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DSC Change Completion Report (CCR) 
	Change Title
	UK Link Release 3 Delivery

	Change reference number (XRN)
	XRN4572

	Xoserve Project Manager  
	Thomas Lineham

	Email address
	Thomas.lineham@xoserve.com

	Contact number
	01216232327

	Target Change Management Committee date
	10th April 2019

	Date of Solution Implementation
	Track 1: 2nd November 2018, Track 2: 1st February 2019

	Section 1: Overview of Change Delivery

	As part of the Release 3 delivery, the following 14 changes were delivered:

Track 1 – Externally Funded Change Requests 


Title: Introducing IHD (In-Home Display) Installed Status of Failed MOD614
Change Proposal No. XRN4273
Description: At the time when the data items relevant to smart metering were included in the UNC Transportation Principal Document (TPD), the values created for In-Home Device (IHD) were felt to be the only status flags required. However, it has become clear that in a number of cases it is not possible to provide the customer with an IHD due to the set-up of Home Area Network (HAN) connectivity. The current list of valid status flags do not enable these instances to be captured and the current status options may be being misused in regards to these instances.

This CP seeks to introduce the new In Home Display Status of ‘F’ - ‘Failed IHD Asset’. 

Copy of Change Proposal document:




Title: Read Validation Tolerances
Change Request No. XRN3656
Description: The desire to develop the reading validation for meter points with very low AQs was highlighted during the development of Nexus, however, there was little tangible data available until the systems were live to move this forward. Several options were discussed, including moving from a percentage based approach to a fix valueSufficient time has now passed and data is available which confirms amendments to small/low AQs would have a positive, albeit modest, impact on the Gas read validation and settlement processes. This proposal seeks to make minor alterations to the tolerance values for meter points with a low AQ on classes 3 or 4 rather than changing the validation mechanism. This will achieve benefits but without the significant development costs.

Copy of Change Request document:





Title: Amendment to RGMA Validation Rules for Meter Asset Installation Date (Implementation delayed until 1st March 2019) 
Change Proposal No. XRN4534
Description: Amendment to the RGMA validation rules. At present the RGMA validation rules do not allow for an asset update to be recorded pre D-2 of the confirmation effective date once the confirmation has progressed to this stage and cannot pre-date the confirmation effective date once the confirmation has gone live. Therefore the Registered User cannot record the meter installation for the correct date (if the meter was installed prior to D of the confirmation effective date). 




Track 2 – Externally Funded Change Requests 

Title: Cadent Billing - DN Sales (Outbound Services)
Change Proposal No. XRN4454
Description: To implement an enduring invoicing solution such that the existing interim arrangements for the invoicing of Cadent Gas and National Grid transportation charging (via a ‘refund and rebill’ process in respect of the National Grid elements currently contained within the Cadent invoice) is superceded by functionality that effectively separates the charges contain in the invoices. 
As a consequence, invoices from Cadent will only contain transportation charges for use of Cadent networks negating the need for the current requirement to issue a Cadent credit invoice for the National Grid charges contained in the initial Cadent invoice. 

Copy of Change Proposal document: 






Track 1 – Internally Funded Change Requests 


Title: To change the optionality of the Supply Point confirmation reference for the T51 file
Change Request No. XRN4337
Description: Whilst investigating the failure to calculate a winter consumption notification (T51) that failed to be issued to shippers with a confirmation status of CO, the files failed to generate because of a file format design. The confirmation effective date is mandatory within the T51.
When the confirmation is pending, there is not a confirmation effective date for the incoming Shipper at the time the file is produced
To correct this scenario and ensure the T51 File flows to the appropriate shippers, we are suggesting a change to the optionality of the field within the T51 File format.
This issue was recognised when we issued the Winter consumption calculation files in May 2017. This is the pre-notification of the W/C value that will potentially be applied if they do nothing for the 1st of October

Copy of Change Request document:





Title: Reads failing market breaker tolerance to be accepted for correct date following AQ Correction
Change Request No. XRN4431
Description: Following a read being rejected as it failed the market breaker tolerance check, the user may raise an AQ correction, once the AQ has been updated, the Shippers have requested the ability to re-submit the read that failed the market breaker tolerance for the correct date (original read date) but validate the read against the newly corrected AQ rather than the AQ that was Live as at the read date.

Copy of Change Request document:




Title: File Format Changes Aug 16 Unique Sites (deferred items from CR252)
Change Request No. XRN4443
Description: There are a number of ‘Must Have’ changes which were identified as a result of unique sites testing and market trials to Unique Sites templates and records. Changes are categorised as:
• Functional – changes to the structure and composition of the file format (e.g. additional field, optionality/allowable values etc).

Copy of Change Request document:



Title: File Format Should Have Changes
Change Request No. XRN4453
Description: This change is version 3 of the File Formats ‘should have’ changes (original CR raised 15/12/16) This version has been updated with further identified File Format changes up to 30th May 2017. They were confirmed as not required for day 1 and therefore were deferred from Go Live. 

The change details the 264 File Format changes that were identified during testing and market trials up to 31st March 2017 that were not required for Project Nexus go live. A number of these changes with functional impact are expected to be prioritised for Release 3 delivery

Copy of Change Request document:





Title: Class 4 CSEPS Reconciliation Variance Identification
Change Request No. XRN4458
Description: The reconciliation process for class 4 sites creates variance periods when there is a change in data which could impact the billing rates, for example change of AQ or EUC. 
During back billing UAT, the need for an additional variance reason code was identified for a meter point that changes the CSEP Project (Grid) effective mid month. A CSEPs project change may be accompanied by additional data changes, however in this particular instance the only change was to the meter point was that the change to the CSEP project effective mid month (i.e not 1st calendar day).

It is proposed to use variance reason code as ‘CSP’ to record this data change. Also if there are other variance codes that impacts rate determination on the same date when this data change is recorded, then this must be considered on priority to ensure right rates are utilised for the charge calculation

Copy of Change Request document:



Title: Resolution of penny mismatches within invoice supporting information for Core invoices.
Change Request No. XRN4481
Description: During Market trial regression testing, a defect was raised by shippers where penny mismatches were identified while validating the financial values within invoice supporting information against the actual invoice values for all the three Core invoices, namely Capacity and Commodity invoices. 

