, please refer to section C of the form. 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb/Jun/Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


A6: Funding 


Funding Classes: 


☐ Shipper XX % 


☐ National Grid Transmission XX % 


☐ Distribution Network Operator XX % 


☐ IGT XX % 


☒ Distribution Network Operator and 


IGT 
100 % 


Service Line(s) 


DSC Service Area 16: Provision of supply point information services 
and other services required to be provided under condition of the GT 
Licence 
New Service Lines Required 


ROM or funding 
details: 


 


Funding Comments: 


04/03/2019- Originally, the DSC Service Area assigned to this 
change was DSC Service Area 13: Emergency Contact Information, 
which is 100% by the DNs. However, the reps within the February 
Initial Review Change Pack asked for the funding arrangements to be 
split between DNs and IGTs as this service would be used by  the 
latter, and therefore the service area is now DSC Service Area 16: 
Provision of supply point information services and other services 
required to be provided under condition of the GT Licence. This was 
agreed at ChMC on 10th April 2019.  
 
28/03/2019 - Xoserve is also reviewing the Service Description Table 
to assess if there is any impact to the service lines. 
 
11/07/2019 – Potentially two new service lines are required; one for 
the receipt of consumer contact details from Shippers, the second for 
the provision of said data to the DNOs and IGTs upon request. 


A7: ChMC Recommendation – 13th February 2019 / 13th March 2019 / 


10th April 2019 


Change Status: 
☒ Approve 


(10/04/2019)) 
☐ Reject 


☒ Defer 


(13/02/2019) 


Industry 
Consultation: 


☒ 10 Working Days ☐ 20 Working Days 


☐ 30 Working Days ☐ Other [Specify Here] 


Expected date of 
receipt for 


responses (to 
Xoserve) 


1st March 2019 
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DSC Consultation 
Issue: 


☒ Yes (initial review) ☐ No 


Date Issued: 12/07/2019 


Comms Ref(s): 2234.2 - RJ - ES (initial review) / 2378.7 – RT – PO  (solution review) 


Number of 
Responses: 


7 reps: 4 approvals and 3 deferrals   
4 Reps: 2 approvals, 1 Approve date and defer option and 1 defer 
date and approve option  (solution review) 


 


A8: DSC Voting Outcome 


Solution Voting: 


☒ Shipper Approve 


☐ National Grid Transmission N/A 


☒ Distribution Network Operator Approve 


☐ IGT N/A 


Meeting Date: 07/08/2019 


Release Date: June 2020 – 26th June 2020 


Overall Outcome: ☐ No ☒ Yes June 2020 


 


Please send the completed forms to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com  


 
  


DSC Consultation 
Issue: 


☒ Yes ☐ No 


Date Issued: 15/02/2019 


Comms Ref(s): 2234.2 – RJ – ES 


Number of 
Responses: 


7 (5 approvals, 2 deferrals) 


Comments 


13/03/2019 - ChMC were content for this change to proceed to DSG for 
solution development, but wanted the change to return to April’s ChMC 
meeting for approval of the funding arrangements. There was some 
discussion as to whether the IGTs would support the funding arrangements 
specified in section A6 of the Change Proposal. 
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Section B: Change Proposal Initial 
Review 
B1: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Northern Gas Networks 


Name: Shanna Key 


Email: Skey@northerngas.co.uk 


Telephone: 07779 416 216 


B1: ChMC Industry Consultation 


XRN4850 – Notification of Customer Contact Details to Transporters 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


At this initial stage, we have not identified any material risks to NGN from this change 
proposal; however, we are aware that use of the new request portal will be limited to 
“particular users in a Transporter”, meaning we will need to internally identify who is best to 
receive this access and responsibility and develop a new procedure for the processing of 
requests, selection of MPRNs for contact and running of any reports. This is likely to require 
user training.  


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


We agree that the ability to communicate with consumers during relevant gas events will be 
beneficial to the industry as it could improve industry/consumer relationships and help 
reduce complaints due to lack of information. 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how much lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of four months, minimum of six months) 


As this proposal is only in the initial stages and the extent of any procedure development 
and training required is unknown, we are unable to comment on the eligibility of this change 
to be implemented via a minor release or what lead time would be required.  


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal impacts on service area 13: Emergency Contact 
Information. The funding for this area is 0% Shipper funding, 0% NTS, 100% DNS 0% IGTs, 
0% Other. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


Yes, we agree that this change should be 100% DN funded as we are the main beneficiaries 
of the change and are the parties wishing to improve communication with consumers during 
relevant gas events. 


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 


 


B2 User Details 



mailto:Skey@northerngas.co.uk
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User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Wales and West Utilities 


Name: Richard Pomroy 


Email: Richard.pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk  


Telephone: 029 2027 8552 or 07812 973337 


B2: ChMC Industry Consultation 


XRN4850 – Notification of Customer Contact Details to Transporters 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


We think that the process proposed minimises the risks. The key feature is the portal, the 
data will be held securely by Xoserve and networks will not download the data to their own 
Systems. 


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


We think that the proposal will help improve communications between networks and 
Customers benefiting the whole industry. 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how much lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of four months, minimum of six months) 


We do not think that this would be appropriate for a minor release. Although WWU will not 
have to make system changes, some Shippers and Xoserve will need to make system 
Changes. The SPAA change is not mandatory on I&C only Shippers so the functional 
Changes should not require Shippers that are not impacted to make system changes. 


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal impacts on service area 13: Emergency Contact 
Information. The funding for this area is 0% Shipper funding, 0% NTS, 100% DNS 0% IGTs, 
0% Other. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


No. This will benefit both DNs and IGTs and therefore the cost should be shared between 
DNS and IGTs pro-rated by MPRN count. 


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 


 


 


Please send the completed forms to: uklink@xoserve.com  


  



mailto:Richard.pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk
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B3: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: E.ON 


Name: Kirsty Dudley 


Email: Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com 


Telephone: 07816 172 645 


B3: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


The proposed change could pose a cost and material risk through these initial identified 
areas: 
 


1. GDPR – sharing customers’ information would need to be in controlled & secure 
manner. Using file exchanges e.g. via the IX gateway could remove this risk. 
 


2. The development of a mechanism to share the data from Supplier > Shipper > CDSP 
> Transporter would have a cost associated and depending on the approach could 
has costs associated – we would require detailed specs to cost this further. 


 


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


 
We recognise the Transporter benefits, as well as potentially those of the customers’, 
however, we are concerned that the solution could end up costing more to deliver overall. 
We have participated in the SPAA workgroup for this and the joint MRA/SPAA Secure 
Communications Work Group (SCWG), and are assessing the possible overlap in the 
deliverables and solutions. We are currently unsure if what the SCWG is developing could 
also extend to this solution reducing what could be significant industry development and 
costs.  
 
We recognise that the charging of the CDSP costs has been suggested as 100% DN, 
however there might be significant industry costs to deliver this as each Supplier and Shipper 
develop their systems to deliver the solution.  
 
We would ask that the Transporters and the CDSP discuss with the Secretariat which is 
hosting the SCWG and the SPAA to assess if the solution could be utilised as an option to 
deliver this solution as wel. We appreciate that the SCWG solution is itself still under 
development but we would prefer to have deliverables which integrate into existing or a 
single solution where possible. 
 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how much lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of four months, minimum of six months) 


We not support a minor release, this would introduce a new process so would have to be a 
major release with a minimum of 6 months’ lead time.  


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal impacts on service area 13: Emergency Contact 
Information. The funding for this area is 0% Shipper funding, 0% NTS, 100% DNS 0% IGTs, 
0% Other. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 



mailto:Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com
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Yes, we support with the funding principles but it would need recognising that Shippers and 
Suppliers would also have their own development costs to deliver this. 


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☒ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 


 


Please send the completed forms to: uklink@xoserve.com  
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B4: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: EDF Energy 


Name: Eleanor Laurence 


Email: Eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com 


Telephone: 07875 117771  


B4: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


No 


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


 
I cannot see a large direct benefit apart from possible small reduction of calls for such 
emergency issues 
 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how much lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of four months, minimum of six months) 


We would need a 6 months period given the need for system development. 
 
We would however like to add: 
 
We have no fundamental issue with the principal of the change, however as per discussions 
at SPAA SCP 443 working group, until we get more information on GDPR and what is in or 
out of scope, we cannot fully support this solution. 
 
We would however be more comfortable if the change proposal introduces a regulatory 
requirement to share this information as this would give increased reassurance around the 
GDPR aspect.  
 
We would however recommend the use of an existing flow (e.g. CNC) where possible and an 
existing means of communication i.e. IX if this were to develop further. We would however 
looking at use of special characters in IX flows e.g. @ signs in email addresses to ensure 
that these can be supported as electricity market found these issues when looking at a 
similar change. 
 
There is still quite a lot of development and unsupported assumptions that need review 
before we can fully support this change  
 


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal impacts on service area 13: Emergency Contact 
Information. The funding for this area is 0% Shipper funding, 0% NTS, 100% DNS 0% IGTs, 
0% Other. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


N/A 


Change Proposal in ☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☒ Defer 
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principle: 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 


 


Please send the completed forms to: uklink@xoserve.com  
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B5: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: npower 


Name: Amie Charalambous 


Email: Gas.Codes@npower.com 


Telephone: 07917271763 


B5: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


Yes, whilst we are supportive of this change in principle and believe the data should be 
mandated, This information is already provided to the CDSP via the CNC file.  This could be 
used by the CDSP  to develop their portal 


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


Neutral 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how much lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of four months, minimum of six months) 


Six month implementation lead time required 


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal impacts on service area 13: Emergency Contact 
Information. The funding for this area is 0% Shipper funding, 0% NTS, 100% DNS 0% IGTs, 
0% Other. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


yes 


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 
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B6: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: 
Southern Electric Gas Limited, SSE Energy Supply 
Limited 


Name: Megan Coventry 


Email: megan.coventry@sse.com 


Telephone: 02392277738 


B6: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


This change will require shippers to provide data in a new flow via IX. This will result in 
material costs for our business to develop a solution and processes to meet this requirement. 
It is not yet possible to quantify these costs until more information about the proposed 
change is provided. In principle we approve the intention of the change, however we believe 
an alternative solution should be sought to minimise the impact on Shippers. We are aware 
of work being done under the Secure Communications Working Group (SCWG), and that 
there may be other solutions identified in that forum.  


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


The change as proposed will benefit Transporters; however the new requirements will impact 
Shippers. Alternative solutions should be considered to minimise the impact on Shippers. 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how much lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of four months, minimum of six months) 


We do not support implementation within a minor release. We request implementation within 
a major release, with a minimum of 6 months lead time ahead of implementation. We 
suggest a UNC modification may also be required if an obligation is required to be placed on 
Shippers under the UNC. 


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal impacts on service area 13: Emergency Contact 
Information. The funding for this area is 0% Shipper funding, 0% NTS, 100% DNS 0% IGTs, 
0% Other. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


Yes. 


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 
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B7: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Centrica 


Name: Kate Mulvany 


Email: kate.mulvany@centrica.com 


Telephone: 07789 572 420 


B7: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


The proposal is helpful, but the inherent risks of expanding the availability of personal 
customer data cannot be underestimated. So long as all parties are comfortable with their 
legal obligations, and newer concepts like the right to be forgotten are considered, the a 
revised solution should deliver the necessary protections.  
 
We cannot support the change in its current format due to concerns about data protection, 
but anticipate being able to support a revised proposal that includes tighter controls.  


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


If delivered with due care to data protection laws, the change could deliver benefits to the 
end user (the customer).  


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how much lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of four months, minimum of six months) 


Depending on the complexity of the solution ultimately agreed upon, we would require a 
minimum of 6 months’ notice.  


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal impacts on service area 13: Emergency Contact 
Information. The funding for this area is 0% Shipper funding, 0% NTS, 100% DNS 0% IGTs, 
0% Other. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


Yes  


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 


CP_V6.0 


 
 
Section C: DSG Discussion 


C1: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


DSG Date: 17/06/2019 


DSG Summary: 


SH presented this agenda item. SH stated that for this change, the 
solution options vary slightly. This allows DN’s to trigger off 
notifications for example to end consumers that work or update etc. 
will be conducted at certain times. 
Both solution options are the same, the only difference is the 
information being transferred from the Shippers is from either an 
existing record type or a new record type.  
SH stated during the MOD discussions, there was discussion about 
potentially using API’s as a solution, although SAP ISU can do most 
of the work necessary. 
SH stated one thing to point out that the costings shown in the 
HLSO’s do not include the SMS server costings. The costings are 
for Only Solution up to that point.  
SH suggested from DSG the options available in regards to HLSO 
are what need to be focussed on as the CDSP would like to scope 
this for June 2020. SH explained a recommendation from DSG 
would be needed in regards to the HLSO option as using a new 
record type or old record type. This is due to it needing to go to 
ChMC in July for approval. 
EL asked if discussion of this had occurred at and earlier DSG. SH 
replied that these options have not been discussed as yet. EL asked 
is there any way of getting a better understanding of the detail 
involved in regards to this solution. PO responded to EL that the 
detail has been mentioned and discussed within SPAA workgroup. 
EL suggested could this be Change Packed with all the low level 
and high level detail. SH responded by stating that this Change 
would need a DSG recommendation beforehand and then to go to 
ChMC to be Change Packed in July. PO suggested what is also 
required is ChMC to agree this change within a scope. SH stated 
that he does understand the understanding is needed regarding the 
definitive detail of the data items and solution. Therefore, SH 
suggested that at DSG meeting 1


st
 July, further detail of the option 


can be explained and discussed then.  
ACTION: Add XRN4850 to DSG on 1


st
 July so DSG members get a view, 


discuss and agree on the recommended option.  
SH confirmed the only difference in the options is the way that 
notifications from Shippers are provided to the CDSP; a new record 
or using an old record to amalgamate the data.  
SC asked a question on why Shippers wouldn’t want to use the 
existing record currently stored. PO answered that this is different in 
regards to how customer contact details are captured, the contact 
details for an emergency contact for example it’s not a large load 
site or a vulnerable site, it’s strictly end consumer details. PO stated 
that the question is for Shippers to confirm whether it is easier for 
Shippers to have new constructed record that distinguished new 
contact details or a solution that tried to amalgamate the data using 
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an existing record. PO stated a recommendation will be needed by 
DSG for the next ChMC to go for scope approval. This is to also 
include giving clarity to customers next DSG meeting with detail to 
consider and move forward with a recommended option. This 
change is the driver for the SPA change, therefore urgency on 
pushing forward for approval of release scope.  


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


 


 


DSG Date: 01/07/2019 


DSG Summary: 


  
ER stated that there are 2 functionalities that would involve the 
CDSP to hold end consumer information at the request of 
transporters. E.g. the CDSP on behalf of transporters would send 
those notifications to end consumers. ER stated that this change is 
linked to the SPAA Change 443. ER stated that both high level 
solution options for this change were presented to DSG last 
meeting. The difference between to two options would be how the 
CDSP receives the end consumer details from Suppliers via 
Shippers. Option 1 involves using an existing record type and 
modifying that to make sure all details required are included. Option 
2 involved a new record to be created within the confirmation files. 
ER stated that she believed there was some discussion and 
questions from DSG last meeting 17


th
 June 2019 that were raised as 


ER was away on annual leave and Simon Harris had presented this 
agenda item. ER also asked if DSG would like to express any 
further questions. It was highlighted that the cost and efforts within 
the HLSO presented on the 17


th
 June did not include the SMS 


service provider costs. ER confirmed that the relevant teams 
internally were looking at options for this in order to provide the high 
level cost.  
PO added that the key point last meeting was that the creation of a 
new record would be a cleaner option. PO stated that the existing 
contact record would need to change quite significantly to allow 
Shippers to direct their data through that route. Therefore the new 
record might suit to be better. IB added that Npower’s preference 
would be better to use the existing record type due to the significant 
changes needing to be made for a new record types. PO stated that 
the CDSP’s preference for the options is agnostic as it’s the 
industries decision as there are benefits and cons for both.  ER 
stated that the cost is not particularly different but the creation of a 
new record type would be slightly higher in cost. Furthermore ER 
added that this is still proposed in scope for June 2020 release at 
the moment. ER asked DSG for a preference. PO asked SC what 
her preference was in regards to the option.SC replied that at the 
moment this question couldn’t be answered and would need time. 
PO stated that due to there being no preference PO suggested that 
ChMC would need to provide approval for this to go ahead into 
Change Pack for industry responses to define and steer to a 
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preferred solution option.  


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


 


 


DSG Date: 15/07/2019 


DSG Summary: 


Ellie Rogers (ER) provided a brief overview regarding this change. ER 
stated there are two options for this change and as discussed before they 
both relate to how the Shippers notify the CDSP of the end consumer 
details. The first option involves using the existing S66 and S82 files to 
submit the details and the second option involves using a new record type 
for the notification.  
ER added that the main update regarding this change is around the SMS 
service provider. ER highlighted that an indication of the high level costs and 
efforts had been published in the Solution Change Pack which was issued 
10


th
 July. It was confirmed that there was an additional slide in the Change 


Pack which provides details in a table regarding the set up costs for SMS 
service provider, the price per notification and the ongoing cost.  ER added 
that this is just an example of what the costs could be and once this change 
is approved at ChMC meeting the CDSP’s procurement team will then look 
at attaining a service provider and the firm costs will be known. ER 
encouraged Users to provide responses in the Change Pack regarding the 
change in general and the specifically the solution options for submitting the 
end consumer details. ER encouraged any User who had questions about 
this change to get in touch via email, call or submitting an official response.   


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 
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DSG Date: 05/08/2019 


DSG Summary: 


Ellie Rogers (ER) presented this agenda item. ER stated that this change 
went out for solution review in July’s Change Pack and multiple responses 
were provided by the industry. ER bought this change back to DSG to ask if 
there are any further questions to raise or flag before going to ChMC 
07/08/19 or are they happy to go ahead with what the solution 
representation that has been provided. James Rigby (JR) asked ER if the 
intention at ChMC was to obtain approval of solution, ER confirmed this is 
the case so that they can be approved and scoped into June 2020 Release. 
ER stated that from the responses received, the preference was for solution 
option 1 (utilising an existing record).  Other representations received 
requested more detail on how the solution would work. ER stated that this 
will be provided in the detailed design.  


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 
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Section D: High Level Solution 
Options 


D1: Solution Options 


Solution Option 
Summary: 


The High Level Solution Option (HLSO) for this change is available 
and can be found here 
 
The HLSO outlines that Xoserve have identified two viable options to 
deliver the requirements of the change. The only difference between 
the two options is around the method in which the Shipper sends the 
End Consumer details to the CDSP.  
 
Option 1 seeks to utilise existing records (S66 and S82) to submit the 
End Consumer details to the CDSP. Please note, these records will 
need to be enhanced to ensure all required information can be sent 
by the Shipper to the CDSP.  
 
Option 2 seeks to create a new record within the CNF and CNC for 
Shippers to submit End Consumer details specifically for the purpose 
of this change. Amendments to the existing records (S66 and S82) 
will be out of scope of this change and the intention will be a new 
record is created.  
 
Please note, these are the only differences between the two options. 
All other functionality to deliver the change such as the trigger for 
GDNs and IGTs to request the service and the method for the 
notifications being sent or extracted are exactly the same.  
 
As per HLSO slide 9, the costs provided within slide 3 and 6 are 
related to the CDSP system costs only which are required to deliver 
this change. This is not inclusive of the SMS Service Provider efforts 
which will be required to send the messages to the End Consumers. 
 
As this change has not been approved by Change Managers yet, we 
are not in the position to have an SMS Service Provider secured 
therefore we do not have firm costs for this element of the change. 
However, we have investigated options in terms of Service Providers 
and have provided an indication of the high level costs associated.  
 
Please note, this is not a firm cost for this element of the change, it is 
just an indication. If approval is received from Change Managers, we 
will seek to procure a Service Provider and the delivery and ongoing 
costs will be fed back through ChMC.    
 
The Change Proposal can be found in the Change Proposal Library  
 


Xoserve preferred 
option: 


Xoserve do not have a preferred option for this change.  
We are comfortable delivering either and will progress with whichever 



https://www.xoserve.com/media/6946/xrn4850-high-level-solution-option-assessment-solution-cp-120719.pdf

https://www.xoserve.com/change/change-proposals/?customers=&statuses=&search=4946
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(including rationale) option is preferred and more suitable for Shippers.  
 
To provide some extra detail, it has been discussed that a new record 
could be a ‘cleaner’ option as it explicitly details exactly what is 
required and for this purpose. However, it has been highlighted that 
enhancing the existing record could avoid duplication of data items 
already provided within existing records.  
 
As you can see from the HLSO, the cost difference between the two 
options is minimal (option 1 being slightly cheaper), therefore it is up 
to Shipper to decide which is their preferred mechanism.  
 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


(including rationale) 


No preference has been provided by DSG representatives at this 
stage. This HLSO is on the agenda for discussion at the next meeting 
on Monday 15 July 2019.  


Consultation 
closeout: 


26/07/2019 


 


Impact on Service 
Line(s) and funding 


(A6) for each 
Solution Option: 


It is anticipated that at least one new Service Line will be required as 
part of this change. This is to cover the receipt of End Consumer 
information from Shippers for this purpose and to issue out the 
notifications or make the information available at the request of the 
DNOs or IGTs.  
 
This may be split into two Service Lines one for the receipt and 
second for the ongoing messages but this is to be determined at a 
later date.  
 
The new Service Line(s) will go under DSC Service Area 16: 
Provision of supply point information services and other services 
required to be provided under condition of the GT Licence 
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E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: EDF Energy 


Name: Eleanor Laurence 


Email: eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com 


Telephone: 07875117771 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We are unable to specify our preferred option without further detail around 
proposed hierarchies and record structure. Without this it is not possible to 
fully impact assess changes. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☒ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☒ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your representation and support for the proposed 
implementation date. Regarding your request for more information 
relating to file format/hierarchy changes, the provided solution options 
are high level only for the purpose of obtaining impact and costs of 
each.  Following ChMC approval of a specific solution option, detailed 
design will follow, with DSG input on the potential file 
format/hierarchies (new or existing). 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Northern Gas Networks 


Name: Helen Chandler 


Email: HChandler@Northerngas.co.uk 


Telephone: 07580704123 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


NGN has no comments regarding the method for Shippers to send End 
Consumer details to the CDSP.  
 
We support the introduction of a new Web Portal for GTs/IGTs to 
communicate with End Consumers; however, we would like more details 
regarding the funding for the SMS Service Provider once they become 
available. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred ☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 
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solution option: 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your representation. Regarding your request for more 
information on the SMS Service Provider costings, we will fulfil this as 
soon as we can.  If approved at ChMC to progress with the change, 
procurement of a SMS Service Provider will commence along with 
detailed design, at this point we would have more information in this 
regard to provide. 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: npower ltd 


Name: Richard Vernon 


Email: richard.vernon@npower.com 


Telephone: 07825608088 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We support using existing records but at this stage there is not enough detail 
as to what data needs to be included in what records and therefore fuller 
assessment will need to wait until the next round.  
 
We encourage this to happen relatively quickly in order to meet the target of 
June 2020 and having the appropriate 6 month lead time. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☒ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


 Thank you for your representation and support for a preferred 
solution option.  Regarding your query around providing 6 month lead 
time, this change is in scope for June-2020 and if approved at ChMC, 
detailed design will commence where the file format hierarches will 
be (with help from DSG) scoped and finalised accordingly. Formal file 
format notifications to the industry will be sent to ensure adherence to 
the 6 month standard timeframe. 
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E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: SSE 


Name: Mark Jones 


Email: mark.jones@sse. 


Telephone: 07810858716 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


SSE is in favour of Option 1 as it is a simpler option to implement.  Option 2 
is looking to create a new record which will involve more IT development. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


 Thank you for your comments. 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Wales & West Utilities 


Name: Claire Edwards«e1_name» 


Email: Claire.edwards@wwutilities.co.uk 


Telephone: 02920 278629/ 07879848477 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


No preference.   
WWU acknowledge and accept that the SMS usage costs are 
approximate and support them being applied on a usage basis for 
each GT 


Implementation 
Date: 


June 2020 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


N/A 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


N/A 


Publication of 
consultation 


Publish 
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response: 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments.  
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Section F: Approved Solution 
Option 


F1: Approved Solution Option 


XRN Reference: XRN4850 


Solution Details: Receive End Consumer data using existing record type 


Implementation 
Date: 


26/06/2020 


Approved By: Change Management Committee 


Date of Approval: 07/08/2019 
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Appendix 1 


Change Prioritisation Variables 
Xoserve uses the following variables set for each and every change within the Xoserve 


Change Register, to derive the indicative benefit prioritisation score, which will be used in 


conjunction with the perceived delivery effort to aid conversations at the DSC ChMC and 


DSC Delivery Sub Groups to prioritise changes into all future minor and major releases. 