After initial analysis it is identified that the changes are required to the file formats for supporting information (SI) files for Capacity (ZCS, CZI) and Commodity (COM/COI) invoices and associated changes to the impacted systems.

Copy of Change Request document:



Title: Meter Type O (= Orifice) to be an acceptable value in file formats and reports
Change Request No. XRN4486
Description: As part of the US sites being bought into SAP ISU, the meter Type O (= Orifice) is not a recognisable meter type in the current file formats or some reports from SAP ISU and BW.
SAP ISU has it as an allowable value but some of the AMT files do not.
Analysis needs to be carried out on the full file format and report suite to see what changes are required.

Copy of Change Request document:



Title: Energy Tolerance Rejection code
Change Request No. XRN4495
Description: Within the Tolerance Override Flag field of the shipper inbound read files (UMR, UBR and UDR) there are two acceptable values Y=Yes and Blank. However there have been instances where a shipper has provided a value of N in this field and the record has been accepted. Where the reading relates to a shipper transfer, this invalid value has appeared on the outbound shipper transfer read files (URN) provided to the outgoing shipper, in addition to the shipper providing the data. Validation is required to prevent these records being accepted and a new rejection code. Suggested rejection message being ‘ Incorrect value in Tolerance Override Flag field’

Copy of Change Request document:




Title: Insertion of Maximum Number of Occurrences in Meter Inspection Date Notice (MID) File.
Change Request No. XRN4538
Description: 
Following Project Nexus Implementation Xoserve received large Meter Inspection Date Notice files immediately following the cutover period that caused issues in UK Link processing. Xoserve propose to limit the maximum number of occurrences to 15,000 N44 records.
This file is only passed from the Shipper User to the CDSP so it is only expected to impact this User Type. The change is required to support the operation of UK Link.

Copy of Change Request document:




Title: New File Level Rejection
Change Request No. XRN4539
Description: Following Project Nexus Implementation Xoserve received a number of files which contained entirely incorrectly formatted records. a specific rejection code for such circumstances does not exist currently, therefore these files were rejected using the File Level Rejection of FIL00012 "Records are not in the expected order in the FRJ File".

In recognition of this the scenario, a proposed change has been mooted to introduce a new rejection code of FIL00020 - "No Valid Message - File contains incorrectly formatted records".
This change impacts all Users interacting with the Central Data Service Provider (CDSP) via UK Link.

The change is required to support the industry identify the reason for rejection in this scenario.

Copy of Change Request document:



There is no RTB costs incurred as part of Release 3 delivery.

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

	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA



There are no outstanding actions that are pending on external parties to be completed following implementation.

The total cost of the Release 3 Delivery = £1,490,801 (BER)
The total actual cost of the Release 3 Delivery =  £1,326,708

The total cost of the Release 3 Delivery of Internally funded Changes = £433,444 (BER)
The total actual cost of the Release 3 Delivery of internally funded Changes =  £426,285

[bookmark: _GoBack]Noted Internal Resource Costs for overall scope = £490,664 





	Section 2: Confirmed Funding Arrangements

		Gas Industry Participant
	BER Share of  Cost
	Actual Share of Cost
	BER Cost Value
	Actual Cost Value

	Shippers
	17%
	20%
	£183,397
	 £178,352 

	IGTs
	0%
	0%
	£0
	£0

	DNOs
	3%
	3%
	£31,205
	 £31,179 

	Transmission
	80%
	77%
	£842,755
	 £ 690,892 

	DN’s & IGT
	0%
	0%
	£0
	£0   





	Section 3: Provide a summary of any agreed scope changes

	No scope changes were introduced to Release 3 




	Section 4: Detail any changes to the Xoserve Service Description





	





Approvedv2.0
	Service Description Table

	Existing Change Proposal  Number
	Xoserve Change Request Number
	Change Request Title
	Service Area Details
	Service Area Details

	
	
	
	
	Shipper Users
	Transporters

	
	
	
	
	
	National Grid NTS
	Distribution

	
	
	
	
	
	
	DN Operators and Independent Gas Transporters 
	DN Operators
	Independent Gas Transporters

	XRN4534
	 
	Amendment to RGMA Validation Rules for Meter Asset Installation Date
	Service Area 1: Manage Supply Point Registration
	     100%
£129,674
	
	
	
	 

	XRN4273
	 
	Introducing IHD (In-Home Display)
Installed Status of Failed MOD614
	Service Area 1: Manage Supply Point Registration
	100%
£38,353
	
	 
	
	 

	XRN3656
	UKLP IADBI060
	Read Validation Tolerances
	Service Area 5: Metered Volume and Metered Quantity
	33%
£15,370
	 
	 
	67%
31,205
	 

	XRN4454
	UKLP IADBI281
	Cadent Billing - DN Sales (Outbound Services)
	Service Area 7: NTS Capacity / LDZ Capacity / Commodity / Reconciliation / Ad-Hoc Adjustment and Energy Balancing Invoices
	
	100%
£842,755
	





	
	

	
	
	
	TOTAL:
	£183,397
	£842, 755
	
	£31,205
	






	Section 5: Provide details of any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual

	
There were no changes made to the UK Link Manual.

All the file format changes followed the formal Change Pack process to be reviewed and approved by the respective Customer constituent parties.



	Section 6: Lessons Learnt

	
The top 3 key learnings from the delivery of this change are:

1. A number of open production defects impacted the testing timescales for XRN4534 RGMA Validation change. Some of which were present at the start of testing, with additional defects detected through test execution. This impacted testing timelines and ultimately delayed implementation until 1st March 
Recommendation going forward – Open production defects, impacting a change being delivered must be fixed prior to the start of all testing phases. For new production defects detected in testing a process must be in place with our IS operations team to resolve defects and re-test in a timely manner. For changes seen as a high risk of detecting new production defects contingency must also be built into testing timescales. 