Change Details 


Change Driver Type: 


☐ CMA Order ☐ MOD / Ofgem 


☐ EU Legislation ☐ License Condition 


☐ BEIS ☐ ChMC endorsed Change Proposal 


☒ SPAA Change Proposal ☐ Additional / 3rd Party Service Request 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Customer group(s) 
impacted if the 
change is not 


delivered: 


☐ Shipper ☒ IGT ☒ Network 


☐ Xoserve ☐ NG Transmission ☐ NTS 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Associated Change 
Ref  Number(s): 


XRN4555 (ROM) 
Associated MOD 


Number(s): 
SPAA SCP 443 


Perceived delivery 
effort (days): 


☐ 0-30 ☒ 30-60 


☐ 60-100 ☐ 100+ 


Does the change 
involve the 


processing of 
personal data? 


‘Any information relating to an 
identifiable person who can be 
directly or indirectly identified in 
particular by reference to an 
identifier’ - includes MPRNS. 


☒ Yes (if selected please answer the next 


question) 


☐ No 


A Data Protection 
Impact Assessment 


(DPIA) will be 
required if the 


change involves the 
processing of 


personal data in any 
of the following 


scenarios: 


☒ New Technology  ☐ Theft of Gas 


☐ Mass Data ☐ Xoserve Employee Data 


☐ Vulnerable Customer Data ☐ Fundamental changes to Xoserve 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


(If any of the above boxes have been selected then please contact the Information 
Security team (Kevin Eltoft-Prest) to complete the DPIA. 


Change Beneficiary: ☐ Multiple Market Participants                       ☒ Multiple Market Group 
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How many market 
participant or segments 


stand to benefit this 
change? 


☐ All UK Gas Market Participants ☐ Xoserve Only 


☐ One Market Group ☐ One Market Participant 


Primary Impacted 
DSC Service Area: 


Service Area 16: Provision of Supply Point Information Services and 
Other Services Required to be Provided Under Condition of the GT 
Licence 


Number of Service 
Areas Impacted: 


☒ One ☐ Two to Five 


☐ Five to Twenty ☐ All 


Improvement Scale? ☒ High ☐ Medium ☐ Low 


Are any of the 
following at risk if the 


change is not 
delivered? 


☐ Safety of Supply at risk 


☐ Customer(s) incurring financial loss 


☐ Customer Switching at risk 


Are any of the 
following required if 


the change is 
delivered? 


☒ Customer System Changes Required 


☒ Customer Testing Likely Required 


☒ Customer Training Required 


Primary Application 
impacted: 


☐ BW ☐ ISU ☐ CMS 


☐ AMT ☐ EFT ☒ IX 


☐ Gemini ☐ Birst ☐ API 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Business Process 
Impacted: 


☐ AQ ☒ SPA ☐ RGMA 


☐ Reads ☐ Portal ☐ Invoicing 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Any known impacts 
to external services 


and/or systems as a 
result of this 


change? 


☒ Yes 
Shippers/Networks System changes required to provide 
additional contact information 


☐ No 


Workaround Details 


Workaround in 
operation? 


☐ Yes If [No] please do not continue completing the 
[Workaround Details] section ☒ No 


Who is accountable 
for the workaround? 


☐ Xoserve ☐ External Customer ☐ Both 


What is the 
Frequency of the 


workaround? 
 


What is the lifespan 
for the workaround? 


 


What is the number 
of resource effort 
hours required to 
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service workaround? 


What is the 
Complexity of the 


workaround? 


☐ Low (easy, repetitive, quick task, very little risk of human error) 


☐ Medium 
(moderate difficult, requires some form of offline calculation, 
possible risk of human error in determining outcome) 


☐ High 
(complicate task, time consuming, requires specialist resources, 
high risk of human error in determining outcome)   


Prioritisation Score 


Change Prioritisation 
Score: 


33% 


 
 


Version Control 


Document 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


1 
For 
Approval 


30/01/2019 Xoserve CP Raised 


2 
Out for 
Initial 
Review  


14/02/2019 Xoserve 


Sent out for an initial review 
following ChMC on 13th February 
 
Richard Pomroy has made minor 
amendments within section A3 of 
the CP 


3 
Out for 
Initial 
Review 


15/02/2019 Xoserve Appendix added 


4 
Out for 
Initial 
Review 


04/03/2019 Xoserve Reps added following initial review  


5 With DSG 15/03/2019 Xoserve 
Updated with outcome from the 
ChMC meeting on 13th March 
2019 


6 With DSG 28/03/2019 Xoserve Funding comments updated 


7 With DSG 12/04/2019 Xoserve 
Updated with outcome from ChMC 
on 10th April 2019 


8 With DSG 26/06/2019 Xoserve 
Updated with DSG discussions 
from meeting 17th June 2019 


9 With DSG 01/07/2019 Xoserve 
Updated with DSG discussions 
from meeting 1st July 2019 


10 
Out for 
review 


12/07/2019 Xoserve 
Updated service lines, and added 
section D for solution review 
change pack 


11 
Out for 
review 


23/07/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated with DSG discussions 
from meeting 15th July 2019 


12 Voting 06/08/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated with reps from July’s 
Change Pack 


13 Approved 12/08/2019 Xoserve 
Updated with approved solution 
option and release from ChMC on 
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7th August 2019 


14 With DSG 15/08/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated with discussions from 
DSG 5th August 2019 


Template 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


3.0 Superseded 17/07/2018 Emma Smith 
Template approved at ChMC on 
11th July 2018. 


4.0 Superseded 07/09/2018 Emma Smith 
Minor wording amendments and 
additional customer group impact 
within Appendix 1. 


5.0 Superseded 10/12/2018 
Heather 
Spensley 


Template moved to new Word 
template as part of Corporate 
Identity changes. 


6.0 Approved 12/12/2018 Simon Harris 
Cosmetic changes made. 
Approved at ChMC on the 12th 
December 2018. 
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DSC Change Proposal Document 


Customers to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured    


Xoserve to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured  


A1: General Details 


Change Reference: XRN4865 


Change Title: Amendment to Treatment and Reporting of CYCL Reads 


Date Raised: 19/02/2019 


Sponsor 
Representative 


Details: 


Organisation: Xoserve 


Name: Steve Rist 


Email: Steve.Rist@xoserve.com  


Telephone: 07841488631 


Xoserve 
Representative 


Details: 


Name: Chandni Khanna 


Email: Chandni.Khanna@xoserve.com  


Telephone: 0121 623 2859 


Change Status: 
 Proposal  With DSG  Out for Review 


 Voting  Approved  Rejected 


A2: Impacted Parties 


Customer Class(es): 


 Shipper  Distribution Network Operator 


 NG Transmission  IGT 


 Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


A3: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change 


Change Description: 


An issue has been identified with the estimated read created for the 
confirmation effective date (CED) for class 3 and 4 meter points in the 
case where the asset is installed for a date prior to the confirmation 
effective date. The estimated read which is currently stored in the 
system as a CYCL read is reported to the shippers in the MBR file. 
Below are the issues identified on this read: 
 
1. The CYCL estimated read is being incorrectly treated as an 
actual read for any subsequent read validations, even though it is an 
estimate.  Since the CYCL read which is an estimated read is being 
used for read validations, it is resulting in subsequent reads being 
incorrectly rejected if they are lower than the CYCL read. 
2. The read type in the MBR file for the CYCL estimated read is 
being incorrectly reported as N (normal) instead of E (estimate). 



mailto:Steve.Rist@xoserve.com

mailto:Chandni.Khanna@xoserve.com
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3. The read reason code description in the MBR file format does 
not state that CYCL read can relate to a Back Billing estimated read 
for Confirmation effective date.  Although it was agreed as a part of 
an industry workaround to send such estimated reads as CYCL reads 
in the MBR file, there was no change done to the file format 
description which is now not consistent with what is being reported in 
the file. 
 
Once XRN4534 (Amendment to RGMA validations) is implemented 
as part of Future Release 3 Track 2B in March 2019, the instances of 
generation of such estimated CYCL reads will increase. Due to the 
consequential impact to read rejections and inconsistent reporting of 
reads in MBR file, this change needs to be implemented as soon as 
possible. Customers are aware of the issue and tickets have been 
raised regarding this. 


Proposed Release: Release X: Feb/Jun/Nov XX or Adhoc 01/11/2019 


Proposed 
Consultation Period: 


 10 Working Days  20 Working Days 


 30 Working Days  Other [Specify Here] 


A4: Benefits and Justification 


Benefit Description: 


The change will stop subsequent customer reads from getting 
rejected incorrectly and AQ from not being calculated. It will also 
correct the reporting of these reads via the MBR file to the customer. 
It will be bring consistency to the file format. 
What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change?  What, if any, are 
the intangible benefits of introducing this change? 


Benefit Realisation: 
Immediately upon delivery 


When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised? 


Benefit 
Dependencies: 


N/A 


Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope of the change, this 
could be reliance on another delivery, reliance on some other event that the projects 
has not got direct control of. 


A5: Final Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


Final DSG 
Recommendation: 


Until a final decision is achieved, please refer to section C of the form. 


 Approve  Reject  Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb/Jun/Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 
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A6: Funding 


Funding Classes: 


 Shipper XX % 


 National Grid Transmission XX % 


 Distribution Network Operator XX % 


 IGT XX % 


 Other (Xoserve)  100 % 


Service Line(s)  


ROM or funding 
details: 


 


Funding Comments: 


This change will be funded internally by the Xoserve improvement 
budget. 
 
22/03/2019 – this change is expected to have no impact to the DSC 
service lines. 


A7: ChMC Recommendation – 13th March 2019 


Change Status: 
 Approve (to 


proceed to DSG) 
 Reject  Defer 


Industry 
Consultation: 


 10 Working Days  20 Working Days 


 30 Working Days  Other [Specify Here] 


Expected date of 
receipt for 


responses (to 
Xoserve) 


XX/XX/XXXX 


 


DSC Consultation 
Issue: 


 Yes  No 


Date Issued: 14/06/2019 


Comms Ref(s): 2346.6 - RJ - PO 


Number of 
Responses: 


1 approval response 


A8: DSC Voting Outcome 


Solution Voting: 


 Shipper Please select. 


 National Grid Transmission Please select. 


 Distribution Network Operator Please select. 


 IGT Please select. 


Meeting Date: 10/07/2019 


Release Date: 26/06/2020 
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Overall Outcome:  No  Yes 
Approved to be included in the June 2020 
Release 


 


 


Section C: DSG Discussion 


C1: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 
(To be removed if no DSG Discussion is required; Xoserve to collate where DSG 


discussions occur) 


DSG Date: 18/03/2019 


DSG Summary: 


Simon Harris (SH) presented this Change Proposal to DSG. SH 
explained that it relates to an issue has been identified with the way 
UK Link systems are treating estimated reads-specifically where 
they have been created for the confirmation effective date (CED) for 
class 3 and 4 meter points in the case where the asset is installed 
for a date prior to the confirmation effective date. SH gave an 
overview of the change details. 
 
SH talked DSG through Appendix One, which indicates that this 
Change Proposal has a prioritisation score of 49%. PO confirmed 
DSG are happy with the scoring. 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


 Approve  Reject  Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 
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Section D: High Level Solution 
Options 


D1: Solution Options 


Solution Option 
Summary: 


For XRN4865, we are looking to fix a number of issues being faced 
with business processes relating to the treatment of CYCL reads 
(issues listed below) so as a result, there is only one solution option 
that has been put forward for HLSO. 
 
a) The CYCL estimated read is being incorrectly treated as an actual 
read for any subsequent read validations, even though it is an 
estimate. Since the CYCL read which is an estimated read is being 
used for read validations, it is resulting in subsequent reads 
submitted by the Shipper being incorrectly rejected, if they are lower 
than the estimated CYCL read (as this should be accepted).  
b) The read type in the MBR file for the CYCL estimated read is being 
incorrectly reported as N (normal) instead of E (estimate) 
c)The [READ_REASON_CODE] description in the [M03 BILLREADS] 
record (MBR file) format does not currently state that CYCL read can 
relate to a Back Billing estimated read for Confirmation effective date.  
Currently states “CYCL – Cyclic Reads (Prime & Sub Reads)” only.  
Although it was agreed as a part of an industry workaround to send 
such estimated reads as CYCL reads in the MBR file, there was no 
change done to the file format description which is now not consistent 
with what is being reported in the file. 
 
1) Fix multiple issues that are being experienced in SAP ISU relating 
to CYCL Confirmation Effective Date estimated reads 
 
 
Details of the HLSO are available and can be found here  


 
 


Xoserve preferred 
option: 


(including rationale) 


1) Fix multiple issues that are being experienced in SAP ISU relating 
to CYCL Confirmation Effective Date estimated reads 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


(including rationale) 
TBC (DSG 17th June 2019) 


Consultation 
closeout: 


28/06/2019 


 


 


  



https://www.xoserve.com/media/4383/23466-xrn4865-high-level-solution-option.pdf
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Section E: Industry Response 
Solution Options Review 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: EDF Energy 


Name: Eleanor Laurence 


Email: eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com 


Telephone: 07875117771 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We agree with solution being proposed. 


Implementation 
Date: 


Approve 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
N/A 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. 
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Section F: Approved Solution 
Option 


F1: Approved Solution Option 


XRN Reference: XRN4865 Amendment to Treatment and Reporting of CYCL Reads 


Solution Details: 


There is only one solution  
 
The solution option seeks fix multiple issues that are being 
experienced in SAP ISU relating to CYCL Confirmation Effective Date 
estimated reads 
 


Implementation 
Date: 


26/06/2020 


Approved By: Change Management Committee 


Date of Approval: 10/07/2019 


 


 


 


 


 


 
Appendix 1 


Change Prioritisation Variables 
Xoserve uses the following variables set for each and every change within the Xoserve 


Change Register, to derive the indicative benefit prioritisation score, which will be used in 


conjunction with the perceived delivery effort to aid conversations at the DSC ChMC and 


DSC Delivery Sub Groups to prioritise changes into all future minor and major releases. 


Change Details 


Change Driver Type: 


 CMA Order  MOD / Ofgem 


 EU Legislation  License Condition 


 BEIS  ChMC endorsed Change Proposal 
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 SPAA Change Proposal  Additional / 3rd Party Service Request 


 Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Customer group(s) 
impacted if the 
change is not 


delivered: 


 Shipper  IGT  Network 


 Xoserve  NG Transmission  NTS 


 Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Associated Change 
Ref  Number(s): 


N/A 
Associated MOD 


Number(s): 
N/A 


Perceived delivery 
effort (days): 


 0-30  30-60 


 60-100  100+ 


Does the change 
involve the 


processing of 
personal data? 


‘Any information relating to an 
identifiable person who can be 
directly or indirectly identified in 
particular by reference to an 
identifier’ - includes MPRNS. 


 Yes (if selected please answer the next 


question) 


 No 


A Data Protection 
Impact Assessment 


(DPIA) will be 
required if the 


change involves the 
processing of 


personal data in any 
of the following 


scenarios: 


 New Technology   Theft of Gas 


 Mass Data  Xoserve Employee Data 


 Vulnerable Customer Data  Fundamental changes to Xoserve 


 Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


(If any of the above boxes have been selected then please contact The Information 
Security Team (Kevin Eltoft-Prest) to complete the DPIA. 


Change Beneficiary: 
How many market 


participant or segments 
stand to benefit this 


change? 


 Multiple Market Participants                        Multiple Market Groups 


 All UK Gas Market Participants  Xoserve Only 


 One Market Group  One Market Participant 


Primary Impacted 
DSC Service Area: 


Service Area 1: Manage Supply Point Registrations  


Number of Service 
Areas Impacted: 


 One  Two to Five 


 Five to Twenty  All 


Improvement Scale?  High  Medium  Low 


Are any of the 
following at risk if the 


change is not 
delivered? 


 Safety of Supply at risk 


 Customer(s) incurring financial loss 


 Customer Switching at risk 


Are any of the 
following required if 


the change is 
delivered? 


 Customer System Changes Required 


 Customer Testing Likely Required 


 Customer Training Required 


Primary Application 
impacted: 


 BW  ISU  CMS 


 AMT  EFT  IX 


 Gemini  Birst  API 


 Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 
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Business Process 
Impacted: 


 AQ  SPA  RGMA 


 Reads  Portal  Invoicing 


 Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Any known impacts 
to external services 


and/or systems as a 
result of this 


change? 


 Yes 


<If [Yes] please provide details here> 


 No 


Workaround Details 


Workaround in 
operation? 


 Yes If [No] please do not continue completing the 
[Workaround Details] section  No 


Who is accountable 
for the workaround? 


 Xoserve  External Customer  Both 


What is the 
Frequency of the 


workaround? 
 


What is the lifespan 
for the workaround? 


 


What is the number 
of resource effort 
hours required to 


service workaround? 


 


What is the 
Complexity of the 


workaround? 


 Low (easy, repetitive, quick task, very little risk of human error) 


 Medium 
(moderate difficult, requires some form of offline calculation, 
possible risk of human error in determining outcome) 


 High 
(complicate task, time consuming, requires specialist resources, 
high risk of human error in determining outcome)   


Prioritisation Score 


Change Prioritisation 
Score: 


49% 
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Version Control 


Document 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


1 Proposal 19/02/2019 Xoserve 
CP Raised. This was originally a 
CR. Funding section populated. 


2 Proposal 13/03/2019 Xoserve Appendix added 


3 With DSG 15/03/2019 Xoserve 
Updated with the ChMC outcome 
from 13th March 2019 


4 With DSG 22/03/2019 Xoserve Updated funding section 


5 With DSG 22/03/2019 Xoserve 
Updated and notes added from 
DSG 18th March 2019  


6 
Out for 
Review 


14/06/2019 Xoserve 
Solution Option added to Section 
D for June Change Pack 


7 Voting 04/07/2019 Xoserve 
Change pack reps added, ready 
for solution option and release 
decision at ChMC in July 


8 Approved 14/05/2019 Xoserve 
Outcome from ChMC meeting on 
10th July added 


Template 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


3.0 Superseded 17/07/2018 Emma Smith 
Template approved at ChMC on 
11th July 2018. 


4.0 Superseded 07/09/2018 Emma Smith 
Minor wording amendments and 
additional customer group impact 
within Appendix 1. 


5.0 Superseded 10/12/2018 
Heather 
Spensley 


Template moved to new Word 
template as part of Corporate 
Identity changes. 


6.0 Approved 12/12/2018 Simon Harris 
Cosmetic changes made. 
Approved at ChMC on the 12th 
December 2018. 
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DSC Change Proposal Document 


Customers to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured    


Xoserve to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured  


A1: General Details 


Change Reference: XRN4871 


Change Title: Modification 0665 – Changes to Ratchet Regime 


Date Raised: 11/02/2019 


Sponsor 
Representative 


Details: 


Organisation: Gazprom Energy 


Name: Steve Mulinganie 


Email: steve.mulinganie@gazprom-mt.com 


Telephone: 0799 097 2568 


Xoserve 
Representative 


Details: 


Name: David Addison 


Email: David.addison@xoserve.com 


Telephone: 0121 623 2752 /0742 855 9800 


Change Status: 
☐ Proposal ☐ With DSG ☐ Out for Review 


☐ Voting ☒ Approved ☐ Rejected 


A2: Impacted Parties 


Customer Class(es): 


☒ Shipper ☒ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ NG Transmission ☒ IGT 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


A3: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change 


Change Description: 


Modification 0665 has been raised and seeks to amend the current 
Class 2 Ratchet Charging Arrangement and it allows Transporters 
designate Supply Points (Network Designated) that should, in 
addition to mandatory Class 1 Supply Points, be subject to the 
existing Class 1 Ratchet Charging Arrangement. It is expected to be 
voted on by UNC Panel in March with final approval by Ofgem in April 
2019.  
 
This Change Proposal has been raised to deliver the system 
requirements set out within this modification. Due to the proposed 
timescales and the requirement to implement the changes by 01 
October 2019, the Change Proposal has been raised ahead of the 
modification being officially approved.  
 



mailto:David.addison@xoserve.com

http://www.gasgovernance.co.uk/0665
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In summary please see the modification requirements for the CDSP:  


 Implementation of an amended Ratchet Charging Arrangement 
applicable for Daily Metered Supply Meter Points that are not 
Network Designated.  
 


 The Revised Ratchet Charge for Class 2 sites is described in the 
Modification. 


 


 A mechanism is required to flag in UK Link where a Network has 
designated a Supply Meter Point which should be subject to the 
existing Class 1 Ratchet Charge 
 


 When a Supply Meter Point has been Network Designated the 
CDSP shall notify the registered Shipper, and the relevant Supply 
Point will as soon as reasonably practicable be required to be a 
Class 1 Supply Point 


 


 If a Shipper does not reclassify the Supply Point as Class 1 within 
20 Supply Point Systems Business Days of the notice of 
Designation, then the CDSP will reclassify the site as Class 1 
after so notifying the relevant Shipper and providing not less than 
20 Supply Point Systems Business Days’ notice of the revised 
classification effective date unless the CDSP has been informed 
that the Supply Meter Point is unable to be Daily Read in 
accordance with current code requirements. 


 
For full details, please refer to the modification.  


Proposed Release: 
Options to be investigated as to the release approach in order to 
implement this change as soon as possible including a Minor Release 
in 2019.  


Proposed 
Consultation Period: 


☒ 10 Working Days ☐ 20 Working Days 


☐ 30 Working Days ☐ Other [Specify Here] 


A4: Benefits and Justification 


Benefit Description: 


The modification case for change argues that removal of the Ratchet 
Charge will remove a key barrier to Supply Meter Points electing to 
be Daily Metered.  This will enable better information to be available 
for allocation processes and allow for the development of innovative 
products.  
What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change?  What, if any, are 
the intangible benefits of introducing this change? 


Benefit Realisation: 
Upon implementation.  


When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised? 


Benefit 
Dependencies: 


The benefit is dependent on the modification being approved in order 
for the CDSP to delivery this change  


Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope of the change, this 
could be reliance on another delivery, reliance on some other event that the projects 
has not got direct control of. 
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A5: Final Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


Final DSG 
Recommendation: 


Until a final decision is achieved, please refer to section C of the form. 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb/Jun/Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


A6: Funding 


Funding Classes: 


☐ Shipper XX % 


☒ National Grid Transmission 17 % 


☒ Distribution Network Operator 100 % 


☒ IGT XX % 


☐ Other <please specify> XX % 


Service Line(s) 


DSC Service Area 7: NTS Capacity, LDZ Capacity, Commodity, 
Reconciliation, Ad-hoc adjustment and balancing invoices 
DSC Service Line: ASGT-CS SA7-17 Notification of ratcheted Supply 
Point Capacity 


ROM or funding 
details: 


 


Funding Comments: 


5th March 2019 - The above funding split is based on what is 
specified by the DSC Service Area on the Budget and Charging 
Methodology document. An automated solution would not cause any 
change to the ongoing delivery of the service lines.  
 
15th March 2019 – the DNs agreed at ChMC on 13th March 2019 that 
they should fund 100% of this change.  
 
28th March 2019 -  Xoserve is reviewing the impacted service lines to 
assess if changes are needed 
 
3rd June 2019 – Xoserve expects that a new service line will be 
required for this change. 
 
11th July – Xoserve has identified the service line, and it is indicated 
above in the service line field. 


A7: ChMC Recommendation – 13th March 2019 


Change Status: 
☒ Approve ( to 


proceed to DSG) 
☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Industry 
Consultation: 


☐ 10 Working Days ☐ 20 Working Days 


☐ 30 Working Days ☐ Other [Specify Here] 


Expected date of 
receipt for 


responses (to 
Xoserve) 


XX/XX/XXXX 
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DSC Consultation 
Issue: 


☒ Yes ☐ No 


Date Issued: 09/05/2019 


Comms Ref(s): 2314 – RJ – ES / 2378.1 - RT – PO 


Number of 
Responses: 


Part A - 5 responses – 4  in support of the implementation date and 
solution option and 1 in support of the implementation date only 
(2314 – RJ – ES) 
 
Part B - 5 responses in support of the implementation date and 
solution option. (2378.1 - RT – PO) 


 


A8: DSC Voting Outcome 


Solution Voting: 


☒ Shipper Approve 


☐ National Grid Transmission N/A 


☒ Distribution Network Operator Approve 


☒ IGT Approve 


Meeting Date: 07/08/2019 


Release Date: 
Part A - Minor Release Drop 5 (Indicative Date of 17th August 2019) 
Part B – June 2020 


Overall Outcome: ☐ No ☒ Yes 
Minor Release Drop 5 (Indicative Date of 
17th August 2019) – Part A 
June 2020 Release – Part B 


 


Please send the completed forms to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 



mailto:box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com
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DSG Date: 18/03/2019 


DSG Summary: 


David Addison (DA) explained that while going through mod process Ofgem 
said this needs to be in place by winter 2019 and the Reps reiterated this 
point.  Change Managers will be reluctant to change the scoped releases, so 
we are exploring the option of July MR.  To put in MR, DA advised there will 
be no file format changes however there will inevitably have to be changes 
in Shippers organisation.  This will be due to rejection codes which may not 
be clear what basis it is rejected on.  DA is presenting to DSG early and 
working internally on solutions in the next 2 weeks due to timescales.  DA 
will send an extraordinary change pack out by Wednesday 20


th
 stating there 


will be only one solution in each case.  DA went through the slides 
highlighting point 4 on slide 40 being a BAU process. MOD0665 introduces 
a lesser Ratchet Charge so we would have to come up with how to notify 
you. Also have a means on controlling a sensitive load on a new class on 
class 1 read.  This flag is a new class 1 requirement.  There is Code to use, 
however no support to give out. CDSP obligated to inform shippers by email. 
DA stated stating that we are progressing on basis that no external impacts, 
however is open to change if there are other options DSG can give. 
DA went through slide 41-44.  Looking to exclude DES and process through 
consequential.  We propose to reject stuff coming in and apply rejection, 
however customer changes will recognise so this is the changes that may 
need to be applied to the systems. 
Looking through the code for outstanding Offers, 0665 doesn’t explicitly 
allow us to cancel offers or confirmations, but DA will assess whether this is 
an option Very short timescale and possible that a Shipper may have gone 
through the process of offer and would be preferable to reject the offer.  DA 
to confirm in the change pack.  
Ratchet charge is currently ZRA and SRA in CAZ invoice.  Planning to reuse 
these charges, but there is a new ratchet charge for class 2 includes a 
Ratchet charge for ECN.  Class 1 doesn’t have this equivalent.  
DA summarised and that an Extraordinary Change pack will be out by 
Wednesday. DSG agreed to a shortened timescale for Reps and to close 
out comments on 26


th
/27


th
 March.  