2. Through test execution of 4534 RGMA Validation change a number of new production defects were identified impacting testing timelines and ultimately delaying implementation of the change on 2nd November. Notification of this delay was only communicated to the industry in October Change Management Committee 
Recommendation going forward  - Ensure delay to Implementation of any change is communicated with sufficient time for any impacted parties to manage impact within their own organisation 

3. Throughout Market Trials we experienced some data issues with regards to DM estimation and Energy Factors impacting primary invoice run and resulting in data fixes being required before invoices could be re-generated successfully and issued to MT participants Though this did not impact MT timescales and successful execution it created significant additional work for both SI and Subject Matter Experts validating the files. 
Recommendation going forward – Ensure the daily jobs are run, DM estimation, Energy Factors etc. Ensure the daily jobs are run, which will provide running primary invoices prior to window opening for MT. Daily BAU jobs to run for entirety of Market Trials phase

Positive learnings to be continued:

1. Positive feedback was received on the ongoing communication throughout the Market Trials phase, with a daily call at 9:30 each day with a summary call each Friday to provide an update on Progress. 

2. Throughout testing and leading up to Implementation of XRN4454 Cadent (DN Sales) joint weekly calls were held with both NG and Cadent, the two impacted stakeholders. This helped resolve any issues with regards to testing and implementation and ensured a successful cutover without issue. 






Appendix A: Business Benefits:

	Ref ID
	XRN Ref No
	Change Item No.
	Change Description
	Benefits Realised

	1
	XRN4534 
	
	Amendment to RGMA Validation Rules for Meter Asset Installation Date
	Introduction of this change allows for a registered user to correctly record the asset installation details for the correct date, the validation rule within UK Link will be amended for both the ONJOB and ONUPD files



	2
	XRN4273
	
	Introducing IHD (In-Home Display) Installed Status of Failed MOD614
	This change Introduced  a new ‘In Home Display Status of ‘F’ - ‘Failed IHD Asset’ to allow shippers to clearly record all of the required IHD installation status values within UK Link
	




	3
	XRN3656
	UKLPIADBI060
	Read Validation Tolerances 
	Introduction of a further split of the first AQ band was completed based on industry analysis completed. 




	4
	XRN4453
	UKLPIADBI280v3
	File Format Should Have Changes
	Introduction of a number of file format, records and hierarchies changes amended with functional and administrative changes. These changes were identified both internally at Xoserve and by Market participants during Market Trials. 

	5
	XRN4431
	UKLPIADBI202
	Reads failing market breaker tolerance to be accepted for correct date following AQ correction 
	Reads previously failing market breaker tolerance now corrected via AQ correction process (AQI), to enable future meter readings to be accepted in the system, based on the validation using the new AQ value

	6
	XRN4481
	UKLPIADBI332
	Resolution of Penny Mismatches within invoice supporting information for Core invoices 
	Implementation of this change corrected penny mismatches previously occurring against supporting information files for invoices.  


	7
	XRN4337
	
	To change the optionality of the Supply Point confirmation reference for the T51 file
	Introduction of this change allows a Winter Consumption calculation failure to be issued to an incoming Shipper.  
To enable this during the confirmation process a change was made to the optionality of Supply point confirmation reference number contained within the T51 record for the NRL file.

	8
	XRN4495
	UKLPIADBI356
	Energy Tolerance Rejection Code
	The tolerance override flag has two allowable values, Blank and Y, however instances had occurred where the value N was also being accepted. 
Implementation of this change means N will is longer be accepted as an allowable value.

	9
	XRN4539
	
	New File Level Rejection 
	This change introduced a new rejection code within SAP so users are able to identify files which are incorrectly formatted with a new rejection code not present at Nexus Go Live

	10
	XRN4443
	UKLPIADBI258
	File Format Changes Aug 16 – Unique Sites (deferred items from CR252)
	Implementation of this change delivered two key benefits:
Firstly it ensures the correct SPECIFIED ENTRY POINT is provided, recorded and validated during the confirmation process. 
Secondly, it ensures the correct notification of sharing shipper details for Shared Supply Points during the confirmation process


	11
	XRN4458
	UKLPIADBI289
	Class 4 CSEPS Reconciliation Variance Identification 
	System now recognises time slice periods of a CSEP project update that impact CSEP Max AQ and/ or the MAX SOQ. This ensures all CSEP projects have the appropriate rates applied for the associated meter points. 
This change removes a manual monthly workaround previously in place.

	12
	XRN4486
	UKLPIADBI338
	Meter Type O = Oriffice to be an acceptable value in file formats and reports
	Meter Type O is now a valid and acceptable value within file formats and reports for non-standard sites. 
Removal of a workaround previously in place that where O should be populated for the meter type, Z (unknown) is being populated instead. 

	13
	XRN4538
	
	Insertion of Maximum Number of Occurences in Meter Inspection Date Notice (MID) File
	MID file now has a maximum record occurrence defined in N44 segment limiting occurrences to 15000. 

	14
	XRN4454
	UKLPIADBI281
	Cadent Billing – DN Sales (Outbound Services) 
	This change implemented the enduring solution for the separation of Cadent and National Grid Transmission. National Grid and Cadent are now separated as organisations within UK Link and other Xoserve systems with separate short codes. 




	



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


Introducing IHD (In-Home Display) 


Installed Status of Failed 
Mod reference: 614 


CDSP Reference:  4273 
 


 


Document Stage Version Date Author Status 


ROM Request / Change 
Proposal 


0.2 09.05.17 EDF Energy Draft 


ROM Response 1 24.05.17 Murray Thomson Submitted to Change 
Committee 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


EQR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


BER    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


CCR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 
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Document Purpose 
 
This document is intended to provide a single view of a change as it moves through the change journey. The 
document is constructed in a way that enables each section to build upon the details entered in the 
preceding section. The level of detail is built up in an incremental manner as the project progresses. 
 
The template is aligned to the Change Management Procedures, as defined in the CDSP Service Document. 
The template is designed to remove the need for duplication of information. Where information is required in 
one section but has been previously captured in a previous section, the previous section will be referenced. 
 
The summary table on the front page shows the history and the current status of the Change Proposal. 
 
 


Section Title Responsibility 


1 Proposed Change Proposer / Mod Panel 


2 ROM Request / Change Proposal Proposer / Mod Panel 


3 ROM Request Rejection CDSP 


4 Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Analysis CDSP 


5 Change Proposal: Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


6 EQR: Change Proposal Rejection CDSP 


7 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Notification of delivery date CDSP 


8 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) CDSP 


9 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


10 Business Evaluation Report (BER) CDSP 


11 Business Evaluation Report (BER): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


12 Change Completion Report (CCR) CDSP 


13 Change Completion Report (CCR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


14 Document Template Version History CDSP 


Appendix 


A1 Glossary of Key Terms N/A 
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Section 1: Proposed Change 
Please complete section 1 and 2 and specify within section 2 the output that is required from the CDSP 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Alex Cebo Contact Number 01293898709 


Email Address aleksandra.cebo@ed 


fnenergy.com 


Customer 
Representative 


 Contact Number  


Email Address  


Subject Matter 
Expert/Network 
Lead 


 Contact Number  


Email Address  


Customer Class ☒ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☐ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ iGT 


Overview of proposed change 


Change Details At the time when the data items relevant to smart metering were included in the UNC 
Transportation Principal Document (TPD) Section Annex M -1, the values created for 
In-Home Device (IHD), i.e. ‘Installed’, ‘Declined’ and ‘Existing’ values were felt to be 
the only status flags required. However, subsequent to this it has become clear that in 
a number of cases it is not possible to provide the customer with an IHD where they 
wish to. The main reason for this is the set-up of Home Area Network (HAN) 
connectivity, a recognised problem that is being addressed through the industry 
projects on dual band comms hubs and Alternative HAN solutions. The current list of 
valid status flags do not enable these instances to be captured, and the current status 
options may be being misused in regards to these instances. 


 


This CP seeks to introduce the new In Home Display Status of ‘F’ - ‘Failed IHD Asset’.


Reason(s) for 
proposed 
service change 


 


The current Supplier has a responsibility under Smart Metering Installation Code of 
Practice and LC 34,43 to ensure HAN (Home Area Network) connectivity (to an IHD) 
within the customer’s premises. Where the installing Supplier has not been able to pair 
an IHD with the meter, and the meter churns to another Supplier, the installing Supplier 
cannot remain responsible for the provision of an IHD as they no longer have any 
relationship with that customer. The gaining Supplier inherits the obligation to provide 
an IHD to the customer and establish HAN connectivity – this may occur when dual 
band comms hubs and alternative HAN solutions become available for deployment. In 
order to meet these obligations the gaining Supplier would need to know that an IHD 
has failed to be provided – they can then ensure that they attempt to offer one when 
the relevant technologies become available. 


Status of related 
UNC Mod 


 


Full title of 
related UNC 
Mod 


Introducing IHD (In-Home Display) Installed Status of Failed 
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Benefits of 
change 


This data will need to be received, processed and responses to input files developed 
for suppliers (via Shippers) to meet their obligations to provide this data. The new IHD 
status will be stored within the central systems with a history maintained where 
necessary, the same way as the existing statuses are maintained. Data items will be 
used to inform Shippers of the presence of smart metering during the change of 
Supplier process so that the incoming Supplier is able to identify that in home display 
needs to be provided to the customer. 


 


It also ensures alignment between both electricity and gas for a data item that is 
shared over both fuels. 


Required 
Change 
Implementation 
Date 


November 2017 


Please provide 
an assessment 
of the priority of 
this change 
from the 
perspective of 
the industry. 


☐High 


☒Medium 


☐Low 


Rationale for assessment: 
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Section 2: Initial Assessment / ROM Request / 
Change Proposal 


 


Service Level of Quote/Estimate Robustness 
Requested 


 


 


Evaluation Services 


☐ Initial Assessment (Mod related changes only) 


☐ ROM estimate for Analysis and Delivery 


CDSP Change Services 


☐ Firm Quote for Analysis 


☒Firm Quote for both Analysis and Delivery  


Has any initial assessment been performed in 
support of this change? 


☐ Yes 


☒ No 


 


Is this considered to be a Priority Service Change? ☒ Yes (Mod Related) 


☐ Yes (Legislation Change Related) 


☐ No 


Is this change considered to relate to a ‘restricted 
class’ of customers? 
 
Consider if the particular change is only likely to 
impact those who fall under a particular customer 
class 
 
If it impacts all customer classes (i.e. Transmission, 
Distribution & Shippers) then choose ‘No’. 


☒Yes (please mark the customer class(es) to 


whom this is restricted) 


☐No 


------------------------------------------------------------------ 


☒ Shippers 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☐ Distribution Network Operators 


☐ iGTs 


Is it anticipated that the change would have an 
adverse impact on customers of any other 
customer classes? 


Please refer to appendix one for the definition of an 
‘adverse impact’ 


☐ Yes (please give details) 


☒ No 


 


General Service Changes Only (please ensure that either A or B below is completed) 


A) Customer view of impacted service area(s) 
For a definition of the Service Areas, please see the ‘Charge Base Apportionment Table’ within the Budget 
and Charging Methodology. Please indicate the service area(s) that are understood to be impacted by the 
change. Please enter ‘unknown’ if relevant. Where the change is likely to impact more than one service 
area please indicate the percentage split of the impact across the impacted service areas. For example if it 
is split equally across two service areas then enter 50% in the ‘split’ against each service area. 


 


B) If the change is anticipated to require the creation of a new service area and service line please 
give further details stating proposed name of new service area and title of service line: 


 



http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf

http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf
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Specific Service Changes Only: 


Please detail the proposed methodology (or amendment to the existing methodology) for determining 
Specific Service Change Charges.  


We propose that this change is funded 100% by Shippers 


Please detail the proposed basis (that is, Charging Measure and Charging Period) for determining Specific 
Service Change Charges in respect of the Specific Service. 


 


Impacts to UKLink System or File Formats 


TPD Section U - UK Link 


Impacts UKL Manual Appendix 5b 
The Transportation Principal Document Section M Annex M-1 refers to Smart Metering information which 
includes in home display status 
 
Currently the following A0037 (Asset Status Code) and A0038 (Asset Status Description) RGMA values 
can be populated in the in home display status field (as per SPAA MDD): 
a) ‘I’ - ‘Installed IHD Asset’, 
b) ‘D’ - ‘IHD Asset Declined by Consumer/MAM Unable to provide’ 
c) ’E’ - ‘Existing IHD Asset’ 


This CP seeks to introduce the new In Home Display Status of ‘F’ - ‘Failed IHD Asset’. 