 
ACTION: DSG to respond to the Extraordinary Change Pack for 
RN4871 - Modification 0665 – Changes to Ratchet Regime 


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 
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Section C: DSG Discussion 


C1: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


DSG Date: 01/04/2019 


DSG Summary: 


Ellie Rogers (ER) presented this change at the last DSG meeting to get 
initial views on assumption and went through the background (slide 32).  
MOD 0665 has now been approved and is to be implemented by Nov 19; so 
will proposed for July MiR.  DSG acknowledged that the options were quite 
pragmatic and a Change Pack was issued. ER gave the results from the 5 
responses received, 3 are in support of the options and 2 didn’t explicitly 
state support or otherwise but we did not identify any major concerns. 
ER went through the assumptions (previously presented at the last DSG) 
with the Industry representations (slides 34 – 37)  


 Visibility of ‘Network Designation’ flag - representation indicated that 
Users were comfortable with the approach to not amend file formats for 
this implementation and were comfortable with this being considered  as 
part of  CSS file format change  


 Views sought from DSG - SPA - representation indicated that Users did 
not flag concerns with this approach. It was suggested by one User that 
a new rejection code would be sensible. ER opened this up for DSG 
discussion.  JB stated given the timescales not to use a new code and 
monitor how many affected and change in a future release. This view 
was supported by DSG. 


 Views sought from DSG – Inflight - from the industry representation, 
Users agreed with our approach to allow the Confirmation to progress 
and not cancel offers.   


 Views sought from DSG – Invoicing - representation indicated Users 
were not concerned with the proposed changes. It was stated by one 
User that changes to the file structure (which is not proposed) would 
cause an issue and a value/rate change is manageable (which is being 
proposed).  


ER thanked DSG for their feedback and wanted to note that these are the 
first draft options and approaches and the representation will be in the 
detailed design process and shared to the wider Industry view in a Change 
Pack. 


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


 


 


 


 


 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 
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DSG Date: 07/05/2019 


DSG Summary: 


Ellie Rogers (ER) confirmed that modification 0665 has been 
approved by Ofgem with an implementation date of 1


st
 October 


2019. It was highlighted that a minimum scope requires 
implementation ahead of 1


st
 October in order to comply with the 


modification.  
The minimum scope was stated as the following:  


 Network Designated Flag added within UK Link 
This will allow the CDSP to identify within the system the sites 
which the DNs have assigned as Network Designated and 
which should be Class 1 and subject to the Class 1 Ratchet 
Charging Regime 
 


 SPA Validation changes  
This is to allow Shippers (or CDSP) to move Network 
Designated sites which could be Class 2, 3 or 4 into Class 1. 
Also preventing the Network Designated sites being moved 
out of Class 1.  
 


 Forced Class Change process 
This is to allow the CDSP to y move Network Designated sites 
into Class 1 if the time period for Shippers to do so elapses.  
There were 2 options provided within the HLSO for the minimum 
scope (Part A of this change). Option 1 had an automatic Class 
Change process and option 2 was a manual process.  
As Part A (minimum scope) of this change needs to be implemented 
by 1


st
 October, Option 1 has been discounted due to a Major 


Release being required for implementation (earliest point November 
2019) which would be too late..  
Therefore Option 2 was stated as the only option for Part A as it can 
be implemented within a Minor Release. ER went through the HLSO 
for Option 2 (slide 58-60) which was highlighted to have minimum 
impact for Users with no system impacts expected. 
ER asked for views on the proposed solution option. DSG members 
raised no objections with the proposed option. 
It was confirmed that a Solution Option Change Pack would be 
issued by w/e 10


th
 May 2019 to solicit wider industry views on the 


solution and proposed implementation.  
In terms of Part B for this change, it will require implementation 
within a Major Release. This is likely to be proposed for June 2020 
release, however this is still to be agreed and confirmed.  
To confirm, Part B will encompass the following changes: 


 Automated Force Class Change 


 Automated calculation and issue of Class 2 Ratchet 
invoices 


A HLSO for Part B will be undertaken and discussed at DSG before 
being issued out within a Solution Change Pack for Users review 
and approval. 


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release: Minor  
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DSG Date: 17/06/2019 


DSG Summary: 


DA presented a verbal update for this agenda item. DA stated the 
Part B change will be a part of June 2020 release involving the 
changes necessary to invoicing, so in advance of Part B coming in, 
Part A will be the ECN charge to be part of the ZRA charges which 
won’t be explicitly pulled out whereas in Part B this will be an item 
that can be seen in a customer’s invoice. DA suggested he expects 
the HSLO to be ready discussion at the start of July or Mid July. 
Furthermore DA stated that the Part B HLSO might be available to 
be issued as part of July Change Pack. The requirements for Part B 
at the moment are currently in the process of completing them. PO 
stated Ellie Rogers was in the process of confirming some of the 
detail of the HLSO of Part B. DA  explained part A is more of a 
minimum scope for changes to be implemented and the Ratchets 
will be manually done up to the implementation of Part B. 


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


 


DSG Date: 01/07/2019 


DSG Summary: 


ER informed DSG this Change is related to MOD0665 which has been 
approved by Ofgem and has an implementation date of 01


st
 July 2019. ER 


stated that due to the proposed timescales and requirements to implement 
the changes in line with the 01


st
 October 2019, the delivery has been split 


into 2 parts, A & B. 


 Part A will be going to ChMC in July for final approval 


 Part B which is the enduring solution has gone for HLSO 
ER stated that the CDSP is requesting DSG views regarding Part B, where 
the transporters have indicated they are comfortable with the CDSP 
cancelling offers where a site has been network designated and the offer is 
for anything other than class 1. It was highlighted that cancelling offers for 
this reason is not currently explicit in code but has been indicated as a 
requirement. ER stated that in order to accommodate this, CDSP requires a 
mechanism for the CDSP to notify the users that the offer has been 
cancelled. 
ER explained there are 3 current methods which the notification can be sent 
out by;  


 Meter Point Status – MPE file (within the S31 INVALID 
OFFER DETAILS) 


 Where there is a Ratchet - RAT file (within the S31 INVALID 
OFFER DETAILS) 


 Exit zone change- EXZ file (within the S31 INVALID OFFER 
DETAILS) 


ER asked DSG for their view on which method would be their preference.. 
ER suggested that option one (MPE hierarchy) seems the most logical 
mechanism because the other two options are for very specific situations. 
ER stated there will be no proposed change to the S31 record file it is just 
the mechanism and hierarchy in which we notify users of the cancellation.  
ER informed DSG that with these options, it is worth noting that users will 
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just receive the S31 record and will not be notified explicitly that the 
cancellation has occurred because the site is network designated. The 
CDSP is proposing not to amend the S31 record. ER asked DSG to note 
that within Part B there is a requirement for the network designation flag to 
be visible to users which means users will be able to determine if the site is 
network designated, however the solution for this has not yet been defined. 
IB asked ER if this could be sent in an email, or extraordinary Change Pack 
that articulates these options allowing parties to be able to discuss in their 
organisations and provide responses regarding this. 
 
Action: The CDSP to send out an email or extraordinary Change Pack 
that articulates the options regarding the 3 methods of notification, 
allowing parties and organisations to discuss and provide responses 
regarding  preference of method going forward. 
Post meeting update: CDSP technical team have confirmed that the 
effort to implement any of the options above is the same. With this in 
mind, the HLSO for Part B will consider the requirement to have a 
mechanism to notify users of an offer cancellation. During the detailed 
design phase, we will discuss and decide with the industry which 
mechanism is preferred.  
 
The HLSO for the solution options will be issued within a Change Pack on 
Friday 12


th
 July and back to DSG for consideration on 15


th
 July. DSG agreed 


with this approach.   


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


 


DSG Date: 15/07/2019 


DSG Summary: 


Ellie Rogers (ER) stated that part A of this Change was approved at ChMC 
on 10


th
 July for implementation due to go in around September. ER 


explained that this HLSO was for Part B of the change which is currently in 
scope for June 2020 delivery and involves the enduring solution.   
ER stated that when looking at the impact assessment for Part B, there was 
only 1 option which is  to ensure that Part A has an enduring solution.  
It was highlighted that Part B will involve the changes to the RAT and PRN 
files as the ECN charge is being added into the Class 2 ratchet calculation.  
In addition ER added that for Part A the forced Class change will be done 
manually by the Operations team however Part B should involve an 
automated solution that if Shippers have not reclassified a Network 
Designated site within the agreed timeframe (20 working days)  then the site 
will be automatically reclassified by the CDSP using the SPC file. When a 
site is reclassified by the CDSP, Users have been asked to indicate how the 
CDSP should derive the SHQ. It has been agreed by Change Managers for 
Part A that this should be at the discretion of the Transporter on a case by 
case basis.  
ER stated that for Part B, the Transporters have indicated they are 
comfortable with the CDSP cancelling offers where a site has been Network 
Designated and the offer is for anything other than Class 1. Furthermore ER 
added, in order to accommodate this, the CDSP requires a mechanism to 
notify the Users that the offer has been cancelled.  
Currently there are 3 ways that this notification can be sent: 


 Meter Point Status – MPE file (within the S31 INVALID 
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OFFER DETAILS) 


 Where there is a Ratchet - RAT file (within the S31 INVALID 
OFFER DETAILS) 


 Exit zone change - EXZ file (within the S31 INVALID OFFER 
DETAILS 


ER stated that the first option seems the most logical as the other two are 
related to a specific event occurring (ratchet and Exit Zone change). DSG 
members agreed in principle with this logic but wanted to understand how 
often the MPE file is currently used.  
In addition to this, it is worth noting that Users will just receive the S31 
record and will not be notified explicitly that the cancellation has occurred 
because the site is Network Designated. ER stated the CDSP is proposing 
not to amend the S31 record. Furthermore ER stated that the CDSP is 
proposing that for the Network Designation flag is visible to Users within 
Data Enquiry Service (DES) and this will also be included within Part B.  
ER encouraged DSG members to provide some views via the issued 
Change Pack regarding the mechanism presented in the slides about 
cancelled offers. AN asked is there a situation currently where an offer is 
cancelled and the process used is the MPE S31 file. ER stated there is one 
used and is being internally investigated with IS Ops to gain some 
understanding regarding how often this is being used. ER added that once 
some understanding has been gained, ER will update DSG with the 
statistics.  
ER encouraged DSG to provide views and responses via the Solution 
Change Pack issued 10


th
 July and if there are any questions, to contact her 


regarding any queries.  
 


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


 


DSG Date: 05/08/2019 


DSG Summary: 


Ellie Rogers (ER) presented this agenda item. ER stated that this change 
went out for solution review in July’s Change Pack and multiple responses 
were provided by the industry. ER bought this change back to DSG to ask if 
there are any further questions to raise before going to ChMC 07/08/19 or 
are they happy to go ahead with what the solution representation that has 
been provided. James Rigby (JR) asked ER if the intention at ChMC was to 
obtain approval of solution, ER confirmed this is the case so that they can be 
approved and scoped into June 2020 Release. ER stated that the responses 
provided all supported the change and just wanted more detail around how 
the change would be implemented. . ER stated that this will be provided in 
the detailed design.  
 


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 
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Section D: High Level Solution 
Options 


D1: Solution Options 


Solution Option 
Summary: 


This is the High Level Solution Options (HLSO) for Part A of XRN4871 only. 
Part A is the minimum scope Xoserve must implement by 1


st
 October 2019 


in order to comply with Modification 0665. The minimum scope 
encompasses the following elements: 
 


 Network Designated Flag added within UK Link 
This will allow the CDSP to identify within the system the sites which 
the DNs have assigned as Network Designated and which should 
be Class 1 and subject to the Class 1 Ratchet Charging Regime 
 


 SPA Validation changes  
This is to allow Shippers (or CDSP) to move Network Designated 
sites which could be Class 2, 3 or 4 into Class 1. Also preventing the 
Network Designated sites being moved out of Class 1.  


 


 Forced Class Change process 
This is to allow the CDSP to manually move Network Designated 
sites into Class 1 if the time period for Shippers to do so elapses.  
 


By implementing the above ahead of 1
st
 October 2019, it allows Xoserve to 


put in place the arrangements to deliver the scope set out within the 
Modification.  
 
Two solution options for Part A XRN4871 were included within the HLSO.  
 
Option 1 was however discounted due to the requirement for it to be 
implemented within a Major Release which would result in the delivery date 
being missed.  
 
Option 2 can be delivered within a Minor Release and includes the minimum 
scope required and therefore is the only available solution option for the Part 
A. 
 
Attached below is the HLSO for Part A XRN4871:  
 


XRN4871 - 
Modification 0665 - Part A - HLSO Solution Options.pptx


 
 
Please note that Part A minimum scope should involve no system changes 
for Users. It is only changes to Xoserve systems to add the Network 
Designation Flag and amend the SPA validations.   
 
We are seeking Users views and approval on the proposed solution option 
for Part A. Please note the reduced representation period to 6 business days 
as agreed at Change Management Committee on 8


th
 May 2019  


If you would like to provide a representation comment and believe you will 
not be able to do so within the reduced response period, please contact the 
uklink@xoserve.com box account and let us know and we will look to 



https://www.xoserve.com/media/4370/xrn4871-hlso.pdf

https://www.xoserve.com/media/4370/xrn4871-hlso.pdf

mailto:uklink@xoserve.com
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accommodate this. 
 
If the solution option is agreed, as per the normal change process, a 
Detailed Design Change Pack will be issued to Users stipulating at lower 
level the details / impacts of this change. Users will also have a 
representation period to review and provide any comments on the Detailed 
Design Change Pack which again will be voted on by Change Managers.   
 
In terms of this change Part B, it will require implementation within a Major 
Release. This is likely to be proposed for June 2020 release, however this is 
still to be agreed and confirmed.  
 
To confirm, Part B will encompass the following changes: 
 


 Automated Force Class Change 


 Automated calculation and issue of Class 2 Ratchet invoices 
 
A HLSO for Part B will be undertaken and discussed at DSG before being 
issued out within a Solution Change Pack for Users review and approval.  
 
This is expected to be discussed within the next few months.  


Implementation Date 
for this Solution 


Option: 


Minor Release pre 1
st
 October 2019 


Xoserve preferred 
option: 


(including rationale) 


Option 2  
This is the only option available and encompasses the minimum scope 
required which will allow compliance with the Modification. It should have no 
system impacts on Users.  


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


(including rationale) 


Option 2 


Consultation 
closeout: 


17/05/2019 
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Section E: Industry Response 
Solution Options Review 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: SGN 


Name: Sally Hardman 


Email: sally.hardman@sgn.co.uk 


Telephone: 
07970 019027 
01293 818129 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We would prefer this to be implemented under a single release however due 
to the requirements of the Modification we understand there are time 
constraints. 
 
Could Xoserve share the cost impact of delivering this solution via a minor 
release in July versus implementing the total solution, are there additional 
costs by initiating the final enduring solution under a major release in June 
2020.  
 
Has an assessment of the impacts to external interfaces been undertaken, 
the change talks about such impacts but doesn’t provide any details. 
 
The solution does not detail how Networks would be made aware of new 
supply points being registered for the first time? 
 
Will the Network Designation Class 1 flag be available to view in DES by 
DN’s? 
 
We believe that the above comments need to be considered although they 
shouldn’t halt the work that Xoserve are doing so that the code obligation is 
fulfilled in advance of the 1st October. 
 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. 
Your response and preference will be fed back in the ChMC meeting ahead 
of the change being voted on. 
 
Since Part A and B impact different functional code there are not expected 
to be any changes necessitated in A that will be amended by B.  Whilst 
some economies of scale would potentially have been realised by 
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implementing A and B together, since Part B will be included in a major 
release you would expect that B would benefit from these in this regard.  
 
With regards to the external interfaces being assessed, the intention is for 
the Part A scope to involve no system changes for Users. It should only be 
changes to Xoserve systems to add the Network Designation Flag and 
amend the SPA validations. That being said, we would want this ratified by 
Users and once we receive approval from Change Managers to progress 
(expected June ChMC), we would look to issue the Detailed Design Change 
Pack as soon as possible for User consideration and ultimate approval. 
 
In terms of New Supply Points, we are investigating use of the existing delta 
files that are currently provided to the Networks in order for you to assess 
such Supply Points for Network Designation. 
 
For Part A, the Network Designation flag would not be available in DES to 
view, however this can be considered as an option for Part B.  
 
As mentioned, the end to end process and impacts for Part A will be issued 
out within the Detailed Design Change Pack.  


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: E.ON 


Name: Kirsty Dudley / Lee Stone 


Email: Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com 


Telephone: 07816 172 645 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We support the preferred solution and proposed implementation dates. 
 
We have assessed the interim solution and believe it will work where the 
shipper does not change, however we would like clarification on how this 
solution will ensure that shippers are informed of Network Designated (ND) 
class 1s under change of shipper scenarios. 
 
We feel this may cause confusion and possibly lead to ambiguity as to which 
shipper has the responsibility to move ND sites. This is because the 
outbound shipper doesn’t have an incentive to appeal or move ND sites 
which could prevent the incumbent shipper from appealing a forced ND 
despite having defined rationale.  
 
This may also lead to the CDSP carrying out more forced settlement class 
changes; and may have impacts to the incumbents shippers imbalance and 
UIG position so clarity would be good for us and other shippers.  
 
 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 



mailto:Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com





 


CP_V6.0 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. 
Your response and preference will be fed back in the ChMC meeting ahead 
of the change being voted on. 
 
With regards to your concerns with Change of Shipper scenarios, the 
intention is for an offline notification to be sent to the Registered User when 
their site has been Network Designated and it needs to be re-classified.  
 
The changes to the Confirmation process which are being implemented as 
this change will prevent a Shipper confirming this Supply Point as anything 
other than Class 1 after the Network Designated Flag has been set. 
 
If a User already has a Confirmation at Requested or Confirmed Status, then 
a notification will also be issued to such Users notifying them of the need to 
reclassify the Supply Point. 
 
We expect to stipulate the process and exactly how this solution is going to 
work within the Detailed Design Change Pack following Change Managers 
decision to progress with the change (expected June ChMC). 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Wales & West Utilities  


Name: Richard Pomroy 


Email: Richard.Pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk 


Telephone: 029 2027 8552 or 07812 973337 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


Option 2 is the solution that allows delivery by the required date of 1
st
 


October 2019.  As a principle we do not like having manual solutions as this 
gives potential for failures as we have seen with the amendment invoice.  
We accept that further changes for a system solution need to be developed.   
Any additional changes to the system solution developed at a later date to 
enhance the service will need to be funded by Shippers. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 



mailto:Richard.Pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk
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E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your comments 
Your response and preference will be fed back to ChMC meeting ahead of 
the change being voted on. 
 
We note your concern with the principle of manual solutions being proposed. 
As detailed in Section D, the intention is to make the solution automated as 
soon as possible, with only one Ratchet Year (October –May 2019/20) being 
proposed to use the manual work around.  
For the manual solution, all necessary processes and checks will be 
implemented to reduce the risk of error.  
 
Regarding funding arrangements for the Part B element of this change, we 
have noted your view and will make Change Managers aware of this.   
 


 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Gazprom Energy 


Name: Alison Neild 


Email: Alison.neild@gazprom-energy.com 


Telephone: 0161 829 0039 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


Agree that Option 2 is required to meet the timelines set out by the UNC 
MOD and Option 1 would not be possible.   Therefore support moving 
forward with Option 2 as a minor release. 
 
However we do not agree that this in a minor release equates to no impact 
on shipper systems or processes. Therefore request that the Detailed 
Design Change Pack is issued as soon as is practicably possible in order to 
gain clarity of the process, for example confirmation of the following queries: 
 


(1) How the current  shipper will be informed that a site that is currently 
not Class 1 has been designated as Class 1 and the 20 day notice 
period begins 


(2) How the prospective shipper will be informed of the change, is this 
expected to be through the rejection code only?   What about 
prospective shippers with open offers/confirmations at the time of 
change 


(3) How the DMSP service is triggered for these changes. 
 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 



mailto:Alison.neild@gazprom-energy.com
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E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your comments.  
Your response and preference will be fed back to ChMC meeting ahead of 
the change being voted on. 
 
In terms of the ‘no impact’ comment, it is our intention within the Part A 
scope to avoid any system changes for Users. That being said, we would 
want this ratified by Users and once we receive approval from Change 
Managers to progress (expected June ChMC), we would look to issue the 
Detailed Design Change Pack as soon as possible for User consideration 
and ultimate approval. 
 
In direct response to your comments, we have provided a high level view:  
 


(1) Once we are informed by the Network of the Network Designation, 
we expect an email notification would go to the [DSC Contract 
Manager of the] Registered User where their site has been Network 
Designated and needs to be moved into Class 1 within 20 business 
days.   


(2) We will identify Users with Confirmations at RQ and CO Status to 
notify them about the requirement to undertake the Class Change 
once the Supply Point is Live.  We will notify the relevant Shipper 
DSC Contract Manager.  


(3) We would not expect that this is a Shipper obligation to notify the 
DMSPs that DM Equipment was required. 


 


Please note this will be called out within the Detailed Design Change Pack.  


 


 


 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Orsted 


Name: Lorna Lewin 


Email: lolew@orsted.co.uk 


Telephone: 0207 451 1974 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We support Option 2 as this will have minor impacts to our internal systems 
and business processes, whilst meeting the requirements set out in UNC 
modification 0665. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 
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response: 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for comments.  
 
Your response and preference will be fed back to ChMC meeting ahead of 
the change being voted on.  
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Section D: High Level Solution 
Options (Part B) 


D1: Solution Options 


Solution Option 
Summary: 


The High Level Solution Option (HLSO) for this change is available 
and can be found here:  
 
LINK TO THE HLSO  
 
This HLSO is for Part B of the XRN4871 change which looks to 
deliver the enduring solution.  
It outlines one solution option to deliver the requirements of the 
change.  
 
To summarise, this option seeks to automate the solution to have a 
two tier Ratchet Regime (for Class 1 as per existing arrangements 
and Class 2 for the new calculation). It will deliver the Class 2 Ratchet 
calculation automatically within the UK Link system and populate it on 
the Capacity Invoice and within the ZCS and CZI supporting files. 
 
It will also make the Network Designation flag visible in DES against 
MPRNs the Transporters have selected. This will make Users aware 
that a site is Network Designated and cannot move out of Class 1 as 
long as the flag remains against the site.  
 
This change will additionally reclassify a Network Designated site via 
a system generated SPC file (Class Change file) and allow for the 
cancellation of offers on these sites for anything other than a Class 1.  
 
Part A will deliver the minimum scope for this change and has been 
approved within Minor Release Drop 5 (September 2019). As detailed 
within this section, Part B seeks to put in place the enduring solution 
which is as automated as possible. 
 
Please note, this HLSO details the system changes for Part B only as 
Part A efforts have already been published and approved by Change 
Managers.      
 
The link to the Change Proposal can be found here 
 


Xoserve preferred 
option: 


(including rationale) 


As there is one option for the delivery of the enduring solution, 
Xoserve recommends progression with this option.  
 
It will deliver the requirements of XRN4871 and modification 0665 
within an enduring solution.  


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


(including rationale) 


No preference has been provided by DSG representatives at this 
stage but the HLSO is on the agenda for discussion at the meeting on 
15 July 2019.  


Consultation 
closeout: 


26/07/2019 



https://www.xoserve.com/media/6924/xrn4871_partb-high-level-solution-option-assessment-solution-review-cp-120719.pdf

https://www.xoserve.com/media/6898/xrn4871-cp-em.pdf
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Impact on Service 
Line(s) and funding 


(A6) for each 
Solution Option: 


From an initial assessment, we do not believe a new Service Line is 
required for this change. It is believed that the existing Service Line 
ASGT-CS SA7-17 Notification of ratcheted Supply Point Capacity is 
appropriate.  