Impacts to Gemini System 
 


Please give any other relevant information. 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 3: ROM Request Acceptance 


 


Is there sufficient detail within the 
ROM Request to enable a ROM 
Analysis to be produced? 


☒Yes 


☐No 


If no, please define the additional 
details that are required. 


 


 
If the ROM Request is not accepted. Please forward this document to the Portfolio Office for onward 
transmission to the Change Management Committee 
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Section 4: ROM Analysis 
 


This ROM is Xoserve’s response to the above Evaluation Service Request. The response is intended to 
support customer involvement in the development of industry changes.  Should the request obtain approval 


for continuance then a Change Proposal must be raised for any further analysis / development. 
 


Disclaimer: 
This ROM Analysis has been prepared in good faith by Xoserve Limited but by its very nature is only able to 


contain indicative information and estimates (including without limitation those of time, resource and cost) 
based on the circumstances known to Xoserve at the time of its preparation.  Xoserve accordingly makes no 


representations of accuracy or completeness and any representations as may be implied are expressly 
excluded (except always for fraudulent misrepresentation). 


Where Xoserve becomes aware of any inaccuracies or omissions in, or updates required to, this Report it 
shall notify the Change management Committee as soon as reasonably practicable but Xoserve shall have 
no liability in respect of any such inaccuracy or omission and any such liability as may be implied by law or 


otherwise is expressly excluded. 
This Report does not, and is not intended to; create any contractual or other legal obligation on Xoserve. 


 
© 2017 Xoserve Ltd 


 
All rights reserved. 


 


ROM Analysis 


Change Assessment 


The proposed change is to add an additional allowable value of ‘F’ (Failed IHD Asset) to the IHD Status field. 


The following option has been considered: 


1. Add additional status of ‘F’ to the list of allowable values for validation of the A0037 Asset Status 
Code field in the ONUPD and ONJOB file. 


2. The change would result in the following output files (S98 record) being populated with the new value 


a. CFR – Confirmation response 


b. MRI – Meter Reading Instruction 


c. NMR – Nomination response 


d. NRF – Nomination Referral Response 


e. PAC – Pre-Transfer Asset Changes 


f. TRF – Supply Point Ownership Notification File 


3. The new value will also be visible wherever the field is provided via DES (Data Enquiry System) for 
SMPs where the value has been provided. 


 


 


The Change Costs are based on the above. 
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Change Impact: 


 


The following is the case at the time of submission:  


 This is believed to be a Restricted Class change. 


 This is believed to be a Priority Service change. 


 This is not believed to be have an Adverse Impact on relevant Customer classes 


 


Note:  Though the list of permitted values in the description of the IHD Status field will change within relevant 
file formats this is not considered to be an adverse interface impact.    


 


Where the IHD status field is provided in any existing external report, there is no impact to Xoserve from the 
additional value, but possible impact to recipient of any such report. 


 


Change Costs (implementation): 


 


The solution will cost at least £9.5k, but probably not more than £15.5k 


The initial assessment suggests the change will impact Service Area – ‘Manage supply point registration’ and 
therefore it is agreed that the Charge Base Apportionment would be 100% to Shipper Users. 


 


Change Costs (on-going): 


 


No on-going costs are expected. 


 


Timescales: 


 


The strategy adopted for change Post Nexus Implementation Date (PNID) will be a Release strategy 
(changes grouped and implemented together at a set date) and it is expected that this change would form 
part of a Release, and costs are based on this assumption.   However, until a Change Proposal for delivery 
has been prioritised and agreed by the DSC Change Committee a target release (or target release date) 
cannot be defined. 
 


Assumptions: 


 


The change will be implemented within the new UK Link SAP system. 


 


Dependencies: 


 


No material dependencies have been identified at this time. 


 


Constraints: 


 


None have been identified at this time. 


 







   


Page 10 of 25 


Observations: 


 The description of the In-Home status has been suggested to be ‘F’ - ‘Failed IHD Asset’.  This may cause 
the reader to assume that the actual IHD has failed rather than the installation.   Perhaps ‘Failed IHD 
Installation’ would be better. 


 The Business rules governing when the data value needs to be provided, and what circumstances a 
Shipper may provide the data value are not clear. 


 UNC Section U is no longer used. 


 This is one of the first changes to be assessed for the UK Link SAP system. The mechanism for the 
solution delivery has been assessed and the implementation costs have been based upon this. The BER 
will provide a more detailed assessment of implementation and associated costs. 
 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Requesting Party As specified in ROM Request 
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Section 5: Change Proposal: Committee Outcome  
 


The Change Proposal is approved. An EQR is 
requested 


 


Approved Change Proposal version  


The change proposal shall not proceed  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
Change Proposal until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires the proposer to make 
updates to the Change Proposal: 


 


Updates required: 


  







   


Page 12 of 25 


Section 6: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Yes  No 


Is there sufficient detail within the Change Proposal to enable an EQR to be 
produced? 


If no, please provide further details below. 


Further details required: 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 7: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Notification of Delivery Date 


 


Notification of EQR Delivery Date 


Original EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Revised EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Rationale for revision 
of delivery date: 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 8: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) 
 


Project Manager  Contact Number  


Email Address  


Project Lead  Contact Number  


Email Address  


 


Please provide an indicative assessment of the  
impact of the proposed change on: 


i. CDSP Service Description 
ii. CDSP Systems 


 


 


Approximate timescale for delivery of ‘business 
evaluation report’  
(N.b this is from the date on which the EQR is 
approved.) 


 


Estimated cost of business evaluation report 
preparation 
This can be expressed as a range of costs i.e. ‘at 
least £xx,xxx but probably not more than £xx,xxx’. 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Restricted class 
change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Adverse Impact’ 
assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Priority Service 
Change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


General service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the assessment made 
in the Change Proposal regarding impacted service 
areas? 


This should refer to whether the proposing party 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 







   


Page 15 of 25 


considers the service change to relate to an 
existing service area or whether is constitutes a 
new service area. 


 


Specific service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the proposal made in 
the Change Proposal regarding specific change 
charges? 