 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Gazprom 


Name: Alison Neild 


Email: alison.neild@gazprom-energy.com 


Telephone: 01618290039 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


Supportive of Option 1.  Approved 
 
HLSO raises the following solution queries to be resolved during 
detailed design. 
 
(1) (a) Will the LDZ Exit Capacity Charge (ECN) ONLY be within 
the RAT and PRN files?   
(b) Will the following process from PART A be enduring? 
• ECN charge will be incorporated within the ZCA – Customer 
Ratchet Charge. The ECN rate will therefore not be visible within the 
file format but included within the invoice charge.  
• The charges will NOT be in the ZCS or CZI files, but will be 
manually calculated the charge and raise it via a Request to Bill 
(RTB) as an INR Invoice which will be issued via the IX 
• Supporting information for Class 2 Ratchet charges will be 
sent via email and based on a Ratchet Drilldown report the CDSP will 
use to calculate the Ratchet charges.  
 
(2) Please confirm the that communication to the current shipper 
at the point where the network designate a site as Class 1 is still via 
email to the Contract Manager (as per PART A),  aided by the new 
report (being developed in PART B). 
 
(3)      Would the ND flag on DES be available in community view as 


well as portfolio view? 
 


(4) File format to be used to inform shippers of cancelled open 
nominations. 
 
(5) Is the appeal process to remain manual? 
 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 
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DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. Your questions are quite specific, and will be 
addressed during the detailed design phase of the change. 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Northern Gas Networks 


Name: Helen Chandler 


Email: HChandler@Northerngas.co.uk 


Telephone: 07580704123 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We agree that Xoserve should proceed with the solution proposed to 
automate as much as possible for the new two-tier Ratchet Regime, 
including new reports to identify Network Designated and newly confirmed 
sites.  
 
Regarding the calculation of a Network Designated site’s SHQ, NGN will be 
able to provide the CDSP with both the SOQ and SHQ. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. 
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E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Orsted 


Name: Lorna Lewin 


Email: lolew@orsted.co.uk 


Telephone: 02074511974 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


we support the proposed solution by Xoserve, but please can you confirm if 
a PRN still be received each time a site breaches and will it give indication of 
what the rate should be based on the SOQ? 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. Currently, the provisional SOQ details, 
and the rates they attach, are identified in the PRN. It is not expected 
to be amended. The ratchet multipliers are not included within the 
PRN or RAT files. 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: npower Ltd 


Name: Richard Vernon 


Email: richard.vernon@npower.com 


Telephone: 07825608088 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


Fully supportive that designate supply points that fall into Settlement Class 2 
should be subject to Class 1 Ratchet charges. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 
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Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for comments.  
 
Your response and preference will be fed back to ChMC meeting ahead of 
the change being voted on.  


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: ScottishPower 


Name: Claire Roberts 


Email: Clairelouise.Roberts@ScottishPower.com 


Telephone: 01416145930 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


Only 1 solution option proposed. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for comments.  
 
Your response and preference will be fed back to ChMC meeting ahead of 
the change being voted on.  
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Section F: Approved Solution 
Option 


F1: Approved Solution Option 


XRN Reference: XRN4871 (Part A) 


Solution Details: 
Revised Ratchet Regime being applicable to Class SMPs with 
Manual Intervention (Option 2) 
 


Implementation 
Date: 


17/08/2019 


Approved By: 
Change Management Committee – approved to enter Minor Release 
Drop 5; the implementation for MiR Drop 5 is indicative, and not 
confirmed yet. 


Date of Approval: 12/06/2019 


 


F2: Approved Solution Option 


XRN Reference: XRN4871 (Part B) 


Solution Details: Revised Ratchet Regime being applicable to Class 2 SMPs 


Implementation 
Date: 


26/06/2020 


Approved By: Change Management Committee  


Date of Approval: 07/08/2019 
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Section G: Change Management 
Committee (ChMC) Change Pack 
Summary 


Communication Detail 


Comm Reference: 2268 - RJ -  DA 


Comm Title: XRN4871 - Modification 0665 – Changes to Ratchet Regime 


Comm Date: 19/03/2019 


 


Change Representation 


Action Required: For review 


Close Out Date: 27/03/2019 


Change Detail 
Xoserve Reference 


Number:  
XRN4871 - Modification 0665 – Changes to Ratchet Regime 


Change Class: Functional Change 


ChMC Constituency 
Impacted: 


Shipper Users 


Change Owner:  
David Addison 
David.Addison@xoserve.com 
0121 623 2752 / Mobile 07428559800 


Background and 
Context: 


Modification 0665 – ‘Changes to Ratchet Regime’ has been raised and 
seeks to amend the current Ratchet Charging Arrangement and it allows 
Transporters to designate Supply Points (Network Designated) that should, 
in addition to existing mandatory Class 1 Supply Points, be subject to 
existing Ratchet Charges. Class 2 Supply Meter Points will be subject to a 
lesser Ratchet Charge. 
 
Change Proposal XRN4871 has been raised to deliver the system 
requirements set out within this modification.  
Attached for reference: 
 


xrn4871.pdf


 
 
Due to the proposed timescales and the requirement to implement the 
changes by 01 October 2019, the Change Proposal has been raised ahead 
of the modification being officially approved. To confirm, Panel approval is 
expected in March and an Ofgem decision in April.  
 
This Change Pack seeks to solicit views from the industry regarding the 



mailto:David.Addison@xoserve.com
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approach for this change.  


 


Change Impact Assessment Dashboard (UK Link) 


Functional: Supply Point Administration and Invoicing 


Non-Functional: N/A 


Application: SAP ISU 


User: Shipper 


Documentation: N/A 


Other: N/A 


 


Files 


File Parent Record Record Data Attribute 
Hierarchy or Format 


Agreed 


N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 


Change Design Description 
Modification 0665 – “Changes to Ratchet Regime” has been raised and seeks to amend the current 
Ratchet Charging Methodology to create a two tier Charging Regime.  The higher charge will be 
applied to existing mandatory Class 1 Supply Points and also to Supply Meter Points that the 
Transporters designate ‘as subject to the Class 1 Ratchet Charging Arrangements’ where ‘safeguards 
around accurate capacity declarations’ are necessary.  This ‘Class 1 Ratchet Regime’ reflects the 
existing charging arrangements in terms of composition of the Ratchet Charges and the Ratchet 
Multiplier remains as is.  
The lesser charge will be applied to Supply Meter Points where the Networks do not consider that 
these safeguards are necessary.  The composition of the Ratchet Charges is slightly amended, and 
has a lower Ratchet Multiplier. 
 


In summary the requirements for the CDSP are:  
• Implementation of an amended Ratchet Charging Arrangement applicable for Daily Metered 


Supply Meter Points that are not Network Designated.  [Class 2 Ratchet Charge]. 
• A mechanism is required to flag in UK Link where a Network has designated a Supply Meter 


Point which should be subject to the existing [Class 1] Ratchet Charge.  These will then be 
subject to the ‘Class 1 Requirement’ in UNC. 


• When a Supply Meter Point has been Network Designated the CDSP shall notify the 
registered Shipper, and the relevant Supply Point will as soon as reasonably practicable be 
required to be a Class 1 Supply Point  


• If a Shipper does not reclassify the Supply Point as Class 1 within 20 Supply Point Systems 
Business Days of the notice of Designation, then the CDSP will reclassify the site as Class 1 
after so notifying the relevant Shipper and providing not less than 20 Supply Point Systems 
Business Days’ notice of the revised classification effective date unless the CDSP has been 
informed that the Supply Meter Point is unable to be Daily Read in accordance with current 
code requirements. 


 
For the full details please see modification 0665. 
 



http://www.gasgovernance.co.uk/0665
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Please note that due to the tight timescales for implementation (before 01 October 2019), we are 
proposing that any changes to external interfaces including file formats are limited and the all 
associated notifications will be offline. 
 
We are requesting industry views on the following aspects of the change solution:  
 


• Visibility of Network Designation to Prospective Users 
 


o As we are seeking to limit the scale of impacts to Users, and in particular Users who 
do not operate DM Supply Points, we are NOT proposing to make this data item 
available to Shipper Users in SPA files – e.g. Nomination Response (including 
Enquiry); Confirmation; etc. 
 


o We would suggest that if there is a requirement to make this data item available in 
SPA files, that this is considered within the CSS Consequential interface changes – 
scheduled for 2021 


 
If the industry believes that Prospective Users need to have visibility of the Network 
Designation, potential options could be: 
 


o Changes to DES 
• This is not recommended as the change may be precluded by the timescales. 


 
o Addition to API services  


• This would be the preferred option if visibility was required but would need to 
be assessed.  
 


o Other options from the industry are welcomed for consideration.  
 


• Rejection of Nomination / Confirmation (including Reconfirmation) / Class Change 
 


o If a site is Network Designated it must be Class 1, any relevant transactions will need 
to be rejected, such as: 


• Nomination 
• Confirmation 
• Class Change 


 
o We would propose that we use the existing Rejection Code CLS00002 – “Supply 


meter point should be Class 1”.  This code is used for the above processes 
already. 
 


o Shippers need to consider if this rejection will cause exceptions within their systems 
as the site will not meet the current Class 1 requirements.  
 


o Other options from the industry are welcomed for consideration.  
 


• Outstanding Offers and Inflight Change of Shipper / Capacity Revision 
 


o The industry needs to consider where a Supply Meter Point gets set to Network 
Designated but has and outstanding offer or an accepted confirmation: 
  


o Outstanding Offer on a Network Designated site which has a Class other than Class 
1 
We could:  


 Invalidate Offer 


 Reject the Confirmation where the Shipper attempts to confirm an Offer on a 
Network Designated Supply Meter Point 


 Allow Offer to continue, but oblige Shipper to reclassify the SMP 
 


o Accepted Confirmation on a Network Designated site which has a Class other than 
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Class 1  
 
We propose to allow Confirmation to progress, but oblige Shipper to reclassify the 
SMP 


 
o Other options from the industry are welcomed for consideration.  


 


 New Ratchet Charging Arrangement  
 


o The current Ratchet Charge includes the ZRA – Customer Ratchet Charge and the 
SRA – SOQ Ratchet Charge  
 


o The new Ratchet Charge for Class 2 sites will also include the ECN – Exit Capacity 
LDZ Charge.  This is planned to be incorporated into the ZRA Charge for Class 2 
Ratchets only 


 
– This appears on the CAZ Invoice and ZCS Supporting information 


 
– The RT_I09_CAP_RATCHET_CHARGE_DETAIL record has the 


RATCHET_PREMIUM value which we expect will be populated differently 
between Class 1 and Class 2 Ratchets. This needs to be considered by 
Shippers.   


 
Whilst this approach does eliminate specific file changes to UK Link Users, it is acknowledged that for 
Users who are active in the DM SMP market, that these changes MAY require system or process 
changes to these Users.  Users are invited to provide alternative solution options for consideration. 
 
We are asking Users to consider and provide their views on this change and the proposed approach / 
options. 


 


Associated Changes 
Associated Change(s) 


and Title(s): 
Modification 0665 – Changes to Ratchet Regime 


DSG 


DSG discussion date: 18/03/2019 


Any further 
information: 


The options were discussed, and whilst it is acknowledged that this was 
done within the meeting and attendees were not afforded preparation time, 
the options presented were recognised as being pragmatic.  DSG members 
agreed with the approach to issue an extraordinary Change Pack to solicit 
wider industry views on the proposed approach, noting a shortened 
response timescale. 
 


Implementation 


Target Release: July Minor Release  


Status: TBC 


 


Please see the table below for representation comments template; responses to uklink@xoserve.com  



mailto:uklink@xoserve.com
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Section H: Representation 
Response 


User Name: Kirsty Dudley 


User Contact: 
07816 172 645 
Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com 


Representation 
Status: 


N/A 


Representation 
Publication: 


<Publish> 


Representation: 


Reviewing the proposal our observations are as follows: 


 This approach doesn’t impact as many flows as we had anticipated, 
we want to ensure that all flows have been reviewed to ensure no 
‘surprise’ tweaks at a later date as it evolves through the change 
process  


 It is sensible to create new rejection codes for this 


 We raised to the proposer our concerns at 40WDs and we would still 
prefer 60WD but we are happy to align with the approved mod 


 


Target Release Date: 
We would prefer a major release however the dates are to be aligned to 
those approved in in the modification (subject to approval) 


Xoserve Response: 


Thank you for your comments. Please see below our responses:  
  


 In terms of file flows, our intention is to keep the changes to a 
minimal and make no structural amendments. As the options and 
assumptions stipulated within this Change Pack are from an initial 
assessment only, the change must go through detailed design to 
confirm the final solution and the impacts to Users.  
 


 Due to the timescales associated with this change, we are proposing 
to re-utilise an existing rejection code to minimise the changes for 
Users since initial analysis suggests we have a code that would 
sufficiently describe the reason for this rejection. This approach has 
been ratified by DSG. It was suggested that we consider creating a 
new rejection code as an enduring solution (this would not be for the 
first year implementation).  


 


 As modification 0665 has been approved by Ofgem, we will deliver 
the solution as stipulated within the modification and aim for an 
aligned implementation date.  


 


User Name: Richard Pomroy, Wales & West Utilities Ltd 


User Contact: 
Richard.Pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk  
029 2027 8552 
07812 973337 


Representation 
Status: 


N/A 


Representation 
Publication: 


Publish 


Representation: 
We note the desire to implement this by 1st October 2019 which was clear 
from the consultation responses. This will inevitably mean that it is 
implemented in a way that causes least change to processes. This leads to 
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the possibility that further change proposals will be raised to amend the 
solution at a later date. 
 
This change is funded by DNs and NTS. Our view is that DNs and NTS 
should not be required to fund future changes that incur costs due to 
reworking the solution if those changes could have been implemented in the 
initial implementation had a different implementation date been proposed. 
These costs should be funded by Shippers as they are the party benefiting 
from an early implementation date. 


Target Release Date: 
See above comments on the risk of additional avoidable costs being 
incurred by implementing a minimum change solution for October 2019 
compared to a more complete package in a later release. 


Xoserve Response: 


Thank you for your comments regarding the funded arrangements for any 
future associated changes.  
We have noted this and will make Change Managers aware of this view.   
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User Name: Louise Hellyer, Andrew Green  


User Contact: 
Louise Hellyer 
Louise.hellyer@totalgp.com 
01737 275638 


Representation 
Status: 


Support 


Representation 
Publication: 


Publish  


Representation: 


 
Visibility of Network Designation to Prospective Users 


 We are comfortable that the sites are not flagged in SPA files; 
assuming the list of sites is reasonably small. If the number were to 
grow significantly then a different approach may be needed. There is 
also some concern that this approach is out of synch with the 
method given for interruptible sites, but is a pragmatic approach to 
get this progressed.  


 Following that we would therefore support the inclusion of the 
information within the later CSS to align it more with how 
interruptible sites are captured and to give better longevity. 


 One small concern is around recipients, it would be important to 
ensure that the list is maintained and therefore a “no Change” email 
could be sent in situations where the report should be issued but 
that the shipper had no actions to be taken. We need to avoid a new 
site being added in Oct20 and not being picked up as the email was 
sent to an old recipient. This could also happened for Sites that no 
longer qualify.  


 To understand the customer communications would there be 
anything being sent to them from the Network to understand the 
requirement for the siteworks to get a datalogger installed (in the 
current world AMR would not be adequate for a SPC1 site)? 


 
Rejection of Nomination / Confirmation (including Reconfirmation) / Class 
Change 


 Although this rejection code suggested is not ideal and could 
generate some internal confusion we do not believe it will cause 
system issues. We also believe that the potential confusion can be 
managed reasonably easily internally. 
 


Outstanding Offers and Inflight Change of Shipper / Capacity Revision 


 Our preference would be for outstanding and inflight actions to 
continue to complete and then require processing. We believe that if 
this is not the case the customer could be adversely affected as they 
may not register for supply on the start of their contract opening 
them up to potential out of contract rates at their current supplier. 
This could also be the case of charges related to capacity revisions 
and being subject to incorrect rates for longer than required. 


 
New Ratchet Charging Arrangement  


 With invoicing the proposed method where the file format is not 
changed is fine. The key is no change in structure; how the 
value/rate is made up is something that we can work with internally. 


 


Target Release Date: We are comfortable with the target release date.  


Xoserve Response: 


Thank you for your comments. Please see below our responses:  
 
Visibility of Network Designation to Prospective Users 


 Thank you for confirming you are comfortable with the Network 
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Designated visibility. 


 In terms of your concern, we will look to develop a suitable 
communications process which should provide the relevant parties 
with the required details. At this stage we are unable to confirm 
exactly how this will work but we will take into consideration your 
comments when this is looked at in detail.  
 


 As a Class 1 site under current UNC Code rules it would be the 
responsibility of the Transporter to install Daily Read Equipment and 
as part of the install process, it is assumed that the Transporters will 
trigger this reinstallation accordingly. We will ensure this is included 
within the process development. 


  
Rejection of Nomination / Confirmation (including Reconfirmation) / Class 
Change 


 Thank you for confirming that utilising an existing rejection code is 
manageable. Please note, the rejection code detailed within the 
Change Pack (CLS00002 – “Supply meter point should be 
Class 1”), was a suggestion and may not be the one re-utilised. 
This will be confirmed within the detailed design phase and 
communicated with a final Change Pack but following initial analysis 
it suggests we have a code that would sufficiently describe the 
reason for this rejection.  


 DSG have suggested that we consider creating a new rejection code 


as an enduring solution (this would not be for the first year 


implementation).  


Outstanding Offers and Inflight Change of Shipper / Capacity Revision 


 Thank you for confirming your preference for outstanding and inflight 
offers to progress.  


 
New Ratchet Charging Arrangement  


 Thank you for confirming you are comfortable with changes to the 
values/rates within file formats as long as there are no structural 
amendments.  


 


User Name: Megan Coventry 


User Contact: 


Megan Coventry 
Megan.coventry@sse.com 
02392277738 
 (Name, Email, Telephone) 


Representation 
Status: 


Support 


Representation 
Publication: 


Publish 


Representation: 
We support this change to deliver the system requirements toward 
implementation of modification 0665 ‘Changes to Ratchet regime’. 


Target Release Date: We support implementation as part of the July Minor release. 


Xoserve Response Thank you for comments and confirming your support.  


 


User Name: Npower 


User Contact: 
Amie Charalambous  
Gas.Codes@npower.com 
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07917271763 
 


Representation 
Status: 


Approve 


Representation 
Publication: 


Publish 


Representation: We are supportive of this change.   


Target Release Date: Support target release date 


Xoserve Response Thank you for your comments and confirming your support.  
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Section G: Change Management 
Committee (ChMC) Change Pack 
Summary 


Communication Detail 


Comm Reference: 2346.8 – ER – DA 


Comm Title: 
XRN4871 - Modification 0665 – Changes to Ratchet Regime – Part A 
Detailed Design Change Pack 


Comm Date: 14/06/2019 


 


Change Representation 


Action Required: For review 


Close Out Date: 28/06/2019 


Change Detail 
Xoserve Reference 


Number:  
XRN4871 - Modification 0665 – Changes to Ratchet Regime – Part A 
Detailed Design Change Pack 


Change Class: Functional Change 


ChMC Constituency 
Impacted: 


Shipper Users 


Change Owner:  
David Addison 
David.Addison@xoserve.com 
0121 623 2752 / Mobile 07428559800 


Background and 
Context: 


Modification 0665 – ‘Changes to Ratchet Regime’ has been raised and 
seeks to amend the current Ratchet Charging Arrangement and it allows 
Transporters to designate Supply Points (Network Designated sites) that 
should, in addition to existing mandatory Class 1 Supply Points, be subject 
to existing Ratchet Charges. Class 2 Supply Meter Points will be subject to a 
lesser Ratchet Charge. 
 
Change Proposal XRN4871 has been raised to deliver the system 
requirements set out within this modification.  
 
Due to the proposed timescales and the requirement to implement the 
changes by the start of the 2019 Ratchet period (October), the delivery of 
the change has been split in two. Part A is the minimum scope Xoserve 
must implement by 1


st
 October 2019 in order to comply with Modification 


0665 and Part B is the enduring solution proposed for June 2020 release.  
 
For reference, attached is the initial Change Pack issued (inclusive of 
industry responses) which details our proposed approach for this change:  
 


  


XRN4871 - 
Modification 0665 - Changes to Ratchet Regime Part A Initial Change Pack.docx
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Please note that no changes implemented within Part A will be repeated with 
the implementation of Part B. Part B will be the enduring solution and 
replace any manual workarounds implemented within Part A.  
 
Following the receipt of approval for the proposed solution of Part A at the 
June ChMC, this Change Pack seeks industry approval of the detailed 
change design for implementation within Minor Release Drop 5.  


Change Impact Assessment Dashboard (UK Link) 


Functional: Supply Point Administration and Invoicing 


Non-Functional: N/A 


Application: SAP ISU 


User: Shipper, Transporters 


Documentation: N/A 


Other: N/A 


 


Files 


File Parent Record Record Data Attribute 
Hierarchy or Format 


Agreed 


N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 


Change Design Description 
Modification 0665 – Changes to Ratchet Regime seeks to amend the current Ratchet Charging 
Methodology to create a two tier Charging Regime. It introduces a new Ratchet Charging 
Arrangement for Class 2 Supply Meter Points and retains the existing Ratchet Charging Arrangement 
but applies that only to Class 1 Supply Meter Points ,  
It requires Transporters to identify Supply Points that should, in addition to mandatory Class 1 Supply 
Points, be subject to the existing Ratchet Charging Arrangement and therefore need to be reclassified 
as Class 1 by the Registered User.  
  
The existing charge will continue to be applied to mandatory Class 1 Supply Meter Points and also to 
Supply Meter Points that the Transporters designate ‘as subject to the Class 1 Ratchet Charging 
Arrangements’ where ‘safeguards around accurate capacity declarations’ are necessary.  This ‘Class 
1 Ratchet Regime’ reflects the existing charging arrangements in terms of composition of the Ratchet 
Charges and the Ratchet Multiplier remains as is. A lesser charge will be applied to Class 2 Supply 
Meter Points and where the Transporters do not consider that these safeguards are necessary.  The 
composition of the Class 2 Ratchet Charge is different and has a lower Ratchet Multiplier. 


For the full modification details please go to the Joint Office link: 
http://www.gasgovernance.co.uk/0665 
 
This detailed design Change Pack stipulates how the process will work following the implementation 
of Part A which involves the following system changes:  
 


 SAP ISU: Network Designated Flag added within UK Link 
This will allow the CDSP to identify within the system the sites which the Transporters have 
assigned as Network Designated (ND) and which should be Class 1 and subject to the Class 
1 Ratchet Charging Regime. Please note – within Part A, the ND flag will not be visible to 
Users.  



http://www.gasgovernance.co.uk/0665
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 SPA Validation changes  
NOM, CNF and SPC to check the ND Flag whenever there is request for class change. If the 
MPRN has ND Flag marked; the Shipper will be obligated to move the site to Class 1 only. If 
requesting for any other class; request will be rejected with existing rejection code CLS00002 
- Supply meter point should be Class 1. This is to allow Shippers (or CDSP) to move ND sites 
which could be Class 2, 3 or 4 into Class 1. Also preventing the ND sites being moved out of 
Class 1.  


 
Please note, our assessment is that these are central system changes only and should have no 
system impacts for Users. This assumption was ratified within the preliminary design and solution 
change packs however we are requesting Users to confirm this following the review of the detailed 
design change pack.   
 
Alongside the above central system changes, the following manual processes require implementing:  
 


 Offline receipt of the designated sites selected by Transporters via email 


 Offline method to notify Registered and Prospective Users (Shippers) of the designated sites 
within their portfolio. This will be done via email  


 Offline process to notify the DMSP(s) of the designated sites (one email notification when the 
site is designated and one once the appeals window is closed). 


 Manual production of the SPC file (forced Class Change) where the CDSP has to move 
designated sites into Class 1 where the User has failed to do so within the defined timings.  


 Offline method to notify Registered and Prospective Users of their site being forced into Class 
1 by the CDSP  


 Offline receipt of an appeal being raised by Shipper and method to notify the Transporter of 
this. The Shippers and Transporters will interface through the CDSP. This will be done via 
email.  


 Manual creation of the Class 2 Ratchet Charges. This will be done by removing the Class 2 
Ratchet charges off the current invoices and calculate these offline using the new Class 2 
Charging Regime and Request To Bill (RTB) invoice them.  


 
Below details how we would expect the process to work: 
 
1. Network Designated sites being set 


a. Transporters notify 


 For 2018/2019 Ratchet year, Transporters can designate sites on any day in the 
6 month period commencing from the modification implementation. From 
2019/2020 Ratchet year onwards, Transporters can designate sites from 01 June 
up until 20 business days before 01 October.  


 Transporters will notify the CDSP of their designated sites via email using the 
attached template:  


 


Template - Class 1 
Sites process TPD B 4.7.xlsx


 
 


b. CDSP notify the Shipper User(s) 


 The CDSP will notify the Registered and Prospective Shipper User that their site 
has been Network Designated and confirm that the 20 business day window has 
started for the site(s) to be moved into Class 1.  