This should refer to the proposed methodology (or 
amendment to existing methodology) for 
determining the specific service charges and the 
proposed basis for determining the specific service 
change charges. 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Please provide a draft amendment of the Specific 
Service Change Charge Annex setting out the 
methodology for determining Specific Service 
Change Charges proposed in the Change Proposal 


 


EQR validity period:  


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 9: Evaluation Quotation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 


The EQR is approved  


Approved EQR version  


The Change Proposal shall not 
proceed. The Change Proposal and 
this EQR shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its 
decision on the EQR until a later 
meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting  


The committee requires updates to 
the EQR: 


 


Updates required:  


General service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the change proposal and potentially 
commented upon in the subsequent EQR)  


1.) Does the committee agree with 
the assessment of the service 
area(s) to which the service line 
belongs and the weighting of the 
impact? 


☐ Yes 


☐No 


2.) If no, please enter the agreed 
service area(s) and the 
weighting: 


 


Specific service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the Change Proposal and 
potentially commented upon in the subsequent EQR) 


1.) Please confirm the methodology 
for the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 


 


2.) Please confirm the charging 
measure and charging period for 
the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 
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Section 10: Business Evaluation Report (BER) 
 


Change Implementation Detail 


1.) Detail changes required to the CDSP Service Description 


 


2.) Detail modifications required to UK Link 


 


3.) Detail changes required to appendix 5b of the UK Link Manual 


 


4.) Detail impact on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP 


 


5.) Implementation Plan 


 


6.) Estimated implementation costs 


 


6a.) How will the charging for the costs be allocated to different customer classes? 
 (General Service Changes only) 


Please mark % against each customer class: 


 National Grid Transmission 


 Distribution Network Operators and IGT’s 


 DN Operator 


 IGT’s 


 Shippers 


100%  
 


7.) Estimated impact of the service change on service charges 


 


8.) Please detail any pre-requisite activities that must be completed by the customer prior to receiving or being 
able to request the service. 


 


Implementation Options 


Please provide details on any alternative solution/implementation options: 
This should include: 
(i) a description of each Implementation Option; 
(ii) the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
(iii) the CDSP preferred Implementation Option 
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Restricted Class Changes only 


Is there any change in the view of the CDSP on whether there would be an ‘Adverse Impact’ on customers 
outside the relevant customer class(es)? 


☐Yes (please give detail below) 


☐No 


Dependencies: 


 


Constraints: 


 


Benefits: 


 


Impacts: 


 


Risks: 
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Assumptions: 


 


Information Security: 


 


Out of scope: 


 


Please provide any additional information relevant to the proposed service change: 


 


 
 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 11: Business Evaluation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 
 


The BER is approved and the change can proceed  


Modification Changes Only 
Please ensure that the Transporters are formally informed of the Target Implementation Date 


Approved BER version  


The change proposal shall not proceed and the BER 
shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
BER until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires updates to the BER:  


Updates required: 
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Section 12: Change Completion Report (CCR) 
 


Change Overview 


Please include detail on the following for the chosen implementation option: modifications to UKLink, impact 
on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP.  
Actions required of the customer prior to the commencement date 


Please detail any differences between the solution that was implemented and what was defined in the BER. 


 


Detail the revised text of the CDSP Service Description reflecting the change that has been made 


 


Were there any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual? 


☐Yes (please insert the revised text of the UK Link manual below) 


☐No 


 


Proposed 
Commencement Date 


 Actual  
Commencement Date 


 


Please provide an explanation of any variance 


Please detail the main lessons learned from the project 
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Service change costs 


 


Approved Costs (£)  Actual Costs (£)  


Reasons for variance between approved and actual costs: 


 


 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary enquiries@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 13: Change Completion Report: 
Committee Outcome 


 
 


The implementation is complete and the CCR is 
approved 


 


Approved CCR version  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
CCR until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting: 


 


The committee requires further information  


Further information required: 


The committee considers that the implementation is 
not complete 


 


Further action(s) required: 


The proposed changes to the CDSP Service 
Description or UK Link Manual are not correct 


 


Amendments to CDSP service description / UKLink manual required: 
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Section 14: Document Template Version History 
 


The purpose of this section is to keep a record of the changes to the overall version template and the 
individual sections within. It will be updated by the CDSP following approval of the template update by the 
Change Management Committee.  


 


Version History: 


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1.0 Approved  CDSP Version Approved by Change Committee 


     


 


--- END OF DOCUMENT --- 
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Appendix One: Glossary 
 


Term Definition 


Adverse Impact A Service Change has or would have an Adverse Impact on Customers of a particular 


Customer Class if: 


(a) Implementing the Service Change would involve a modification of UK Link which 


would conflict with the provision of existing Services for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class; 


(b) the Service Change would involve the CDSP disclosing Confidential Information 


relating to such Customers to Customers of another Customer Class or to Third Parties; 


(c) Implementing the Service Change would conflict to a material extent with the 


Implementation of another Service Change (for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class) with an earlier Proposal Date and which remains Current, 


unless the Service Change is a Priority Service Change which (under the Priority 


Principles) takes priority over the other Proposed Service Change; or 


(d) Implementing the Service Change would have an Adverse Interface Impact for such 


Customers. 


General Service A service provided under the DSC to Customers or Customers of a Customer Class on 


a uniform basis. 


Non-Priority 


Service Change 


A Service Change which is not a Priority Service Change 


Priority Service 


Change 


A Modification Service Change;  


or 


A Service Change in respect of a Service which allows or facilitates compliance by a 


Customer or Customers with Law or with any document designated for the purposes of 


Section 173 of the Energy Act 2004 (including any such Law or document or change 


thereto which has been announced but not yet made). 


Relevant 


Customer class 


A Customer Class is a Relevant Customer Class in relation to a Service or a Service 


Change where Service Charges made or to be made in respect of such Service, or the 


Service subject to such Service Change, are or will be payable by Customers of that 


Customer Class 


Restricted Class 


Change 


Where, in relation to a Service Change, not all Customer Classes are Relevant 


Customer Classes, the Service Change is a Restricted Class Change; 


Service Change A change to a Service provided under the DSC (not being an Additional Service), 
including: 
(i) the addition of a new Service or removal of an existing Service; and 
(ii) in the case of an existing Service, a change in any feature of the Service specified in 
the CDSP Service Description, 
and any related change to the CDSP Service Description 


Specific Service A service (other than Additional Services) available under the DSC to all Customer or 


Customers of a Customer Class but provided to a particular Customer only upon the 


order of the Customer. 


 






image3.emf
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Change Proposal 
 


Change to read validation tolerances 
 


CDSP Reference: XRN3656 
 


 


Document Stage Version Date Author Status 


ROM Request / Change 
Proposal 


0.1 16/01/17 Kirsty Dudley Choose an item. 


ROM Response    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


EQR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


BER    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


CCR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 
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Document Purpose 
 
This document is intended to provide a single view of a change as it moves through the change journey. The 
document is constructed in a way that enables each section to build upon the details entered in the 
preceding section. The level of detail is built up in an incremental manner as the project progresses. 
 
The template is aligned to the Change Management Procedures, as defined in the CDSP Service Document. 
The template is designed to remove the need for duplication of information. Where information is required in 
one section but has been previously captured in a previous section, the previous section will be referenced. 
 
The summary table on the front page shows the history and the current status of the Change Proposal. 
 
 


Section Title Responsibility 


1 Proposed Change Proposer / Mod Panel 


2 ROM Request / Change Proposal Proposer / Mod Panel 


3 ROM Request Rejection CDSP 


4 Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Analysis CDSP 


5 Change Proposal: Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


6 EQR: Change Proposal Rejection CDSP 


7 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Notification of delivery date CDSP 


8 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) CDSP 


9 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


10 Business Evaluation Report (BER) CDSP 


11 Business Evaluation Report (BER): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


12 Change Completion Report (CCR) CDSP 


13 Change Completion Report (CCR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


14 Document Template Version History CDSP 


Appendix 


A1 Glossary of Key Terms N/A 
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Section 1: Proposed Change 
Please complete section 1 and 2 and specify within section 2 the output that is required from the CDSP 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Kirsty Dudley 


E.ON 


Contact Number 07816 172 645 


Email Address Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com  


Customer 
Representative 


Emma Smith Contact Number 0121 623 2386 


Email Address Emma.Smith@Xoserve.com 


Subject Matter 
Expert/Network 
Lead 


Karen Marklew Contact Number  


Email Address Karen.Marklew@xoserve.com 


Customer Class ☒ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☐ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ iGT 


Overview of proposed change 


Change Details The desire to develop the reading validation for meter points with very low AQs 
was highlighted during the development of Nexus, however, there was little 
tangible data available (until the systems were live) to move this forward.  
Several options were discussed (including moving from a percentage based 
approach to a fix value) however with Nexus development complete the 
alternative options are expected to be costly to develop and implement. 


Sufficient time has now passed and data is available which confirms 
amendments to small/low AQs would have a positive (albeit modest) impact on 
the Gas read validation and settlement processes.  This proposal seeks to 
make minor alterations to the tolerance values for meter points with a low AQ on 
classes 3 or 4 rather than changing the validation mechanism.  This will achieve 
benefits but without the significant development costs. 


This proposal would require an amendment to section 8.2 of the Uniform 
Network Code Validation Rules (currently Version 4.0) by: 


 


Proposal 


Split the current 2kWh-200kWh band into 2 bands and widen the tolerance on 
the lower of the two bands. 


Current: 


AQ Band Read accepted Over-ride required Market Breaker 


1  -  1 0% - 2,000,000% of 
AQ/365 x no. of days 


2,000,001% - 7,000,000% of 
AQ/365 x no. of days 


>= 7,000,001% of AQ/365 x 
no. of days 


2  -  200 0% - 10 ,000% of 
AQ/365 x no. of days 


10,001% - 25,000% of AQ/365 x 
no. of days 


>= 25,001% of AQ/365 x no. 
of days 


201 - 500 0% - 4,000% of AQ/365 
x no. of days 


4,001% - 10,000% of AQ/365 x no. 
of days 


>= 10,001% of AQ/365 x no. 
of days 



mailto:Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com
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Proposed: 


AQ Band Read accepted Over-ride required Market Breaker 


1  -  1 0% - 2,000,000% of 
AQ/365 x no. of days 


2,000,001% - 7,000,000% of 
AQ/365 x no. of days 


>= 7,000,001% of AQ/365 
x no. of days 


2  -  100 0% - 20 ,000% of AQ/365 
x no. of days 


20,001% - 45,000% of AQ/365 x 
no. of days 


>= 45,001% of AQ/365 x 
no. of days 


101 - 200 0% - 10 ,000% of AQ/365 
x no. of days 


10,001% - 25,000% of AQ/365 x 
no. of days 


>= 25,001% of AQ/365 x 
no. of days 


201 - 500 0% - 4,000% of AQ/365 x 
no. of days 


4,001% - 10,000% of AQ/365 x no. 
of days 


>= 10,001% of AQ/365 x 
no. of days 


 


Reason(s) for 
proposed service 
change 


 


Decrease volume of accurate readings failing the upper outer validation 
tolerance checks.   


Reduce the number of accurate readings requiring manual intervention.   


Decrease the volume of un-necessary AQ corrections. 


These outcomes delay the timely and accurate allocation/reconciliation of Gas 
transportation charges and require shipper resource to resolve. 


Status of related UNC 
Mod 


N/A 


Full title of related UNC 
Mod 


N/A 


Benefits of change More timely and accurate allocation/reconciliation of Gas transportation 
charges. 


Reduced manual activity for shippers and suppliers. 


Required Change 
Implementation Date 


November 2018 (Release 3) 


Please provide an 
assessment of the 
priority of this change 
from the perspective of 
the industry. 


☐High 


☒Medium 


☐Low 


Rationale for assessment:   


Current tolerance values create un-necessary failures and prevent accurate 
meter readings being accepted into settlement and used in downstream 
processes.  The failures require manual review and resolution processes are 
relatively slow.  This results in a material impact to the settlement process. 


With the Current UIG concerns any change to increase the timeliness and 
accuracy of allocation/reconciliation should be taken although the change is 
likely to be extremely small. 
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Section 2: Initial Assessment / ROM Request / 
Change Proposal 


 


Service Level of 
Quote/Estimate Robustness 
Requested 


 


 


Evaluation Services 


☐Initial Assessment (Mod related changes only) 


☐ROM estimate for Analysis and Delivery 


CDSP Change Services 


☐Firm Quote for Analysis 


☒Firm Quote for both Analysis and Delivery  


Has any initial assessment 
been performed in support of 
this change? 