 The notification will be sent via email to the Shipper Contract Manager 
 


c. CDSP apply the designation flag 


 Upon receipt of the template, the CDSP will apply the Network Designation flag 
within UK Link. Please note – the Network Designation flag will be applied as 
soon as the change has been implemented within Minor Release Drop 5 
[expected August 2019] 



https://www.xoserve.com/media/4331/template-class-1-sites-process-tpd-b-47.xlsx
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 Once the designation flag is applied, Users can submit an SPC to reclassify the 
site.  
 
 


d. CDSP notify the DMSP 


 Separate to any formal notification by Transporters to DMSPs to install Daily 
Read Equipment the CDSP shall provide progress notifications to the DMSPs 


 One notification will be issued upon initial receipt of designated sites from 
Transporters. The second notification will be issued confirming the site is 
designated and will be moving into Class 1, this is via an existing system 
notification – the GCC file which is sent on a Class Change via the CNF or SPC 
once the request has been accepted.  
 


e. Appeals being raised 


 Shipper Users must email the CDSP using the template provided (attached 
above), to appeal any Network Designated site.  


 This must be done within 20 business days of CDSP notification of the site being 
designated.  


 The template must be populated with a reason for the appeal.  


 Once received by the CDSP, this will be sent onto the Transporter for a response. 
The Transporter will confirm their decision via email to the CDSP who will advise 
the Shipper Contract Manager.  


 If the appeal is rejected, the Network Designated flag will remain and the Shipper 
will have 20 business days from this point to move the site to Class 1.  


 If the appeal is accepted, the Network Designated flag will be removed and no 
further action will be required.  
 


f. Network Designated sites being reclassified  


 Shippers are responsible for reclassifying the site to Class 1 once the Network 
Designation flag has been applied.  


 This can be done via the SPC - SUPPLY METER POINT AMENDMENT 
REQUEST file or through the reconfirmation process (NOM and CNF).  


 Please note that existing SPC functionality will prevail which means only one 
change is permitted within the file. Therefore if the SPC is used to reclassify the 
site, no other changes can be made within the file i.e. changes to DMSOQ or 
DMSHQ.  


 If a Class 2 site is reclassified to Class 1 via an SPC, the current loads should 
remain - any changes to the DMSOQ will result in a rejection.  


 If a Class 3 or 4 site is reclassified via the SPC, the DMSOQ should be based on 
the NDM SOQ and the SHQ will need to be assigned.    


 For Shippers who would like to revisit the current site loads when the site is 
reclassified, they should use the reconfirmation process.  


 We would like to remind Users that the capacity reduction window starts on 01 
October and therefore if Users would like to assess their capacity at the same 
time as reclassifying a designated site, this would need to be done via the 
reconfirmation process with an effective date within the capacity reduction period.  
Where increase to capacity is requested this may result in referral and this should 
be factored in when shippers are nominating and confirming the sites.  


 If this reclassification does not occur, the CDSP will manually create the SPC - 
SUPPLY METER POINT AMENDMENT REQUEST file which will reclassify the 
site to Class 1. For NDM sites, Xoserve will utilise the NDMSOQ as the DMSOQ. 
CDSP will need to derive the SHQ. Normal SHQ range (i.e. where the site shall 
not refer specifically due to the SHQ), is between 4 and 15.9. The SHQ will be 
calculated by dividing the sites SOQ by a value to be agreed by the industry 
which will need to be a value within this range (4 to 15.9). Users are requested 
to provide their views within the consultation response on what this value 
should be.   


 Shippers will be notified of the reclassification through the SCR - SUPPLY 
METER POINT AMENDMENTS RESPONSE and the CDSP will also write to the 
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Shipper Contract Manager and confirm this has occurred.  
Please note that for a reclassification of a site via the SPC file, it will take 5 
business days from the point of file processing for the class change to take 
affect within UK Link systems. 


 Once the site has been reclassified and is within Class 1, the Network 
Designation flag will remain against the site and will prevent any further 
reclassifications to anything other than Class 1. The following rejection code will 
be used if a Shipper looks to reclassify a Network Designated site: CLS00002 - 
Supply meter point should be class 1. 


 
g. Treatment of existing Offers and Confirmation 


 If there is an inflight Confirmation on a site which subsequently gets Network 
Designated, the CDSP will let this resolve (accept, reject or expire) and following 
this start the notification process for the site to be reclassified to Class 1.  
Please note the CDSP will not cancel inflight Confirmations as part of this 
change.  


 If there is an inflight Offer on a site which subsequently gets Network Designated, 
the CDSP will not cancel this Offer, it will be left to expire or alternatively when 
the site is Confirmed, the Confirmation will be rejected with rejection code 
CLS00002 - Supply meter point should be class 1. 


 
2. Ratchet Charges 


a. For Class 1 sites (including those that are Network Designated and have moved into 
Class 1), the current Ratchet charge will apply. This remains unchanged - the same rates 
and calculations will apply as currently within code (TPD Section G.4.7.7) 


b. For Class 2 sites, (including those Network Designated sites that have not moved into 
Class 1 yet), the new Ratchet charge will apply. This has a different rate and will include 
the ECN – Exit Capacity LDZ Charge which is not currently included within the Class 1 
charge (new charge can be found within TPD Section G.4.7.8) 
Please note, as it was agreed that no file format changes would be incorporated 
within Part A delivery, the ECN charge will be incorporated within the ZCA – 
Customer Ratchet Charge. The ECN rate will therefore not be visible within the file 
format but included within the invoice charge.  


c. An offline spreadsheet will be used to calculate the Class 2 Ratchet charges.  
 


Please note that for Part A, there are no proposed amendments to the RAT or PRN 
files. 


 
3. Invoicing the Ratchet Charges 


a. Currently the Ratchet charges are automatically generated within the UK Link system and 
populated on the Capacity Invoice (CAZ) and within the ZCS and CZI supporting files.  


b. For the new Class 2 charge, the CDSP will manually calculate the charge and raise it via 
a Request to Bill (RTB) as an INR Invoice which will be issued via the IX. 
Please note the charges will therefore not be included within the Capacity Invoice 
or within the ZCS and CZI files. 


c. The supporting information for Class 2 Ratchet charges will be sent via email and based 
on a Ratchet Drilldown report the CDSP will use to calculate the Ratchet charges.   


d. For Part A, there are two options for the Class 1 Ratchet charges:  


 Options 1 – Remain as is and continue to automatically generate the Class 1 
charges and issue this within the Capacity Invoice. This will mean Shippers 
receive Class 1 and Class 2 Ratchet charges within separate invoices.  


 Option 2 – Remove the Class 1 Ratchet charges from the Capacity Invoice and 
RTB the amount with the Class 2 charges so both Ratchet charges are within one 
invoice.  
 
Please note, for Part B, the Class 2 Ratchet charges will be generated from 
the system and included within the Capacity Invoice.  


 
4. New Supply Meter Points 


a. For new Supply Meter Points, Transporters have 30 business days after the Supply Point 
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Registration Date to select the site as Network Designated and the notification process 
will commence.  


 
 
Please note that Part A (detailed above) is the minimum scope to enable us to comply with 
Modification 0665. Part B which is proposed for June 2020 Release will look to implement the 
enduring solution for this change.  


Associated Changes 
Associated Change(s) 


and Title(s): 
Modification 0665 – Changes to Ratchet Regime 


DSG 


DSG discussion date: 18/03/2019 


Any further 
information: 


The options were discussed, and whilst it is acknowledged that this was 
done within the meeting and attendees were not afforded preparation time, 
the options presented were recognised as being pragmatic.  DSG members 
agreed with the approach to issue an extraordinary Change Pack to solicit 
wider industry views on the proposed approach, noting a shortened 
response timescale. 
 


Implementation 


Target Release: Minor Release Drop 5 [August 2019] 


Status: For Approval 
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Section H: Representation 
Response 


 


 


H1: Change Representation  


(To be completed by User and returned for response) 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Gazprom Energy 


Name: Alison Neild 


Email: alison.neild@gazprom-energy.com 


Telephone: 01618290039 


Representation 
Status: 


In support of the PART A solution being implemented on 17/8/19.   
 
Preferred Options 
 
Normal SHQ range (i.e. where the site shall not refer specifically due 
to the SHQ), is between 4 and 15.9. The SHQ will be calculated by 
dividing the sites SOQ by a value to be agreed by the industry which 
will need to be a value within this range (4 to 15.9).   Our preference 
is 4. 
 
Class 1 Ratchet charges.  Our preference is Option 1  - Remain as is 
 
 


Representation 
Publication: 


Publish 


Representation 
Comments: 


Please can you provide clarity on the following points: 
 
(1) Please confirm we have understood the timelines for the 
notification correctly as follows  (has been taken from combination of 
the MOD and CP)  
• Initial setting - 29th March 2019 (MOD approval) to 3rd 
September 2019. 
• Enduring New supply - 30 Business Days from Supply Point 
registration date 
• Enduring Existing supply (material consumption/capacity 
change) 1st June – 20 Business days before 1st October each year. 
(2) When will shippers start to receive notifications as per the 
initial settings above?  Will this be in one go, by transporter, or drip 
fed as they are known. 
(3) In terms of the DMSP element to the process.  Please can it 
be confirmed  
• How customer contact data will be gained to arrange any 
necessary site visits.   
• What if this cannot be achieved in 20 business days due to 
availability, kit installation timelines, customer refuses etc.  
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Particularly if the site is currently class 4 and may not have daily read 
capability. 
• When does the DMSP start their process? Is this on receipt of 
the first notification or the second?  As the second notification (being 
the SPC file) needs only a 5 working day window. 
(4) Please could you provide an indication of expected volume of 
sites that would need to be designated Class 1, which are currently 
Class 2, 3 or 4.  Is there already a view of which sites these are?  If 
so, some pre-preparation could begin now  
(5) Are IGT sites included? 
(6) Is there a cost incurred to the shipper if the class change is a 
forced re-classification? 
(7) Where a designated site is currently Class 3 and 4 will the 
ratchet charge 12 month soft landing still prevail? 
(8) Please confirm there is no change to the PRN/RAT files and 
process for Class 2 sites 
 


Confirm Target 
Release Date? 


Yes «h1_userDataAlternative» 


 


H1: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your comments and support.  
We have taken note of your preference in terms of the invoicing 
option and the proposed value to calculate the SHQ. This will be 
discussed at ChMC in June.  
 
In terms of your outstanding queries, please see below the Xoserve 
reponses:  
 
(1) Please confirm we have understood the timelines for the 
notification correctly as follows  (has been taken from combination of 
the MOD and CP)  
• Initial setting - 29th March 2019 (MOD approval) to 3rd September 
2019. 
Our understanding of the modification legal text is that the 
Transporters will have 6 month's from the modification 
implementation date to designate any Class 2, 3 or 4 sites as 
network designated.  
• Enduring New supply - 30 Business Days from Supply Point 
registration date 
Yes, this is as per our understanding 
• Enduring Existing supply (material consumption/capacity change) 
1st June – 20 Business days before 1st October each year. 
Yes, this is as per our understanding 
(2) When will shippers start to receive notifications as per the initial 
settings above?  Will this be in one go, by transporter, or drip fed as 
they are known. 
Once Xoserve start to receive the sites which the Transporters have 
identified as network designated we will notify the  the relevant 
Shipper Users. The template detailed within the Change Pack will be 
used to display the MPRNs which have been designated. This same 
template should be used by Shippers if any appeals wish to be 







 


CP_V6.0 


raised.  
(3) In terms of the DMSP element to the process.  Please can it be 
confirmed  
• How customer contact data will be gained to arrange any necessary 
site visits.   
This should be managed as per the normal process when a site 
changes to Class 1 between Shippers, DMSPs and Transporters. 
• What if this cannot be achieved in 20 business days due to 
availability, kit installation timelines, customer refuses etc.  
Particularly if the site is currently class 4 and may not have daily read 
capability. 
• When does the DMSP start their process? Is this on receipt of the 
first notification or the second?  As the second notification (being the 
SPC file) needs only a 5 working day window. 
The CDSP notifications to the DMSP are seperate to the formal 
notification by Transporters to DMSPs to install Daily Read 
Equipment. The first notification detailed in the Change Pack is an 
early awareness and the second notification is as per current 
processes whereby the DMSP receives a file (GCC) when there is a 
site Class change.  The DMSPs will start their processes following 
confirmation from the Transporters (as per current process).  
(4) Please could you provide an indication of expected volume of 
sites that would need to be designated Class 1, which are currently 
Class 2, 3 or 4.  Is there already a view of which sites these are?  If 
so, some pre-preparation could begin now  
As it is up to the Transporters to select sites within their network as 
designated, at this stage, Xoserve are unaware of the expected 
volumes. Once we receive visablity of the sites, we will notify the 
relevant Shipper Users.  
(5) Are IGT sites included? 
No, IGT sites are not included within this change.  
(6) Is there a cost incurred to the shipper if the class change is a 
forced re-classification? 
There is no individual cost incurred by Shippers where a forced re-
classification occurs. The solution effort for the CDSP to manually re-
classify a site via the SPC file was incorporated into the HLSO cost 
and will be delivered as part of the change.     
(7) Where a designated site is currently Class 3 and 4 will the ratchet 
charge 12 month soft landing still prevail? 
Yes this is correct, the 12 month soft landing will prevail for any Class 
3 or 4 site which is network designated and moves into Class 1.  
(8) Please confirm there is no change to the PRN/RAT files and 
process for Class 2 sites 
For Part , there are no proposed amendments to the RAT or PRN 
files. 


 


Please send the completed representation response to uklink@xoserve.com  


 


 


 


H1: Change Representation  
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(To be completed by User and returned for response) 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Total Gas & Power 


Name: Louise Hellyer 


Email: louise.hellyer@totalgp.com 


Telephone: 01737275638 


Representation 
Status: 


Support 


Representation 
Publication: 


Publish 


Representation 
Comments: 


As a ratio for SQH/SOQ we would suggest between 8 and 10 as a 
standard.  
Due to timeframes of processing we should be aware that there could 
be situations where the request to move to 1 could have rejected and 
timed out not allowing the shipper to try to resolve this. Some 
interaction and pragmatic considerations may at times be needed in 
that situation.  
Regarding invoices during part A , our preference would be to have 
all the invoices on one file (Option 2), for this the excel backing data 
would need to be inline with the I09 record file format.  
 


Confirm Target 
Release Date? 


Yes «h1_userDataAlternative» 


 


H1: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your comments and support.  
We have taken note of your preference in terms of the invoicing 
option and the proposed value to calculate the SHQ. This will be 
discussed at ChMC in June.  
In terms of your comment related to the different circumstances that 
could occur, we agree that consideration needs to be given in these 
cases and we intend to notify and communicate with the relevant 
Users as soon as possible. 


 


Please send the completed representation response to uklink@xoserve.com  


 


 


 


H1: Change Representation  


(To be completed by User and returned for response) 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Wales & West Utilities 


Name: Richard Pomroy 
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Email: Richard.Pomroy@wwutilities.co.uk 


Telephone: 07812973337 


Representation 
Status: 


Publish 


Representation 
Publication: 


Publish 


Representation 
Comments: 


Regarding  
f Network Designated sites being reclassified  
8 If this reclassification does not occur, the CDSP will manually 
create the SPC - SUPPLY METER POINT AMENDMENT REQUEST 
file which will reclassify the site to Class 1. For NDM sites, Xoserve 
will utilise the NDMSOQ as the DMSOQ. CDSP will need to derive 
the SHQ. Normal SHQ range (i.e. where the site shall not refer 
specifically due to the SHQ), is between 4 and 15.9. The SHQ will be 
calculated by dividing the sites SOQ by a value to be agreed by the 
industry which will need to be a value within this range (4 to 15.9). 
Users are requested to provide their views within the consultation 
response on what this value should be.   
 
WWU’s view is that the ratio between 4 and 15.9 for determining the 
SHQ should be set by the network on a case by case basis.  This 
process would only be used in the case that the Shipper failed in its 
obligation to re-classify the Supply Meter Point as Class 1 so would 
only be need as an exception.  It is very difficult to decide on a 
default for this as the characteristics of the load could vary 
tremendously.  If the value is set at 4 then it would seem to provide 
an opportunity for a Class 1 site to ratchet and have the SOQ ratchet 
to 16x the SHQ which, notwithstanding the financial impact, rather 
negates the purpose of moving the site to Class 1 which only occurs 
because of the potential impact on the network were the site to 
exceed its SOQ. 
 
 


Confirm Target 
Release Date? 


Yes «h1_userDataAlternative» 


 


H1: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your comments.  
We have taken note of your preference in terms of the invoicing 
option and the proposed method to calculate the SHQ. This will need 
to be discussed and finalised at ChMC in June. 


 


Please send the completed representation response to uklink@xoserve.com  


 


 


 


H1: Change Representation  
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(To be completed by User and returned for response) 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: SSE 


Name: Megan Coventry 


Email: megan.coventry@sse.com 


Telephone: 02392277738 


Representation 
Status: 


Support 


Representation 
Publication: 


Publish 


Representation 
Comments: 


No comments. 


Confirm Target 
Release Date? 


Yes «h1_userDataAlternative» 


 


H1: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you. 


 


Please send the completed representation response to uklink@xoserve.com  


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Northern Gas Networks 


Name: Helen Chandler 


Email: HChandler@Notherngas.co.uk 


Telephone: 07580 704 123 


Representation 
Status: 


Publish 


Representation 
Publication: 


Publish 


Representation 
Comments: 


Users to confirm there are no system impacts to them from 
introducing the Network Designation flag. 
 
NGN has not identified any system changes required for the 
introduction of the Network Designation flag, however, we will need 
to introduce a new Network Designation process to identify suitable 
MPRNs and submit the required template to the CDSP. 
 
What should the value be (from between 4 - 15.9) that is used to 
divide a site’s SOQ by in order to get its SHQ? 
 
The determination of SHQ is site specific, so we do not believe it 
would be appropriate to assign a default value for this calculation. 
Engagement with the Network would be vital, especially for sites 
which have an existing Network Exit Agreement (NExA). 
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In the interim - should (Opt 1) C1 ratchet charges remain as they 
are (meaning 2 invoices issued) or (Opt 2) should they be 
removed from the capacity invoice and included with the C2 
ratchet charges within an RTB request (both charges within 1 
invoice)? 
 
We believe that option 1 is the more appropriate option as the 
enduring solution (Part B) will have the Class 2 ratchet charges 
included within the Capacity Invoice. We see no benefit in changing 
the existing mechanism for the Class 1 ratchet charges if it is only to 
return to the original process in the future. Confirm Target 
 


Confirm Target 
Release Date? 


Yes «h1_userDataAlternative» 


 


H1: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments; we’ll ensure they are considered at 
Change Management Committee in July 


 


 


 


Appendix 1 


Change Prioritisation Variables 
Xoserve uses the following variables set for each and every change within the Xoserve 


Change Register, to derive the indicative benefit prioritisation score, which will be used in 


conjunction with the perceived delivery effort to aid conversations at the DSC ChMC and 


DSC Delivery Sub Groups to prioritise changes into all future minor and major releases. 


Change Details 


Change Driver Type: 


☐ CMA Order ☒ MOD / Ofgem 


☐ EU Legislation ☐ License Condition 


☐ BEIS ☐ ChMC endorsed Change Proposal 


☐ SPAA Change Proposal ☐ Additional / 3rd Party Service Request 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Customer group(s) 
impacted if the 
change is not 


delivered: 


☒ Shipper ☒ IGT ☒ Network 


☒ Xoserve ☐ NG Transmission ☐ NTS 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Associated Change 
Ref  Number(s): 


N/A 
Associated MOD 


Number(s): 
MOD0665 
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Perceived delivery 
effort (days): 


☐ 0-30 ☐ 30-60 


☒ 60-100 ☐ 100+ 


Does the change 
involve the 


processing of 
personal data? 


‘Any information relating to an 
identifiable person who can be 
directly or indirectly identified in 
particular by reference to an 
identifier’ - includes MPRNS. 


☐ Yes (if selected please answer the next 


question) 


☒ No 


A Data Protection 
Impact Assessment 


(DPIA) will be 
required if the 


change involves the 
processing of 


personal data in any 
of the following 


scenarios: 


☐ New Technology  ☐ Theft of Gas 


☐ Mass Data ☐ Xoserve Employee Data 


☐ Vulnerable Customer Data ☐ Fundamental changes to Xoserve 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


(If any of the above boxes have been selected then please contact the Information 
Security team (Kevin Eltoft-Prest) to complete the DPIA. 


Change Beneficiary: 
How many market 


participant or segments 
stand to benefit this 


change? 


☐ Multiple Market Participants                       ☐ Multiple Market Group 


☐ All UK Gas Market Participants ☐ Xoserve Only 


☒ One Market Group ☐ One Market Participant 


Primary Impacted 
DSC Service Area: 


Service Area 7: NTS Capacity / LDZ Capacity / Commodity / 
Reconciliation / Ad-Hoc Adjustment and Energy Balancing Invoices 


Number of Service 
Areas Impacted: 


☐ One ☒ Two to Five 


☐ Five to Twenty ☐ All 


Improvement Scale? ☐ High ☐ Medium ☒ Low 


Are any of the 
following at risk if the 


change is not 
delivered? 


☐ Safety of Supply at risk 


☐ Customer(s) incurring financial loss 


☐ Customer Switching at risk 


Are any of the 
following required if 


the change is 
delivered? 


☒ Customer System Changes Required 


☐ Customer Testing Likely Required 


☐ Customer Training Required 


Primary Application 
impacted: 


☐ BW ☒ ISU ☐ CMS 


☐ AMT ☐ EFT ☐ IX 


☐ Gemini ☐ Birst ☐ API 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Business Process 
Impacted: 


☐ AQ ☐ SPA ☐ RGMA 


☐ Reads ☐ Portal ☒ Invoicing 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


Any known impacts 
to external services 


and/or systems as a 
result of this 


change? 


☒ Yes 


Multiple DSC service lines impacted 


☐ No 
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Workaround Details 


Workaround in 
operation? 


☐ Yes If [No] please do not continue completing the 
[Workaround Details] section ☒ No 


Who is accountable 
for the workaround? 


☐ Xoserve ☐ External Customer ☐ Both 


What is the 
Frequency of the 


workaround? 
 


What is the lifespan 
for the workaround? 


 


What is the number 
of resource effort 
hours required to 


service workaround? 


 


What is the 
Complexity of the 


workaround? 


☐ Low (easy, repetitive, quick task, very little risk of human error) 


☐ Medium 
(moderate difficult, requires some form of offline calculation, 
possible risk of human error in determining outcome) 


☐ High 
(complicate task, time consuming, requires specialist resources, 
high risk of human error in determining outcome)   


Prioritisation Score 


Change Prioritisation Score: 27% 
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DSC Change Proposal Document 


Customers to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured    


Xoserve to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured  


A1: General Details 


Change Reference: XRN4888 


Change Title: 
Removing Duplicate Address Update Validation for IGT Supply Meter 
Points via Contact Management Service (CMS)  


Date Raised: 04/03/2019 


Sponsor 
Representative 


Details: 


Organisation: BUUK 


Name: John Cooper 


Email: John.Cooper@bu-uk.co.uk 


Telephone: 
01359 302450 
 


Xoserve 
Representative 


Details: 


Name: Paul Orsler 


Email: Paul.orsler@xoserve.com 


Telephone: 0121 623 2060 


Change Status: 
☐ Proposal ☐ With DSG ☐ Out for Review 


☐ Voting ☒ Approved ☐ Rejected 


A2: Impacted Parties 


Customer Class(es): 


☒ Shipper ☒ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ NG Transmission ☒ IGT 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


A3: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change 


Change Description: 


As an IGT, I need Xoserve to process my address updates in order to 
reflect the most accurate and up to date information associated to 
address details held against IGT Supply Meter Points in UK Link 
systems.  
 
The current duplicate address validation performed within Contact 
Management Service (CMS) was not designed with a full 
understanding of IGT address management processes, particularly 
those associated to the new housing development market. As such, 
CMS restricts IGTs in their ability to keep IGT Supply Meter Point 
address data up to date in line with changes that are made to plans 
on new housing developments.  
  



mailto:John.Cooper@bu-uk.co.uk
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IGTs are therefore seeking to remove the duplicate validations 
performed on address updates, in order to ensure address changes 
to IGT Supply Meter Points can be made within UK Link systems, as 
and when housing development plans are updated.  
 
As part of this change enduring reports and management information 
(MI) will need to be developed and implemented. Reports will need to 
provide detail of the address amendments that have resulted in a 
duplicate addresses being created in UK Link systems. Reports are 
proposed to be issued to IGTs, who in turn will be responsible to 
investigate and take the relevant course of action. Management 
Information should also be created to demonstrate whether 
improvements are being made to Supply Meter Point address data 
quality, and to quantify whether further improvements can be made to 
the process.   
 
No data migration or cleansing activities are required to be delivered 
as part of this change, with IGTs continuing to work closely with 
Xoserve operational teams to work around the limitations that exist 
with the current process,   


Proposed Release: 
The proposer requests that this change be implemented as soon as 
possible, and supports this being assessed as a candidate for a 
Minor Release if necessary.  


Proposed 
Consultation Period: 


☐ 10 Working Days ☐ 20 Working Days 


☐ 30 Working Days ☐ Other [Specify Here] 


A4: Benefits and Justification 


Benefit Description: 


 
For new housing developments there are often changes which result 
in bulk address updates being required. For example: 
 


 Changes to the site layout, plots being removed etc. 


 Changes to the street naming 


 removal of house numbers (such as 13) which cause 
consequential changes to multiple addresses. 


 
Currently, for these bulk address updates, CMS will apply duplicate 
address validation to the new changes based against the existing UK 
link database. This validation does not, therefore, take into account 
the whole suite of changes being proposed by the IGT and apply 
validation for duplicates against the proposed addresses. The current 
swapped address process only accounts for instances where there is 
a like for like swap (i.e. 2, The Street is swapping directly with 3, The 
Street). If, however number 2 is becoming number 3 and number 3 is 
becoming number 4 and then number 4 is becoming number 2 the 
proposed change would fail duplicate address validation even 
though, once all changes are processed, there would be no duplicate 
addresses.  
 
These addresses, therefore, go through 2 validation processes in 
Xoserve system: 


 Firstly, through automation (where rejections will initially 
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occur) and then; 


 Secondly, manually, where the data/addresses can be 
challenged and therefore amended, as required. The second 
part of this validation is resource intensive for Xoserve and 
IGTs often leads to delays and backlogs in changes being 
made to these addresses whilst rejections are being 
challenged and resolved via CMS.  


 
The above validation is causing issues as we are still in new 
development stages, and therefore addresses may also need 
amending a 3rd/4th time, due to developer/design changes, or shipper 
requirements. Removing the duplicate address validation or IGT 
initiated changes will reduce the amount of resource being spent 
providing the second check on the change within UK Link systems. 
   
IGTs would be required to proactively monitor duplicate addresses on 
their networks. To address this, it would be beneficial as part of this 
change, to develop reporting for IGTs that pulls out any genuine 
duplicate addresses. This would ensure that IGTs are provided 
information of instances where duplicate addresses occur and 
therefore be able to correct data. 
What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change?  What, if any, are 
the intangible benefits of introducing this change? 


Benefit Realisation: 
Immediately after implementation of this change. 


When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised? 


Benefit 
Dependencies: 


None 


Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope of the change, this 
could be reliance on another delivery, reliance on some other event that the projects 
has not got direct control of. 


A5: Final Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


Final DSG 
Recommendation: 


Until a final decision is achieved, please refer to section C of the form. 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb/Jun/Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


A6: Funding 


Funding Classes: 


☐ Shipper XX % 


☐ National Grid Transmission XX % 


☐ Distribution Network Operator XX % 


☒ IGT 100 % 


☐ Other <please specify> XX % 


Service Line(s) 
DSC Service Area 2: Provide query management; Xoserve has 
concluded that IGT equivalents for the following service lines are 
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required: 
 
DS-CS SA2 - 01 Standards of Service query management   
DS-CS SA2 – 03 Non Standards of Service query management 
DS-CS SA2 – 04 Network Operator Queries 
DS-CS SA2 - 05  Project query services 
 


ROM or funding 
details: 


 


Funding Comments: 


This change closest aligned to Service Area 2: Provide query 
management – However this Service Area isn’t currently funded by 
IGTs.  
No alternative Service Areas can be used to cover a 100% IGT 
funded change. Agreement to be sought with Xoserve and ChMC on 
the most appropriate way to fund this change.  
It was acknowledge at the ChMC meeting on 13th March 2019 that 
there is currently no DSC Service Area that indicates IGTs as being 
100% responsible for the associated funding. 
 
28/03/2019 – Xoserve is reviewing the DSC service lines to assess 
whether a new one is required.  
 
11/07/2019 – Service Lines added above 


A7: ChMC Recommendation – 13th March 2019 / 10th April 2019 


Change Status: 
☒ Approve 


(10/04/2019) 
☒ Reject 


☒ Defer 


(13/03/2019) 


Industry 
Consultation: 


☒ 10 Working Days ☐ 20 Working Days 


☐ 30 Working Days ☐ Other [Specify Here] 


Expected date of 
receipt for 


responses (to 
Xoserve) 


29/03/2019 


 


DSC Consultation 
Issue: 


☒ Yes (initial review) ☐ No 


Date Issued: 12/07/2019 


Comms Ref(s): 
2264.2 – RJ – ES (initial review) / 2378.6 – RT – PO  (solution 
review) 


Number of 
Responses: 


7 reps: 6 approvals and 1 rejection (initial review) 
3 Reps: 2 Approvals and 1 approved solution rejected implementation 
date (solution review) 


 


A8: DSC Voting Outcome 


Solution Voting: 
☐ Shipper N/A 


☐ National Grid Transmission N/A 
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☒ Distribution Network Operator Approve 


☒ IGT Approve 


Meeting Date: 07/08/2019 


Release Date: 26th June 2020 


Overall Outcome: ☐ No ☒ Yes June 2020 Release 


 


Please send the completed forms to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com  
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Section B: Change Proposal Initial 
Review 


B1: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Northern Gas Networks 


Name: Shanna Key 


Email: SKey@northerngas.co.uk  


Telephone: 07779 416 216 


 


B1: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


 
Yes. We believe removing the duplicate validation from the Contact Management System 
(CMS) would create the risk of duplicate MPRNs being created on the Supply Point Register, 
which could lead to registration issues for Shippers and increase the number of unregistered 
sites. 
 


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


 
No. As this is an issue with the CMS system and Xoserve do these manually (one by one), 
we feel that taking out the validation is not the right thing to do for the industry due to the 
risks that could arise from its removal. 
 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how long a lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of 4 months, minimum of 6 months) 


NGN would not support implementation of this change proposal as currently drafted. 


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal is most likely to impact on service area 2 
Provide query management. Despite the funding for this area is 90% Shipper funding, 10% 
DNS, it was agreed at ChMC on 13th March 2019 that this change should be 100% IGT 
funded. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


We agree that if this proposal were to be implemented, it should be 100% IGT funded. 


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☐ Approve ☒ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 
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B2: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Indigo Pipelines Ltd 


Name: Cher Harris 


Email: Cher.harris@sse.com 


Telephone: 07747559101 


B2: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


No risks or costs identified  


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


Yes, the current Xoserve process is simply not fit for purpose as it was not designed to be 
used for the new build market that IGTs operate in.  Xoserve are rejecting far too many valid 
IGT-initiated address updates. This does nothing to support the Ofgem drive to improve 
address data quality.  This has been a problem area since Nexus implementation and we 
welcome this proposal as a step in the right direction. 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how long a lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of 4 months, minimum of 6 months) 


We would support this being implemented in a minor release as soon as possible 


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal is most likely to impact on service area 2 
Provide query management. Despite the funding for this area is 90% Shipper funding, 10% 
DNS, it was agreed at ChMC on 13th March 2019 that this change should be 100% IGT 
funded. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


Yes, provided the costs are transparent and reasonable 


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 
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B3: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: BUUK 


Name: John Cooper 


Email: John.cooper@bu-uk.co.uk 


Telephone: 01359 302450 


B3: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


The change proposal has been presented as an IGT only change. Xoserve are confident that 
they can separate the validation to only apply to IGT address updates, therefore this should 
limit any concerns the industry have about opening all address updates to the entire industry. 
We recognise that any removal or change to validation is likely to be met with caution. To 
allay this, the additional reporting will enable the industry to see where duplicate addresses 
exist on IGT networks and allow IGTs to readily resolve and therefore making IGTs 
accountable.  
 
It must be noted that duplicate addresses are already an issue for the industry. BUUK are 
aware that address update processes are being wrongly used currently by the industry e.g. 
upon submitting an address update the multi service box is being ticked which allows 
duplicate address to be submitted without validation. BUUK believe that by formally 
requesting via the change proposal route for the removal of the validation will ensure that 
there is sufficient transparency and accountability of our intentions.  


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


The change proposed looks to positively improve the quality of address data. Ofgem have 
set high targets for address improvements on IGTs, specifically around plot to postal 
addresses. The IGT market contributes to nearly 90% of all new connections and addresses. 
Due to the relationship between IGTs and housing developers there are always high 
numbers of alterations to site plans which results in IGTs sending significant volumes of 
address and plot updates. 
 
The benefits of this change are: 
 


 Actively enhances IGT’s capabilities of updating plot addresses more efficiently, 
without handling large volumes of incorrect rejections.  


 Xoserve have been open in admitting that the current CMS system is not geared up 
to meet IGT requirements. This change will go some way in improving the interface 
and meet IGT requirements. 


 Much of the current processing is done manually and often leads to delays in  
addresses being updated. The change will significantly reduce the amount of manual 
processing which is required within Xoserve. Due to the current volumes of address 
updates IGTs are submitting on daily basis, there is a backlog at Xoserve’s end 
leading to a misalignment of data and delays in UK Link being updated. This change 
may lead to efficiency savings within Xoserve as it reduces the manual workload 
required to process IGT address updates. 


 Improve address data quality, reducing the number of plot addresses and ensuring 
the correct addresses are being held in UK Link. As mentioned, this is being driven 
by Ofgem as part of the Faster Switching Programme stage 0 data requirements. 
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3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how long a lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of 4 months, minimum of 6 months) 


There would be no functional results as a result of the change required to our own internal 
systems. BUUK would push for a minor release or the next possible available release date. 
The change is required now to help support Ofgem’s Faster Switching data requirements.  


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal is most likely to impact on service area 2 
Provide query management. Despite the funding for this area is 90% Shipper funding, 10% 
DNS, it was agreed at ChMC on 13th March 2019 that this change should be 100% IGT 
funded. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


The original intent of this change was for it to apply to IGT supply points only. Based on this, 
IGTs would fund 100% of the change, this would cover off both the validation change and 
reporting element of the CP. However, if GDNs also determine that they would see benefits 
from the change and wish for the validation to be removed, we would expect a funding split. 
This could either be a direct 50/50 IGT/GDN split or based on the proportion of new 
connections in a given year 19/20.  


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 
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B4: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Wales & West Utilities Ltd 


Name: Olga Batsari 


Email: olga.batsari@wwutilities.co.uk 


Telephone: 02920 278579 


B4: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


We do not wish to stand in the way of a change that will improve IGT address accuracy but 
we have some concerns about the consequential impacts on DN and Shipper processes. 
This depends on whether f IGTs use exactly the same CMS transactions/contact as DNs and 
Shippers. 
The 2 CMS contacts that WWU is using for amendments of address are: 


UNC contact for unregistered MPRNs 


ADD contact for MPRNs confirmed by a shipper (mainly used by shippers. When 
WWU submits an ADD, prior validation is required with the shipper/supplier to make 
sure they agree on the ADD address details). 


For bulk uploads, we use an EFT template (provided by XOSERVE) and upload 
files 
as .QMP format. 


 
On the “Benefits and Justification” section of the change proposal, an example is provided to 
demonstrate where the current process is deemed to fail: 
“ If, however number 2 is becoming number 3 and number 3 is becoming number 4 and then 
number 4 is becoming number 2 the proposed change would fail duplicate address validation 
even though, once all changes are processed, there would be no duplicate addresses.” 
 
On the network side, we overcome these issues by using the “MULTI” indicator on the UNC 
or ADD contact. See the screen print from a UNC contact below with the relevant field 
highlighted. 
 
By selecting ‘MULTI’, the user can override the duplication validation rules. This of course 
should be used sparingly and only on the circumstances that is needed rather than a default 
setting. 
 
In WWU, we use it only for properties that have more than one service on site. 
Examples: a hospital with multiple supplies that cannot be differentiated to individual units 
names or examples like the one above documented by John Cooper. 
 
Validation rules for duplicates are important for data integrity. We should try to avoid 
removing them and then introducing manual reporting etc. Best practice should be to remove 
validation rules only when there is a justification for the particular MPRN/site. 
If validation is removed for IGT address we have some concern that this may result in 
duplicate addresses which could in turn lead to inaccuracies with CSEP data. 
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The field is also available on the bulk upload EFT template. 
 


 
2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


 
If IGTs work on the same transaction/CMS contact as DNs and Shippers and the ‘MULTI’ 
indicator that already exists serves their needs, then we do not see any need for the change 
request. 
 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
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support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how long a lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of 4 months, minimum of 6 months) 


If the changes do not affect in any way the way DNs submit UNCs or ADDs, then a minor 
release is acceptable. 
 
However, if the CMS contacts the IGTs use are the same as the DNs and Shippers, then we 
would require testing and confirmation that our process has not been affected. 
 
The processing of UNCs and ADDs affect end users and their MPRNs. Customers expect a 
quick turnaround in order to organise contracts with suppliers against a PAF address, gas 
meter installation or change over suppliers. 


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal is most likely to impact on service area 2 
Provide query management. Despite the funding for this area is 90% Shipper funding, 10% 
DNS, it was agreed at ChMC on 13th March 2019 that this change should be 100% IGT 
funded. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


If the change is still required, then we agree that this should be 100% funded by IGTs. 


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 
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B5: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: ES Pipelines Ltd 


Name: Kev Duddy 


Email: Kev.duddy@espug.com 


Telephone: 01372 587 528 


B5: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


No, ESP believes there is no negative impact on our organisation or the market. 
 


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


Yes, ESP believes this change will bring significant benefit across IGT new connection 
portfolios. Large scale address updates are necessary due to site variations during the build 
phase of new housing developments, often determined by the build or sale progress, and the 
timing of postal information being returned from the local authority. 
 
ESP believes that efficiencies can be gained by both IGTs and Xoserve by removing the 
existing validation. The current process is unable to support the volume of address updates 
required by IGTs and is causing a backlog, resulting in misaligned data within UK Link and 
additional issues being encountered by shippers when trying to register the supply points.  
 
In addition, dual fuel address data quality has been identified by Ofgem as a key requirement 
of Faster Switching. With the imminent creation of REL addresses linking with the MPAN 
address in electricity it is imperative that variations on new developments are able to be 
updated concurrently with the electricity market.  
 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how long a lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of 4 months, minimum of 6 months) 


Yes. ESP supports a deployment within a minor release, and benefits would be seen 
immediately.  


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal is most likely to impact on service area 2 
Provide query management. Despite the funding for this area is 90% Shipper funding, 10% 
DNS, it was agreed at ChMC on 13th March 2019 that this change should be 100% IGT 
funded. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


Yes, IGTs should fund 100% of the change as it only applies to IGT address updates.  


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 



mailto:Kev.duddy@espug.com
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response: 
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B6: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: 
Southern Electric Gas Ltd and SSE Energy Supply 
Ltd 


Name: Megan Coventry 


Email: Megan.coventry@sse.com 


Telephone: 02392277738 


B6: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


No, we do not anticipate any material risk or cost impact. 


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


We believe that this change to remove duplicate validation will have a positive impact, 
making it easier for IGTs keep their address data up to date, therefore improving SMP 
address quality overall. 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how long a lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of 4 months, minimum of 6 months) 


We agree that this change can be implemented as part of a minor release as soon as 
possible. 


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal is most likely to impact on service area 2 
Provide query management. Despite the funding for this area is 90% Shipper funding, 10% 
DNS, it was agreed at ChMC on 13th March 2019 that this change should be 100% IGT 
funded. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


Yes we agree that this change be 100% IGT funded. 


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 
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B7: User Details 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: EDF Energy 


Name: Eleanor Laurence 


Email: Eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com 


Telephone: 07875 117771 


B7: ChMC Industry Consultation 
1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or 
the market?  Please can you provide the rationale for your response 


We believe this has the potential to cause the industry an increased volume of data 
discrepancies in the future. Where duplicate addresses are allowed and they are not 
resolved in a timely manner (or worst case scenario, at all). 
This could lead us into billing 2 customers for the same site and will make Meter/Address 
Mix-ups more difficult to validate and subsequently correct. 
 


It is not 100% clear whether this CP is asking for relaxation of this rule for iGT addresses 
only or to include GT – please could this be clarified. 
 


It is also unclear as to why this is now an issue – there will have always been issues with plot 
addresses as far as we understand it and are not clear why there is now a proposal to 
change the process. Without further understanding of the impacts & scale of issue we are 
unable to support this change. 
 


2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? 
Please provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions. 


No 


3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation 
support this to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer 
how long a lead time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example 
minimum of 4 months, minimum of 6 months) 


No functional changes so minimum timescales could apply 


4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal is most likely to impact on service area 2 
Provide query management. Despite the funding for this area is 90% Shipper funding, 10% 
DNS, it was agreed at ChMC on 13th March 2019 that this change should be 100% IGT 
funded. Do you agree with the principles of this funding? 


Yes 


Change Proposal in 
principle: 


☐ Approve ☒ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
☒ Publish ☐ Private 
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Section C: DSG Discussion 


C1: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 
(To be removed if no DSG Discussion is required; Xoserve to collate where DSG 


discussions occur) 


DSG Date: 07/05/2019 


DSG Summary: 


Paul Orsler (PO) – Went out for initial consultation with IGT’s, GT’s 
and Shippers. Current validation is quite restrictive and requires 
manual checking. Change was voted on in April at ChMC. PO 
Stated that it cannot be ruled out there won’t be a consequential 
impact on other Users processes but will this was the intention and 
will be assessed as part of High Level Solution Options. 
PO – Verbal walkthrough of the change appendix 1 prioritisation of 
ratification score.  
EL noted that the Change Proposal workaround section wasn’t 
completed despite Xoserve indicating that existing business 
processes are currently picking these up these updates manually. 
PO noted that the workaround section had been introduced to the 
Change Proposal form post Project Nexus Implementation as a way 
of identifying whether any functional workarounds exist to mitigate 
issues that were being experienced with the solution, and that these 
were solution options   
P.O asked John Cooper (JC) about the requirements and to give 
some information to DSG members. JC noted that his 
understanding was that the change is for IGTs only, and that the 
suggestion to re-use Multi Service Flag to bypass existing validation 
rules was not appropriate as this would be misusing the purpose of 
the Multi Service Flag which should be to genuinely change address 
details for sites where multiple MPRNs are at the same premise. . 
PO asked JC to confirm whether he supported the view that the 
existing process (whereby address changes are being processed 
manually due to the validation failures) would be seen by IGTs as a 
workaround. JC noted that this was not a workaround as it isn’t able 
to handle the volumes of updates – as BUUK are recorded as the 
Proposer of the change it was agreed to leave the workaround 
section blank, and to ensure any future Change Proposals have 
given appropriate consideration of the validity of workarounds.    
Finally PO agreed to discuss reporting requirements offline with JC 
in order to get these established before High Level Solution Options 
could be presented back to the group. Action - PO/JC to clarify 
reporting requirements ahead of producing HLSO 


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 
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DSG Date: 15/07/2019 


DSG Summary: 


Paul Orsler (PO) stated that the change has come to DSG a couple of times 
and that there is only one viable solution option that was formulated 
collaboratively with the CDSP and customers getting involved.  PO stated 
that the costs are estimated between £10,000 and £20,000 and involves 
some system and process impacts. PO stated that in regards to system 
impacts, there are low impacts to reports that involve SPA and systems SAP 
IS/SAP PO/AMT. There are also low impacts to the interface regarding SPA 
and CMS. PO added that this has been issued out in July’s Change Pack 
and responses would be great for providing a view. John Cooper (JC) asked 
Paul, there was quite a difference in cost range as it could cost £10,000 or 
double that to £20,000. JC asked why is there such a wide range. PO stated 
he will take that away for clarification. PO added that there is normally a risk 
margin that is added during estimate to ensure the costings are within 
estimate. JC also asked about the process impact assessment slide 
presented and asked if there is any file formats affected and what file 
formats would be affected. PO replied that there is no proposal to change 
the way in which IGT’s send their updates in to the CDSP but will be an 
internal CDSP process impact/change. JC PO encouraged DSG members 
to provide any feedback or views via the Solution Review Consultation 
Change Pack.  


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


<Insert where appropriate> 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


 


Section D: High Level Solution 
Options 


D1: Solution Options 


Solution Option 
Summary: 


The High Level Solution Option (HLSO) for this change is available in 
the following link. 
 
 
The HLSO outlines that Xoserve have identified one viable option 
(Option 1) to deliver the requirements of the change. This option 
requires the removal of Duplicate Address validation rules against 
IGT Supply Meter Points. In addition, the solution also includes 
monitoring reports to ensure address data quality can be regularly 
reviewed and improved upon.  
 
The link to the Change Proposal can be found here  
 


Xoserve preferred 
option: 


(including rationale) 
Implement the solution (Option 1) as outlined in the HLSO above.  



https://www.xoserve.com/media/6920/xrn4888-removing-duplicate-address-update-validation-for-igt-supply-meter-points-via-contact-management-service-cms.pdf

https://www.xoserve.com/media/4162/xrn4888-cp.pdf
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DSG preferred 
solution option: 


(including rationale) 


DSG members were generally supportive of the change, however 
some representatives raised concerns about the impact this may 
have on data quality and equivalent processes that other Customer 
Classes receive. The proposer has confirmed that they only require a 
solution for IGTs, and that any Xoserve solution should reflect this 
requirement. In addition it has been described that the existing 
process actually restricts the ability of IGTs to maintain accurate data, 
and that monitoring reports have been included within the scope of 
the change to ensure data quality is regularly reviewed and can be 
actioned if issues are identified.  


Consultation 
closeout: 


26/07/2019 


 


Impact on Service 
Line(s) and funding 


(A6) for each 
Solution Option: 


(If differ from original assessment in A6) 
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E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Indigo Pipelines 


Name: Cher Harris 


Email: cher.harris@sse.com 


Telephone: 07747559101 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We support the proposed solution.  The current process is simply not fit for 
purpose as it was never designed for the new connections market that IGTs 
primarily operate in.  Any improvements to the process that enable Xoserve 
to accept more valid address updates from IGTs is welcome. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for comments.  
 


 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: BUUK 


Name: John Cooper 


Email: john.cooper@bu-uk.co.uk 


Telephone: 01359302450 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


BUUK agree with the proposed solution option that has been presented. 
This change proposal is intended to only impact IGT address amendments 
and address the growing inadequacy on CMS to deal with the nature and 
volume of IGT address updates. 
 
As highlighted in our previous representation on this change proposal, IGTs 
are subject to many Developer site alterations and hence designs of sites 
are constantly changing. The current duplicate address validation currently 
in place inhibits us from updating whole sites as it recognises this wrongly as 
a duplicate address update, when in fact we are attempting to update a 
whole site. 
 
The intended change also encompasses a set of both daily duplicate 
address reporting and monthly. The daily reporting is intended to flag to 
IGTs what duplicates were created for that given day and the monthly giving 
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us a cumulative view. The reports will help us to cleanse genuine duplicate 
address where they exist and where and to be open and transparent around 
our performance. However, it must still be noted that there are large number 
of duplicate addresses on our networks that are caused by Shippers abusing 
the ‘multi service’ box functionality in CMS. To reiterate the point, this should 
only be used where there is multiple meters and connections at a single 
given address. This functionality clearly isn’t policed and is leading to a 
decline in address quality, in order to suit Shippers processes without 
considering the consequences of doing so. For instance, accurate 
addresses are integral for networks when visiting sites in cases of 
emergencies and also serving priority customers. 
 
BUUK would also wish for this change proposal to be considered for a minor 
release. It has currently been scoped for a major release in June 2020. 
Considering Ofgem’s requirement for improved address quality as part of the 
Faster Switching Programme, in which IGTs already have stringent targets 
imposed on us by Ofgem, it would be prudent for this change to come in 
earlier so such improvements can start to be realised. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☐ Approve ☒ Reject ☐ Defer 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your representation. We appreciate the drivers for this 
particular change and the objective it sets out to achieve in terms of 
improving address data quality. With regards to the implementation 
date, this change will be presented to Change Management 
Committee (ChMC) on 7th August where we can consider whether 
any alternative implementation options are available. 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Northern Gas Networks 


Name: Helen Chandler 


Email: HChandler@Northerngas.co.uk 


Telephone: 07580704123 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We support the proposed solution to remove the duplicate validation for IGT 
address updates only; however, we require confirmation of how the IGT 
address updates will be separated from those of GTs and what rules will be 
used for determining when the duplicate validations should not be applied. 
 
We also support the creation of new IGT monitoring reports to ensure IGT 
data quality once the validation is removed. 


Implementation 
Date: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 
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Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


☒ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 


☒ Publish ☐ Private 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. In regards to your queries on how are 
updates are separated from GT's and IGT's and rules around 
validations, this will be considered within detailed design. 
 


 


Section F: Approved Solution 
Option 


F1: Approved Solution Option 


XRN Reference: XRN4888 


Solution Details: Remove the duplicate address validation and build new reports 


Implementation 
Date: 


26/06/2020 


Approved By: Change Management Committee 


Date of Approval: 07/08/2019 


 


 
 


Version Control 


Document 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


1 Proposal 05/03/2019 Xoserve CP Raised 
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2 
Out for 
initial review 


15/02/2019 Xoserve 
Sent out for an initial review 
following ChMC on 13/03/2019 


3 
Out for 
initial review 


28/03/2019 Xoserve Funding section updated 


4 
Out for 
initial review 


29/03/2019 Xoserve Reps added (initial review) 


5 With DSG 12/04/2019 Xoserve 
Outcome from ChMC on 10th April 
added 


6 With DSG 15/05/2019 Xoserve 
Notes from DSG meeting on 8th 
May 


7 
Out for 
review 


12/07/2019 Xoserve 
Funding comments added; sent 
out for solution review on Friday  


8 
Out for 
review 


23/07/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated with discussions from 
DSG meeting 15th July 2019 


9 Voting 06/08/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated with reps from July’s 
Change Pack 


10 Approved 12/08/2019 Xoserve 
Solution option and release 
decision from ChMC added 


Template 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


3.0 Superseded 17/07/2018 Emma Smith 
Template approved at ChMC on 
11th July 2018. 


4.0 Superseded 07/09/2018 Emma Smith 
Minor wording amendments and 
additional customer group impact 
within Appendix 1. 


5.0 Superseded 10/12/2018 
Heather 
Spensley 


Template moved to new Word 
template as part of Corporate 
Identity changes. 


6.0 Approved 12/12/2018 Simon Harris 
Cosmetic changes made. 
Approved at ChMC on the 12th 
December 2018. 
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DSC Change Proposal Document 


Customers to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured    


Xoserve to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured  


A1: General Details 


Change Reference: XRN4930 


Change Title: Requirement to inform Shipper of Meter Link Code Change 


Date Raised: 26/04/2019 


Sponsor 
Representative 


Details: 


Organisation: Xoserve 


Name: Satpal Kalsi 


Email: sat.kalsi@xoserve.com  


Telephone: 0121 623 2644 


Xoserve 
Representative 


Details: 


Name: Simon Harris 


Email: Simon.Harris@xoserve.com  


Telephone: 0121 623 2455 


Change Status: 
 Proposal  With DSG  Out for Review 


 Voting Approved  Rejected 


A2: Impacted Parties 


Customer Class(es): 


 Shipper  Distribution Network Operator 


 NG Transmission  IGT 


 Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


A3: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change 


Change Description: 


 
Pre-Nexus implementation, when a Meter Link Code was amended, a 
K15 record was sent to the Shipper within an MRI file.  A shipper has 
identified that this is no longer happening and is reliant on these 
updates. This was not called out as a requirement and was missed 
during implementation.  
 
We now require any amendment to the Meter Link Code to update 
the current Shipper via a K15 record (with an MRI file). 
 
This is expected to cover the manual amendment of Prime/Sub to 
freestanding and vice versa as all meter points are created as 
Freestanding. 
This change was originally a Change Request but due to external 



mailto:sat.kalsi@xoserve.com
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impacts has been converted into a Change Proposal. 


Proposed Release: As soon as practical 


Proposed 
Consultation Period: 


 10 Working Days  20 Working Days 


 30 Working Days  Other [Specify Here] 


A4: Benefits and Justification 


Benefit Description: 


Customer Satisfaction: Shippers will be able to identify change of 
Meter Read Provision and Impacts to Billing 


What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change?  What, if any, are 
the intangible benefits of introducing this change? 


Benefit Realisation: 
Immediately following implementation 


When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised? 


Benefit 
Dependencies: 


None 


Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope of the change, this 
could be reliance on another delivery, reliance on some other event that the projects 
has not got direct control of. 


A5: Final Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


Final DSG 
Recommendation: 


Until a final decision is achieved, please refer to section C of the form. 


 Approve  Reject  Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb/Jun/Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


A6: Funding 


Funding Classes: 


 Shipper 100 % 


 National Grid Transmission XX % 


 Distribution Network Operator XX % 


 IGT XX % 


 Other Xoserve XX % 


Service Line(s) DSC Service Area 1: Manage Supply Point Registration 


ROM or funding 
details: 


 


Funding Comments: 
It is expected that this change can be delivered under existing DSC 
service lines. 
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A7: ChMC Recommendation – 8th May 


Change Status:  Approve  Reject  Defer 


Industry 
Consultation: 


 10 Working Days  20 Working Days 


 30 Working Days  Other [Specify Here] 


Expected date of 
receipt for 


responses (to 
Xoserve) 


XX/XX/XXXX 


 


DSC Consultation 
Issue: 


 Yes  No 


Date Issued: 14/06/2019 


Comms Ref(s): 2346.7 - RJ - PO 


Number of 
Responses: 


Three responses: two approvals and one rejection 


 


A8: DSC Voting Outcome 


Solution Voting: 


 Shipper Please select. 


 National Grid Transmission Please select. 


 Distribution Network Operator Please select. 


 IGT Please select. 


Meeting Date: 10/07/2019 


Release Date: 26/06/2020 


Overall Outcome:  No  Yes June 2020 


 


Please send the completed forms to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com  


Section C: DSG Discussion 


C1: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


DSG Date: 03/06/2019 


DSG Summary: 


SH gave an overview of the Change being pre-Nexus 
implementation, when a Meter Link\code was amended, a K15 
record was sent to a shipper within an MRI file. A shipper has 
identified that this is no longer happening and is reliant on these 
updates for effective operational processing. This was not called out 
as a requirement for Nexus and was missed during implementation.  
We now require any amendment to the Meter Link Code to update 
the current Shipper via a K15 record (with an MRI file). 



mailto:box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com
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SH suggested to DSG that there is only one solution option put 
forward, this is to re-instate notification of Meter Link Code changes 
via MRI File 9 (K15 Record). This involves for change in the Meter 
Link Code; MRI (K15) will be triggered whenever there was a link 
code change in the system i.e. Prime to Freestanding or vice versa. 
This is done by the users manually at the back of exceptions.  A 
new trigger is required to be developed to issue MRI (K15) files to 
the Shippers for the Meter Link Code changed in UK Link post 
Nexus Go Live. 
Furthermore there are assumptions such as: 


 Market Trials costs are not considered.  


 Performance Testing will not be required.  
 
EL asked a question to SH. They are seeing a scenario where the 
UK Link code is being updated by a party other than the Shipper. 
The supplier should know about that update?  
SH responded to the question that the updates conducted to the 
prime and subs team, the CDSP does receive the notification from 
the Shippers to request the Meter Link Code is changed. This 
notification is normally sent to the CDSPs prime & sub team usually 
via email. SC then asked if all Shippers would be getting the MRI 
capability. SH responded that at the moment it won’t be, due to the 
communication normally sent via email, but that the Shippers will 
receive estimated readings where the Meter Link Code is changed.  
 
EL asked what the benefit of this solution is and how many of these 
primary subs are currently being seen.  
 
SH stated the release type is minor and a brand new trigger to the 
MRi file to Shipper and Link file and MRI file. Furthermore from a 
process point of view, this solution affects SPA. 
SH stated the questions regarding numbers for Link Code Changes 
post NEXUS will be taken away and hopefully response given back 
after ChMC.  
 
Action for SH: To obtain the number of Link Code changes that have 
occurred post nexus and also how many primary subs and current 
and outstanding.  
 


• P&S Supply Meter Points in UKL  = 1,570 
– P = 431 
– S = 1,139 


 
• Meter Link Code changes processed since NEXUS go-live = 447 


– Freestanding to P or S = 10 
– P or Sub to Freestanding = 437 


 
Accurate as of 05/06/2019 


 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


N/A 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


 Approve  Reject  Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 
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Section D: High Level Solution 
Options 


D1: Solution Options 


Solution Option 
Summary: 


For XRN4930 two variants of the high level solution have been put 
forward.  
 
These variants relate to whether retrospective MRI updates are 
needed to be triggered or not. 
 
1) Re-instate notification of Meter Link Code changes via MRI File 
(K15 record) with retrospective files 
For Option 1, the production of a trigger to send the MRI File (K15 
record) to the current Shipper whenever the Meter Link Code is 
amended within UKL will be created.  This solution also includes the 
production of MRI (K15 record) for all Meter Link Code changes that 
have occurred post NEXUS go-live.  
 
2) Re-instate notification of Meter Link Code changes via MRI File 
(K15 record) 
For Option 2, the production of a trigger to send the MRI File (K15 
record) to the current Shipper whenever the Meter Link Code is 
amended within UKL will be created. 
 
Details of the HLSO;  
 
The High Level Solution Option can be found here  
 
Additional Information 
 
As part of DSG discussions, information was requested to help 
support ChMC decision regarding if we should proceed with the XRN 
into delivery, details are attached.  
 
 
The High Level Solution Option Supporting Slides can be found here  
 


Xoserve preferred 
option: 


(including rationale) 


2) Re-instate notification of Meter Link Code changes via MRI File 
(K15 record) 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


(including rationale) 
TBC (Monday 17th June 2019) 


Consultation 
closeout: 


28/06/2019 


 
 


  



https://www.xoserve.com/media/4384/23467-xrn4930-high-level-solution-option.pdf

https://www.xoserve.com/media/4385/23467-xrn4930-high-level-solution-option-supporting-slides.pdf
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Section E: Industry Response 
Solution Options Review 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Gazprom Energy 


Name: Alison Neild 


Email: alison.neild@gazprom-energy.com 


Telephone: 01618290039 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


Our preferred solution would be Option 2 to implement the MRI 
trigger on meter link code change for all changes going forward.  We 
do not feel there is a need to do this for the historical changes. 
 
We acknowledge the query around the volume of sites and the fact 
that this is also reducing, however we support the implementation of 
the MRI solution as: 
• File formats provide an industry audit trail of what has 
happened with a site 
• Manual email is prone to human error and we have had 
instances where no email has been received 
• Shipper not involved in the process of changing the meter 
configuration therefore reliant on CDSP informing us. 
• Where the process is missed and communication has not 
been sent this can lead to erroneous meter rental charges 
 


Implementation 
Date: 


Approve 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
N/A 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your detailed response and support of Solution Option 
2, we will pass this onto ChMC  for consideration. 
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E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: EDF Energy 


Name: Eleanor Laurence 


Email: eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com 


Telephone: 07875117771 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking 
into account costs, risks, resource etc. We reject both solutions 
as this data is not something we require as a Shipper and it’s 
materiality is exceedingly low based on numbers provided.  If a 
Shipper does require this data then we feel that this should be dealt 
with on an individual basis with CDSP and not as an industry solution. 


Implementation 
Date: 


Reject 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


Reject 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


Reject 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
N/A 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments; we'll raise them for consideration at 
Change Management Committee in July. 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: ScottishPower 


Name: Claire Roberts 


Email: Clairelouise.Roberts@ScottishPower.com 


Telephone: 01416145930 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


ScottishPower's preferred option is  Re-instate notification of Meter 
Link Code changes via MRI File (K15 record) 


Implementation 
Date: 


Approve 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


Publication of 
consultation 


N/A 
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response: 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. 
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Section F: Approved Solution 
Option 


F1: Approved Solution Option 


XRN Reference: XRN4930 Requirement to inform Shipper of Meter Link Code Change 


Solution Details: 
Option 2; Re-instate notification of Meter Link Code changes via MRI 
File (K15 record). 


Implementation 
Date: 


26/06/2020 


Approved By: Change Management Committee 


Date of Approval: 10/07/2019 


 
 
 
 


Version Control 


Document 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


1 Proposal 26/04/2019 Xoserve 
Transferred onto a Change 
Proposal from a Change Request 


2 Proposal 03/05/2019 Xoserve Funding section updated 


3 With DSG 14/05/2019 Xoserve 
Updated following ChMC outcome 
on 8th May 2019 


4 With DSG 11/06/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated with DSG Discussions 
from 3rd June 2019 


5 
Out for 
Review 


14/06/2019 Xoserve 
Solution Options added to section 
D for June Change Pack 


6 Voting 04/07/2019 Xoserve 
Change Pack reps added, ready 
for ChMC solution option and 
release decision in July 


7 Approved 17/07/2019 Xoserve 
Outcome from ChMC meeting on 
10th July added 
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Template 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


3.0 Superseded 17/07/2018 Emma Smith 
Template approved at ChMC on 
11th July 2018. 


4.0 Superseded 07/09/2018 Emma Smith 
Minor wording amendments and 
additional customer group impact 
within Appendix 1. 


5.0 Superseded 10/12/2018 
Heather 
Spensley 


Template moved to new Word 
template as part of Corporate 
Identity changes. 


6.0 Approved 12/12/2018 Simon Harris 
Cosmetic changes made. 
Approved at ChMC on the 12th 
December 2018. 
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DSC Change Proposal Document 


Customers to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured    


Xoserve to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured  


A1: General Details 


Change Reference: XRN4932 


Change Title: 
Improvements to the quality of the Conversion Factor values held on 
the Supply Point Register (MOD0681S) 


Date Raised: 12/04/2019 


Sponsor 
Representative 


Details: 


Organisation: E.ON 


Name: Kirsty Dudley 


Email: Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com 


Telephone: 07816 172645 


Xoserve 
Representative 


Details: 


Name: Fiona Cottam 


Email: Fiona.Cottam@Xoserve.com 


Telephone:  


Change Status: 
Proposal With DSG Out for Review 


Voting Approved Rejected 


A2: Impacted Parties 


Customer Class(es): 


Shipper Distribution Network Operator 


NG Transmission IGT 


Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


A3: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change 


Change Description: 


 
Mod 0681 seeks to introduce the CDSP being given the authority to make 
changes to the conversion factor in the following circumstances only:  
 a) where the AQ of a meter point falls to 732,000 kWh or lower, the 
conversion factor should be updated to the default of the standard value of 
1.02264, as specified in the Gas (Calculation of Thermal Energy) 
Regulations, with effect from the effective date of the new AQ.  


 b) where the AQ of a meter point increases above 732,000 kWh, the 
conversion factor should be set to the last non-standard factor held on the 
Supply Point Register (if one is available) with effect from the effective date 
of the new AQ.  
 
This XRN is to initiate capture, so developments run in parallel with Mod 
0681.  
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Proposed Release: Release: June 2020 


Proposed 
Consultation Period: 


 10 Working Days  20 Working Days 


 30 Working Days  Other [Specify Here] 


A4: Benefits and Justification 


Benefit Description: 


UIG taskforce has determined that incorrect conversion factors could be 
contributing to daily levels of UIG to an estimated value of 0.01% or total 
LDZ throughput, due to incorrect data being used in energy calculations, and 
as a result, incorrect daily energy allocations due to incorrect AQs.  Auto 
updating of the information in a timely bound manner will create correct 
offtake volumes used in reconciliation 
What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change?  What, if any, are 
the intangible benefits of introducing this change? 


Benefit Realisation: 
1 month post implementation aligned to AQ calculation process 
(assuming no soft landing) 


When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised? 


Benefit 
Dependencies: 


AQ calculation process  
Notification to User of amended values 


Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope of the change, this 
could be reliance on another delivery, reliance on some other event that the projects 
has not got direct control of. 


A5: Final Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


Final DSG 
Recommendation: 


Until a final decision is achieved, please refer to section C of the form. 


 Approve  Reject  Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb/Jun/Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


A6: Funding 


Funding Classes: 


Shipper 33 % 


National Grid Transmission XX % 


Distribution Network Operator 67 % 


IGT XX % 


Other <please specify> XX % 


Service Line(s) 
Service area 5 as set out in budget & charging methodology (Metered 
volume and quantity) 


ROM or funding 
details: 


 


Funding Comments: 
12/04 – Funding arrangements to be discussed and agreed and 
ChMC 
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A7: ChMC Recommendation – 8th May 2019 


Change Status:  Approve  Reject  Defer 


Industry 
Consultation: 


 10 Working Days  20 Working Days 


 30 Working Days  Other [Specify Here] 


Expected date of 
receipt for 


responses (to 
Xoserve) 


XX/XX/XXXX 


 


DSC Consultation 
Issue: 


Yes No 


Date Issued: 14/06/2019 


Comms Ref(s): 2346.5 - RJ - PO 


Number of 
Responses: 


Four responses - three approvals, and one response which approved 
the implementation date but not the solution option. 


 


A8: DSC Voting Outcome 


Solution Voting: 


 Shipper Approve 


 National Grid Transmission N/A 


 Distribution Network Operator Approve 


 IGT Approve 


Meeting Date: 07/08/2019 


Release Date: 26/06/2020 


Overall Outcome:  No  Yes June 2020 Release 


 


Please send the completed forms to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com  
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Section D: High Level Solution 
Options 


D1: Solution Options 


Solution Option 
Summary: 


XRN4932 originally had 3 initial solution options that were presented 
and discussed at DSG on the 20th May 2019.  These were initial 
thoughts on how a solution to facilitate the requirements coming from 
MOD 0681S could work within ISU.  During UIG workgroup, changes 
were made to the Modification to enhance and provide clarity on 
considerations put forward by Xoserve/DSG and as a result limited 
the way we can deliver this change from a system perspective. 
Therefore only one solution option has been put forward for HLSO 
and consideration.  
 
1) Amend the Conversion Factor as part of a successful Rolling AQ 
calculation (Monthly or Correction) 
 
HLSO Documentation 
 
 


The High Level Solution Option can be found here  
 
 
This solution option includes the following system changes in order to 
facilitate Modification 0681S. Further detail on the proposed solution 
option is outlined below; 
 
- AQ Rolling/Correction process to trigger need for a notification to 
Shippers (.NRL) where AQ increases/decreases against the 
threshold of 732,000kWh and the installed Meter does not have a 
reflective Conversion Factor (BAU process, inclusion of AQ 
decrease) 
- SAP ISU code to be created to update the Conversion Factor (by 
way of corrective exchange) after a minimum of 30 days post 
notification to Shippers 
- Estimation of readings (OPNX/FINX) in order to facilitate the 
Conversion Factor update (BAU process) 
- Trigger of .DSR file (BAU process) to inform Shippers of the 
estimated readings 
- Proactive amendment of currently deemed inaccurate Conversion 
Factors (to be delivered ASAP) to assist with UIG benefit realisation 
 


Xoserve preferred 
option: 


(including rationale) 


1) Amend the Conversion Factor as part of a successful Rolling AQ 
calculation (Monthly or Correction) 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


(including rationale) 
TBC (DSG 17th June 2019) 


Consultation 
closeout: 


28/06/2019 



https://www.xoserve.com/media/4382/23465-xrn4932-high-level-solution-option.pdf
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Section E: Industry Response 
Solution Options Review 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: Total Gas & Power 


Name: Louise Hellyer 


Email: louise.hellyer@totalgp.com 


Telephone: 01737275638 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We support the premise of what the change is looking to do, ideally 
we would like to see the changes implemented as soon as possible 
(at the same time as AQ changes), not with approx. 30 day lag. We 
believe this would avoid delays in the benefit and delays in 
identification of sites where Xoserve are unable to allocate a site 
specific factor. But waiting a month is better than not having the 
change. 


Implementation 
Date: 


Approve 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
N/A 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: EDF Energy 


Name: Eleanor Laurence 


Email: eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com 


Telephone: 07875117771 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


Whilst we support concept of this change we do not support a 
process that allows CDSP to unilaterally update a conversion factor 
after any period of time and so have to reject current solution. 
 
One reason being issues with issues with AQ calculations recently at 
Xoserve giving rise to inaccurate AQ values that in some cases 
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suggest an AQ over 732000kWhs where it is not in fact correct. Until 
there has been a period of stability we feel that using AQ to derive 
anything automatically is risky.  
It could take more than 30 days for this to be addressed and fixed 
and in this case you could end up with incorrect conversion factors 
being set unless a retrospective fix is included. 
 
In addition – if no previous site specific conversion has been held 
against a site – where does CDSP plan to get this from? 
 
We do feel that some escalation process is required for parties not 
updating conversion factors, possibly via a PAC report/PAF 
framework but do not agree that changes should be made on behalf 
of the shipper by CDSP.  The incentive could include a financial 
penalty for failing to update this data after a period of time from initial 
report e.g. 60 working days and that cost would be a daily charge so 
it would penalise for each day it is not corrected. 
 
We feel that a new central process should be procured for calculating 
site specific conversion factors (SSCF) and maintaining these for 
industry is required. Current processes  for obtaining an SSCF are 
unclear. Where a process does exist we do not feel that this allows 
for any automation which is also a limiting factor in these changes 
being made.  We believe that a new central service could be put in 
place for requests and responses to be done via APIs and then 
updated on installation details for flows to be provided.  Without this 
service being in place we do not feel benefits can be realised. 
 
We feel process would be: 
 
1 - AQ Rolling/Correction process to trigger need for a notification to 
Shippers (.NRL) where AQ increases/decreases against the 
threshold of 732,000kWh and the installed Meter does not have a 
reflective Conversion Factor (BAU process, inclusion of AQ 
decrease).    
 
2 - Shipper to review AQ calculation and submit an AQ correction if 
change is felt to be inaccurate 
 
3 - If new AQ is <=732000kWh then supplier to request MAM to set 
conversion factor to 1.02264 and provide an ONUPD file with that 
data.  If >732000kwh then supplier to request MAM to contact central 
service for a site specific conversion factor to be requested and to 
provide an ONUPD file with that new data to Supplier who would then 
flow to CDSP, via Shipper. 
 
4 - On acceptance CDSP would update and estimate reads for AQ 
threshold change date as would have been calculated in point 1 and 
provide to Shipper as estimated reads.  Notes in current solution 
make reference to use of a .DSR file but would this not be using an 
MBR file? 
 
5 - If an update to the conversion facto (up or down) or an AQ 
correction is not progressed after 50 working days then a 10 day 
penalty charge warning should be provided to Shipper. Where 
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required added costs to a Shipper would then be levied after 60 
working days, although we do feel that these should be able to be 
appealed, although are unsure on how that might be done in practice. 
 


Implementation 
Date: 


Approve 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


Reject 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


Defer 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
N/A 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  


Xoserve Response 
to Organisations 


Comments: 


Thank you for your representation on XRN4932.  Please note that we 
have based the proposed solution option on how the modification 
has/is being developed via UIG workgroup.  The points raised within 
your representation should be passed to the modification workgroup 
via MOD0681S Consultation Response (following the published 
Workgroup Report) for discussion/consideration.  If the modification 
is implemented, the CDSP are bound to provide a solution to 
accommodate the rules outlined in UNC. 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: ScottishPower 


Name: Claire Roberts  


Email: Clairelouise.Roberts@Scottishpower.com 


Telephone: 01416145930 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


ScottishPower approves option to Amend the Conversion Factor as 
part of a successful Rolling AQ calculation (Monthly or Correction) 


Implementation 
Date: 


Approve 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
N/A 
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E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. 


 


E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option 


User Contact 
Details: 


Organisation: SSE 


Name: Megan Coventry 


Email: mega.coventry@sse.com 


Telephone: 02392277738 


Organisation’s 
preferred solution 
option, including 


rationale taking into 
account costs, risks, 


resource etc. 


We agree with the change in principle and the proposed HLSO 1. 
System and process change may be required. Further detail needed 
for full impact assessment. 


Implementation 
Date: 


Approve 


Xoserve preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


DSG preferred 
solution option: 


Approve 


Publication of 
consultation 


response: 
N/A 


E2: Xoserve’ s Response  
Xoserve Response 


to Organisations 
Comments: 


Thank you for your comments. 
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Section F: Approved Solution 
Option 


F1: Approved Solution Option 


XRN Reference: XRN4932 


Solution Details: 
Amend the Conversion Factor as part of a successful Rolling AQ 
calculation (Monthly or Correction) 


Implementation 
Date: 


26/06/2020 


Approved By: Change Management Committee 


Date of Approval: 07/08/2019 
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Appendix 1 


XRN4932 (33%) 


Xoserve uses the following variables set for each and every change within the Xoserve 


Change Register, to derive the indicative benefit prioritisation score, which will be used in 


conjunction with the perceived delivery effort to aid conversations at the DSC ChMC and 


DSC Delivery Sub Groups to prioritise changes into all future minor and major releases.  


Change Driver Type   CMA Order                       MOD / Ofgem  


 EU Legislation                  License Condition  


 BEIS                                 ChMC endorsed Change Proposal  


 SPAA Change Proposal   Additional or 3
rd


 Party Service Request  


 Other(please provide details below)  


 


Please select the customer 
group(s) who would be impacted 
if the change is not delivered 


Shipper Impact                  iGT Impact          Network Impact                 


Xoserve Impact                 National Grid Transmission Impact           


Associated Change reference  
Number(s) 


XRN4932 


Associated MOD Number(s) MOD0681S 


Perceived delivery effort  0 – 30                        30 – 60  


 60 – 100                    100+ days                                                                                         


Does the project involve the 
processing of personal data?  
‘Any information relating to an identifiable 
person who can be directly or indirectly 
identified in particular by reference to an 
identifier’ – includes MPRNS. 


 Yes (If yes please answer the next question)  


 No  


 


A Data Protection Impact 
Assessment (DPIA) will be 
required if the delivery of the 
change involves the processing of 
personal data in any of the 
following scenarios:  


 New technology    Vulnerable customer data    Theft of Gas 


 Mass data             Xoserve employee data 


 Fundamental changes to Xoserve business 


 Other(please provide details below)   


 
(If any of the above boxes have been selected then please contact The Data Protection 
Officer (Sally Hall) to complete the DPIA.  


Change Beneficiary  
How many market participant or segments 
stand to benefit from the introduction of the 
change?  


 Multiple Market Participants                       Multiple Market Group   


 All industry UK Gas Market participants     Xoserve Only  


 One Market Group                                      One Market Participant                            


Primary Impacted DSC Service 
Area  


Service Area 5: Metered Volume and Metered Quantity 


Number of Service Areas 
Impacted  


 All                Five to Twenty           Two to Five  


 One             


Change Improvement Scale?  
How much work would be reduced for the 
customer if the change is implemented? 


 High            Medium          Low  


Are any of the following at risk if the change is not delivered?  


 Safety of Supply at risk                   Customer(s) incurring financial loss            Customer Switching at 


risk 
Are any of the following required if the change is delivered?  


 Customer System Changes Required   Customer Testing Likely Required    Customer Training 
Required                          


Known Impact to Systems / Processes 


Primary Application impacted BW                    ISU                CMS                           
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Version Control 


Document 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


1 Proposal 12/04/2019 Xoserve Change Proposal 


2 With DSG 14/05/2019 Xoserve 
Updated following ChMC outcome 
on 8th May 2019 


3 
Out for 
review 


14/06/2019 Xoserve 
Solution option added to Section D 
for June Change Pack 


4 Voting 04/07/2019 Xoserve 
Change Pack reps added, ready 
for solution option and release 
decision at ChMC in July 


5 Approved 12/08/2019 Xoserve 
Solution option and release 
decision from ChMC added 


 AMT                 EFT               IX                                     


 Gemini              Birst              Other (please provide details below) 


 


Business Process Impact  AQ                                  SPA               RGMA 


Reads                             Portal             Invoicing  


☐ Other (please provide details below)                                                                                   


Are there any known impacts to 
external services and/or systems 
as a result of delivery of this 
change? 


 Yes  (please provide details below) 


 


 


 No 


Please select customer group(s) 
who would be impacted if the 
change is not delivered.  


 Shipper impact                   Network impact            iGT impact                                         


 Xoserve impact                  National Grid Transmission Impact 


Workaround currently in operation? 
Is there a Workaround in 
operation?  


 Yes  


 No 


If yes who is accountable for the 
workaround?  


 Xoserve 


 External Customer  


 Both Xoserve and External Customer 


What is the Frequency of the 
workaround?  


  


What is the lifespan for the 
workaround?  


 


What is the number of resource 
effort hours required to service 
workaround?  


  


What is the Complexity of the 
workaround?  


 Low  (easy, repetitive, quick task, very little risk of human error)   


 Medium  (moderate difficult, requires some form of offline calculation, possible risk 


of human error in determining outcome)  


 High  (complicate task, time consuming, requires specialist resources, high risk of 


human error in determining outcome)   
Change Prioritisation Score 33% 
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Template 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


3.0 Superseded 17/07/2018 Emma Smith 
Template approved at ChMC on 
11th July 2018. 


4.0 Superseded 07/09/2018 Emma Smith 
Minor wording amendments and 
additional customer group impact 
within Appendix 1. 


5.0 Superseded 10/12/2018 
Heather 
Spensley 


Template moved to new Word 
template as part of Corporate 
Identity changes. 


6.0 Approved 12/12/2018 Simon Harris 
Cosmetic changes made. 
Approved at ChMC on the 12th 
December 2018. 
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DSC Change Proposal Document 


Customers to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured    


Xoserve to fill out all of the information in the sections coloured  


A1: General Details 


Change Reference: XRN4941 


Change Title: Auto updates to meter read frequency (MOD0692) 


Date Raised: 03/05/2019 


Sponsor 
Representative 


Details: 


Organisation: Total Gas & Power 


Name: Louise Hellyer 


Email: louise.hellyer@totalgp.com 


Telephone:  


Xoserve 
Representative 


Details: 


Name: Fiona Cottam 


Email: Fiona.Cottam@Xoserve.com 


Telephone:  


Change Status: 
☐ Proposal ☒ With DSG ☐ Out for Review 


☐ Voting ☐ Approved ☐ Rejected 


A2: Impacted Parties 


Customer Class(es): 


☒ Shipper ☐ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ NG Transmission ☐ IGT 


☐ Other <If [Other] please provide details here> 


A3: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change 


Change Description: 


The Modification proposes that the CDSP should be given the 
authority to make changes to the Meter Read Frequency in the 
following circumstances:  
a) Where the AQ of a meter point increases to 293,000 kWh or 
above, the Meter Read Frequency should be amended to Monthly (if 
not already set to that value) with effect from the effective date of the 
new AQ.  
b) Where the Supply Point Register is updated to show that the meter 
point has either a Smart meter or Automated Meter Reading 
Equipment fitted, the Meter Read Frequency should be amended to 
Monthly (if not already set to that value) with immediate effect. 
In addition, a set of one-off transitional activities is proposed to give a 
step-change improvement. A one-off exercise would be undertaken to 
identify all existing sites with incorrect non-Monthly Meter Reading 
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Frequencies and amend the frequency to Monthly:  
a) Where a meter point has an AQ equal to or above 293,000 kWh.  
b) Where the Supply Point Register shows that the meter point has 
either a Smart meter or Automated Meter Reading Equipment fitted.  
 
 
 


Proposed Release: Release X: Feb/Jun/Nov 20 


Proposed 
Consultation Period: 


☐ 10 Working Days ☐ 20 Working Days 


☐ 30 Working Days ☐ Other [Specify Here] 


A4: Benefits and Justification 


Benefit Description: 


Correct meter read frequencies will promote higher rates of meter 
read submission and more accurate AQs, and thus more accurate 
gas allocation and reconciliation, which will promote competition by 
reducing the barrier to entry that is currently being created by the 
high, unexplained levels of Unidentified Gas (UIG) 
What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change?  What, if any, are 
the intangible benefits of introducing this change? 


Benefit Realisation: 
Upon implementation  


When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised? 


Benefit 
Dependencies: 


None identified 


Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope of the change, this 
could be reliance on another delivery, reliance on some other event that the projects 
has not got direct control of. 


A5: Final Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


Final DSG 
Recommendation: 


Until a final decision is achieved, please refer to section C of the form. 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb/Jun/Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


A6: Funding 


Funding Classes: 


☒ Shipper 100 % 


☐ National Grid Transmission XX % 


☐ Distribution Network Operator XX % 


☐ IGT XX % 


☐ Other <please specify> XX % 


Service Line(s) 
Service area 1: Manage Supply Point Registration 
At present, Xoserve believes that this change is covered under the 
following service line: DS-CS SA1 – 56, and therefore there this 
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Change Proposal would have no change to this service line. 


ROM or funding 
details: 


 


Funding Comments:  


A7: ChMC Recommendation – 12th June 2019 


Change Status: 
☒ Approve (to 


proceed to DSG) 
☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


Industry 
Consultation: 


☐ 10 Working Days ☐ 20 Working Days 


☐ 30 Working Days ☐ Other [Specify Here] 


Expected date of 
receipt for 


responses (to 
Xoserve) 


XX/XX/XXXX 


 


DSC Consultation 
Issue: 


☐ Yes ☐ No 


Date Issued: Click here to enter a date. 


Comms Ref(s):  


Number of 
Responses: 


 


 


A8: DSC Voting Outcome 


Solution Voting: 


☐ Shipper Please select. 


☐ National Grid Transmission Please select. 


☐ Distribution Network Operator Please select. 


☐ IGT Please select. 


Meeting Date: Click here to enter a date. 


Release Date: Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY or NA 


Overall Outcome: ☐ No ☐ Yes If [Yes] please specify <Release> 
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Section C: DSG Discussion 


C1: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations 


DSG Date: 03/06/2019 


DSG Summary: 


SH stated this change has been raised in line with the ongoing 
MOD692 which looks to grant the CDSP permission to update a 
Supply Meter Point’s (SMP) Meter Read Frequency (MRF) under 
the following circumstances:  
The MOD has 2 requirements  
1. Where a SMP increases past the threshold of 293,000KWh and 


site is not on a monthly meter read frequency, the MRF should 
be set to monthly. 


2. Site has either a Smart AMR meter installed and is not a 
monthly meter read frequency; the MRF should be set to 
monthly.  


Due to it being a part of UIG, scope needed to be set for June 2020 
at ChMC. 
 
Sean Cooper stated that Shippers should be taking responsibility for 
this data and not be reliant on CDSP to intervene and that there 
seems to be a number of UIG changes that are facilitating CDSP 
intervention (Example, class 1 change and correction factor 
change).  SC is concerned that the industry is drifting into a 
multitude of changes and asking the CDSP to default values given, 
when actually if Shippers are following their obligations those values 
should have already been updated. This involves keeping current 
data up to date before the AQ value is taken monthly.  
 
PO asked DSG in particular SC and EL, putting any concerns to the 
side, is DSG happy for this to proceed and be set into June 2020 
scope? DSG agreed but will raise points in the UIG workgroup 
sessions.  
 
In Addition SH gave DSG an overview of Solution Option 1. 
As part of this change, the Meter Read Frequency will be updated 
as part of AQ Updates above 293,000 kWh. Below is the list of 
changes: 


 Rolling AQ and AQ Correction needs to be updated to 
provide a trigger whenever there the AQ goes above the 
threshold value of 732,000 kWh. 


 New report needs to be developed to update the Meter 
Read Frequency for AQ and asset updates. AQ updates can 
be checked from the trigger and asset changes will be 
scanned from the system. The updates will be done post AQ 
and Asset Live date.  


 New Report needs to be developed for the cutover in order 
to align all the Meter Read Frequency for the entire UK Link 
portfolio. MRF updates via SPA process will take 
precedence over the data cleansing activity during cutover.  


 
The Assumptions for this are: 
 


 Market Trials costs are not considered. 


 Performance Testing will be required. 


 Only Class 4 sites are in scope. 
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 Shippers will be notified on M-7 via NRL for the AQ change 
where MRF needs an update. 


 Shippers will be notified with RGMA flow responses for the 
asset updates. 


 Sites which have a decrease in AQ from 293,000 kWh 
remain As Is. 


 Meter Read Estimation will not be done. 


 New Report to update the MRF needs to be aligned with 
Capacity/Commodity runs (in terms of batch timings). 


 
The overall impact set on this change from the HLSOA is 
Medium, set to be within a Major release type. Also the cost 
estimate for this change is between £30,000 - £40,000. In 
addition, the process areas that are affected by this change 


solution are Rolling AQ, SPA and RGMA. 
 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


N/A 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


 


DSG Date: 17/06/2019 


DSG Summary: 


SH presented this agenda item. SH stated the MOD is extended for 3 
months which could cause the CP to change quite a bit. This would normally 
go to HLSO but due to the delay it has not as yet.  PO and SH agreed that 
this Change Proposal will have the prioritisation score read in future DSG 
once the MOD outcome is back, providing any changes to the MOD can be 
reflected in the prioritisation score of the Change Proposal. 
 


Capture Document / 
Requirements: 


N/A 


DSG 
Recommendation: 


☐ Approve ☐ Reject ☐ Defer 


DSG Recommended 
Release: 


Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY 


 


Please send the completed forms to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com  


 


Version Control 


Document 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


1 Proposal 30/05/2019 Xoserve Funding section updated 


2 Proposal 03/06/2019 Xoserve 
Funding section updated with 
service line 



mailto:box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com
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3 With DSG 11/06/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated with DSG discussions 
from 3rd June 2019 


4 With DSG 17/06/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated following ChMC 
outcome on 12th June 2019 


5 With DSG 26/06/2019 Xoserve 
CP updated with DSG discussions 
from 17th June 2019 


Template 


Version Status Date Author(s) Remarks 


3.0 Superseded 17/07/2018 Emma Smith 
Template approved at ChMC on 
11th July 2018. 


4.0 Superseded 07/09/2018 Emma Smith 
Minor wording amendments and 
additional customer group impact 
within Appendix 1. 


5.0 Superseded 10/12/2018 
Heather 
Spensley 


Template moved to new Word 
template as part of Corporate 
Identity changes. 


6.0 Approved 12/12/2018 Simon Harris 
Cosmetic changes made. 
Approved at ChMC on the 12th 
December 2018. 
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Appendix 1 


Change Prioritisation Variables 30% 


Xoserve uses the following variables set for each and every change within the Xoserve 


Change Register, to derive the indicative benefit prioritisation score, which will be used in 


conjunction with the perceived delivery effort to aid conversations at the DSC ChMC and 


DSC Delivery Sub Groups to prioritise changes into all future minor and major releases.  


Change Driver Type  ☐ CMA Order                      ☒ MOD / Ofgem  


☐ EU Legislation                 ☐ License Condition  


☐ BEIS                                ☐ ChMC endorsed Change Proposal  


☐ SPAA Change Proposal  ☐ Additional or 3
rd


 Party Service Request  


☐ Other(please provide details below)  


 


Please select the customer 
group(s) who would be impacted 
if the change is not delivered 


☒Shipper Impact                  ☐iGT Impact          ☐Network Impact                 


☐Xoserve Impact                 ☐National Grid Transmission Impact           


Associated Change reference  
Number(s) 


XRN4941 


Associated MOD Number(s)  


Perceived delivery effort ☐ 0 – 30                       ☒ 30 – 60  


☐ 60 – 100                   ☐ 100+ days                                                                                         


Does the project involve the 
processing of personal data?  
‘Any information relating to an identifiable 
person who can be directly or indirectly 
identified in particular by reference to an 
identifier’ – includes MPRNS. 


☐ Yes (If yes please answer the next question)  


☒ No  


 


A Data Protection Impact 
Assessment (DPIA) will be 
required if the delivery of the 
change involves the processing of 
personal data in any of the 
following scenarios:  


☐ New technology   ☐ Vulnerable customer data   ☐ Theft of Gas 


☐ Mass data            ☐ Xoserve employee data 


☐ Fundamental changes to Xoserve business 


☐ Other(please provide details below)   


 
(If any of the above boxes have been selected then please contact The Data Protection 
Officer (Sally Hall) to complete the DPIA.  


Change Beneficiary  
How many market participant or segments 
stand to benefit from the introduction of the 
change?  


☐ Multiple Market Participants                      ☐ Multiple Market Group   


☐ All industry UK Gas Market participants    ☐ Xoserve Only  


☒ One Market Group                                     ☐ One Market Participant                            


Primary Impacted DSC Service 
Area  


Service Area 1: Manage Supply Point Registrations  


Number of Service Areas 
Impacted  


☐ All               ☐ Five to Twenty          ☐ Two to Five  


☒ One             


Change Improvement Scale?  
How much work would be reduced for the 
customer if the change is implemented? 


☐ High           ☒ Medium         ☐ Low  


Are any of the following at risk if the change is not delivered?  


☐ Safety of Supply at risk                   ☐Customer(s) incurring financial loss           ☐ Customer Switching at risk 
Are any of the following required if the change is delivered?  


☐ Customer System Changes Required  ☐ Customer Testing Likely Required   ☒ Customer Training Required                          


Known Impact to Systems / Processes 


Primary Application impacted ☐BW                   ☒ ISU               ☐ CMS                           
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Document Control  


Version History  


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1  Draft  11/06/2019  Elliott Williams  Appendix completed 


 


 


 


☐ AMT                ☐ EFT              ☐ IX                                     


☐ Gemini             ☐ Birst             ☐ Other (please provide details below) 


 


Business Process Impact  ☐AQ                                  ☒SPA               ☐RGMA 


☐Reads                             ☐Portal             ☐Invoicing  


☐ Other (please provide details below)                                                                                   


Are there any known impacts to 
external services and/or systems 
as a result of delivery of this 
change? 


☐ Yes  (please provide details below) 


 


 


☐ No 


Please select customer group(s) 
who would be impacted if the 
change is not delivered.  


☒ Shipper impact                  ☒ Network impact           ☐ iGT impact                                         


☐ Xoserve impact                 ☐ National Grid Transmission Impact 


Workaround currently in operation? 
Is there a Workaround in 
operation?  


☐ Yes  


☒ No 


If yes who is accountable for the 
workaround?  


☐ Xoserve 


☐ External Customer  


☐ Both Xoserve and External Customer 


What is the Frequency of the 
workaround?  


  


What is the lifespan for the 
workaround?  


 


What is the number of resource 
effort hours required to service 
workaround?  


  


What is the Complexity of the 
workaround?  


☐ Low  (easy, repetitive, quick task, very little risk of human error)   


☐ Medium  (moderate difficult, requires some form of offline calculation, possible risk of 


human error in determining outcome)  


☐ High  (complicate task, time consuming, requires specialist resources, high risk of 


human error in determining outcome)   
Change Prioritisation Score 30% 
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June%2020%20BER%20Cost%20Breakdown.xlsx
Cost Breakdown

		XRN4691 - CSEPs: IGT and GT File Formats (CGI Files)

						Delivery				Market Trials

		Gas Industry Participant		% Share of Cost		Build/Test/Implement		AMT		Option 1		Option 2		Option 3

		Shippers

		iGT’s		10		£7,415		£3,610		£3,225		£3,225		£3,125

		DNO’s		90		£66,740		£32,490		£29,025		£29,025		£28,125

		Transmission

		DN & iGT

		Sub Totals				£74,155		£36,100		£32,250		£32,250		£31,250

		Total (incl. MT option)								£142,505.00		£142,505.00		£141,505.00

		XRN4692 - CSEPs: IGT and GT File Formats (CIN Files)

						Delivery				Market Trials

		Gas Industry Participant		% Share of Cost		Build/Test/Implement		AMT		Option 1		Option 2		Option 3

		Shippers

		iGT’s		10		£7,038		N/A		£3,225		£3,225		£3,125

		DNO’s		90		£63,342		N/A		£29,025		£29,025		£28,125

		Transmission

		DN & iGT

		Sub Totals				£70,380		N/A		£32,250		£32,250		£31,250

		Total (incl. MT option)								£102,630		£102,630		£101,630

		XRN4772 - Composite Weather Variable (CWV) Improvements

						Delivery				Market Trials

		Gas Industry Participant		% Share of Cost		Build/Test/Implement		AMT		Option 1		Option 2		Option 3

		Shippers		50		£55,290		N/A		£12,875		£12,875		N/A

		iGT’s

		DNO’s		50		£55,290		N/A		£12,875		£12,875		N/A

		Transmission

		DN & iGT

		Sub Totals				£110,580		N/A		£25,750		£25,750		N/A

		Total (incl. MT option)								£136,330		£136,330		N/A

		XRN4850 - Notification of Customer Contact Details to Transporters

						Delivery				Market Trials

		Gas Industry Participant		% Share of Cost		Build/Test/Implement		AMT		Option 1		Option 2		Option 3

		Shippers

		iGT’s		10		£13,484.60		£3,610		£5,525		£5,525		£4,565

		DNO’s		90		£121,361.40		£32,490		£49,725		£49,725		£41,085

		Transmission

		DN & iGT

		Sub Totals				£134,846.00		£36,100		£55,250.00		£55,250		£45,650

		Total (incl. MT option)								£226,196.00		£226,196.00		£216,596.00

		XRN4871B - Changes to Ratchet Regime (MOD0665)

						Delivery				Market Trials

		Gas Industry Participant		% Share of Cost		Build/Test/Implement		AMT		Option 1		Option 2		Option 3

		Shippers

		iGT’s												 

		DNO’s		100		£91,974		£36,100		£19,750		N/A		N/A

		Transmission

		DN & iGT

		Sub Totals				£91,974		£36,100		£19,750		N/A		N/A

		Total (incl. MT option)								£147,824		N/A		N/A

		XRN4888 - Removing Duplicate Address Update Validation for IGT Supply Meter Points via CMS

						Delivery				Market Trials

		Gas Industry Participant		% Share of Cost		Build/Test/Implement		AMT		Option 1		Option 2		Option 3

		Shippers

		iGT’s		100		£52,409		N/A		£12,500		N/A		N/A

		DNO’s				 		 

		Transmission

		DN & iGT

		Sub Totals				£52,409		N/A		£12,500		N/A		N/A

		Total (incl. MT option)								£64,909		N/A		N/A

		XRN4930 - Requirement to Inform Shipper of Meter Link Code Change

						Delivery				Market Trials

		Gas Industry Participant		% Share of Cost		Build/Test/Implement		AMT		Option 1		Option 2		Option 3

		Shippers		100		£64,552		N/A		N/A		N/A		N/A

		iGT’s

		DNO’s

		Transmission

		DN & iGT

		Sub Totals				£64,552		N/A		N/A		N/A		N/A

		Total (incl. MT option)				£64,552

		XRN4932 - Improvements to the quality of the Conversion Factor values held on the Supply Point Register (MOD0681S)

						Delivery				Market Trials

		Gas Industry Participant		% Share of Cost		Build/Test/Implement		AMT		Option 1		Option 2		Option 3

		Shippers		100		£76,253		£36,100		£20,500		20500		20500

		iGT’s

		DNO’s

		Transmission

		DN & iGT

		Sub Totals				£76,253		£36,100		£20,500		20500		20500

		Total (incl. MT option)								£132,853		£132,853		£132,853

		XRN4941 - Auto updates to meter read frequency (MOD0692)

						Delivery				Market Trials

		Gas Industry Participant		% Share of Cost		Build/Test/Implement		AMT		Option 1		Option 2		Option 3

		Shippers		100		£65,267		N/A		£12,500		£12,500		N/A

		iGT’s

		DNO’s

		Transmission

		DN & iGT

		Sub Totals				£65,267		N/A		£12,500		£12,500		N/A

		Total (incl. MT option)								£77,767		£77,767		N/A

		XRN4865 - Amendment to Treatment and Reporting of CYCL Reads

						Delivery				Market Trials

		Gas Industry Participant		% Share of Cost		Build/Test/Implement		AMT		Option 1		Option 2		Option 3

		Shippers		100		£66,101		N/A		N/A		N/A		N/A

		iGT’s

		DNO’s

		Transmission

		DN & iGT

		Sub Totals				£66,101		N/A		N/A		N/A		N/A

		Total (incl. MT option)				£66,101



		Please note: There will be a set up cost for all Market Trials options of £20,000. The cost is a flat rate regardless of option chosen.

		Costs for Release

		£950,917



		Option 1 (All changes + MT xrn's 4691, 4692, 4772, 4850, 4871B, 4888, 4941, 4932)

		£1,181,667

		Option 2 (xrn's 4691, 4692, 4772, 4850, 4941, 4932)

		£1,149,417

		Option 3 (xrn's 4691, 4692, 4850, 4932)

		£1,099,567

		Option 4 (no MT)

		£950,917





MT Breakdown

		Full Scale MT

		Changes Included		XRN4691, XRN4692, XRN4772, XRN4850,  XRN4871(B), XRN4888, XRN4941, XRN4932

		Files Included		CGI,CIN, AWV, FWV, AIA,PRN, RAT MRI, Capacity Invoice (Ratchet) 

		Duration		9 weeks

		Participants		10 (4 DN, 2 IGT, 4 Shippers)

		No. of Test cases		45-50

		Set Up Costs		20,000

		Execution Costs		210,750

		Total Costs		£230,750

		Medium Scale MT

		Changes Included		XRN4691, XRN4692, XRN4772, XRN4850, XRN4941, XRN4932

		Files Included		CGI,CIN, AWV, FWV, AIA,PRN, RAT MRI

		Duration		6 weeks

		Participants		8 (4 DN, 2 IGT, 2 Shippers)

		No. of Test cases		34-40

		Set Up Costs		20,000

		Execution Costs		178,500

		Total Costs		£198,500

		Low Scale MT

		Changes Included		XRN4691, XRN4692, XRN4850, XRN4932

		Files Included		CGI,CIN, MRI

		Duration		5 weeks

		Participants		6 (2 DN, 2 IGT, 2 Shippers)

		No. of Test cases		15-20

		Set Up Costs		20,000

		Execution Costs		128,650

		Total Costs		£148,650
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XRN Ref | Delivery | Testing | AMT | Delivery | Risk Margin |Market Trials|Market Trial Shipper DN T
Total Setup
4772 | go5542 | £8770 | NA_|£104,312| £39,804 | £4518 | £25750 | 00618 £83,766 50% 50%
4850 |£124,821| £6.263 | £36,100 |£167,184| £50,020 | £9,693 | £55250 | £140875 | £141271 90% 10% Yes
4865 | £54,070 | £7,266 | N/A | £61,336 | £23405 20 20 £53,285 £31,457 100% No
4888 | £42384 | £6263 | N/A | £48,647 | £18,563 £0 £0 £42.261 £24,949 100% No
4930 | £30488 | £13,782 | N/A | £53270 | £20327 20 20 £46,278 £27,320 100% No
4941 | £53236 | £7.266 | NA | £60,502 | £23,087 | £2193 | £12500 | £52560 £45,722 100% Yes
4932 | e51,189 [ £13,782 | N/A | £64971| £24792 | £3596 | £20500 | £56442 £57,418 100% Yes
Delivery 19/20 20/21 Shipper’ DN IGT
Total £482,318 £411,904
Total
e560222|Shipper | £253,873 | £203,801 | £457,673.26 | £341,124.06 | £05,424.70
DN £172,007 | £169,027
IGT £56,348 | £39.077
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