☐Yes 


☒No 


 


Is this considered to be a Priority Service 
Change? 


☐Yes (Mod Related) 


☐Yes (Legislation Change Related) 


☒No 


Is this change considered to relate to a 
‘restricted class’ of customers? 
 
Consider if the particular change is only likely 
to impact those who fall under a particular 
customer class 
 
If it impacts all customer classes (i.e. 
Transmission, Distribution & Shippers) then 
choose ‘No’. 


☒Yes (please mark the customer class(es) to whom this 


is restricted) 


☐No 


----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


☒Shippers 


☐National Grid Transmission 


☐Distribution Network Operators 


☐iGT’s 


Is it anticipated that the change would have 
an adverse impact on customers of any 
other customer classes? 
 


Please refer to appendix one for the definition 
of an ‘adverse impact’ 


☐Yes (please give details) 


☒No 


 


General Service Changes Only (please ensure that either A or B below is completed) 


A) Customer view of impacted service area(s) 
For a definition of the Service Areas, please see the ‘Charge Base Apportionment Table’ within the Budget 
and Charging Methodology. Please indicate the service area(s) that are understood to be impacted by the 
change. Please enter ‘unknown’ if relevant. Where the change is likely to impact more than one service 
area please indicate the percentage split of the impact across the impacted service areas. For example if it 
is split equally across two service areas then enter 50% in the ‘split’ against each service area. 


Service Area 5 – Metered Volume and Metered Quantity 


B) If the change is anticipated to require the creation of a new service area and service line please 
give further details stating proposed name of new service area and title of service line: 



http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf

http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf
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Change would not require a new service line or require change to existing service lines 


Specific Service Changes Only: 


Please detail the proposed methodology (or amendment to the existing methodology) for determining 
Specific Service Change Charges.  


N/A 


Please detail the proposed basis (that is, Charging Measure and Charging Period) for determining Specific 
Service Change Charges in respect of the Specific Service. 


 


Impacts to UKLink System or File Formats 


Change to the meter read validation rules in UK Link, this would also require Shipper Users to amend the 
validation rules in their systems.   


Impacts UKL Manual Appendix 5b 


unknown 


Impacts to Gemini System 
None 


Please give any other relevant information. 


Also require a change to the UNC Meter reading validation rule supplementary document required – 
needing UNCC approval. 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 3: ROM Request Acceptance 


 


Is there sufficient detail within the 
ROM Request to enable a ROM 
Analysis to be produced? 


☐Yes 


☐No 


If no, please define the additional 
details that are required. 


 


 
If the ROM Request is not accepted. Please forward this document to the Portfolio Office for onward 
transmission to the Change Management Committee 
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Section 4: ROM Analysis 
 


This ROM is Xoserve’s response to the above Evaluation Service Request. The response is intended to 
support customer involvement in the development of industry changes. 


Should the request obtain approval for continuance then a Change Proposal must be raised for any further 
analysis / development. 


 
Disclaimer: 


This ROM Analysis has been prepared in good faith by Xoserve Limited but by its very nature is only able to 
contain indicative information and estimates (including without limitation those of time, resource and cost) 


based on the circumstances known to Xoserve at the time of its preparation.  Xoserve accordingly makes no 
representations of accuracy or completeness and any representations as may be implied are expressly 


excluded (except always for fraudulent misrepresentation). 
Where Xoserve becomes aware of any inaccuracies or omissions in, or updates required to, this Report it 


shall notify the Network Operators’ Representative as soon as reasonably practicable but Xoserve shall have 
no liability in respect of any such inaccuracy or omission and any such liability as may be implied by law or 


otherwise is expressly excluded. 
This Report does not, and is not intended to; create any contractual or other legal obligation on Xoserve. 


 
© 2017 Xoserve Ltd 


 
All rights reserved. 


 


ROM Analysis 


Change Assessment 


High level indicative assessment of the change on the CDSP service description, on UKLink and any 
alternative options if applicable 


 


Change Impact: 


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


 a restricted class change,  


 a priority service change  


 an adverse impact on any customer classes 
 


Change Costs (implementation): 


An approximate estimate of the costs (or range of costs) where options are identified 


 


Change Costs (on-going): 


The approximate estimate of the impact of the service change on service charges 


 


Timescales: 


Details of timescale for the change i.e. 3months etc. 
Details of when Xoserve could start this change i.e. the earliest is release X. 


Assumptions: 


Any key assumptions that have been made by Xoserve when providing the cost and or timescale 


 


Dependencies: 


Any material dependencies of the implementation on any other service changes 
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Constraints: 


Any key constraints that are expected to impact the delivery of the service change 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Requesting Party As specified in ROM Request 
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Section 5: Change Proposal: Committee Outcome  
 


The Change Proposal is approved. An EQR is 
requested 


 


Approved Change Proposal version  


The change proposal shall not proceed  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
Change Proposal until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires the proposer to make 
updates to the Change Proposal: 


 


Updates required: 
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Section 6: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Yes  No 


Is there sufficient detail within the Change Proposal to enable an EQR to be 
produced? 


If no, please provide further details below. 


Further details required: 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 


 
  







   


Page 12 of 24 


Section 7: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Notification of Delivery Date 


 


Notification of EQR Delivery Date 


Original EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Revised EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Rationale for revision 
of delivery date: 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 8: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) 
 


Project Manager  Contact Number  


Email Address  


Project Lead  Contact Number  


Email Address  


 


Please provide an indicative assessment of the  
impact of the proposed change on: 


i. CDSP Service Description 
ii. CDSP Systems 


 


 


Approximate timescale for delivery of ‘business 
evaluation report’  
(N.b this is from the date on which the EQR is 
approved.) 


 


Estimated cost of business evaluation report 
preparation 
This can be expressed as a range of costs i.e. ‘at 
least £xx,xxx but probably not more than £xx,xxx’. 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Restricted class 
change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Adverse Impact’ 
assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Priority Service 
Change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


General service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the assessment made 
in the Change Proposal regarding impacted service 
areas? 


This should refer to whether the proposing party 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 
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considers the service change to relate to an 
existing service area or whether is constitutes a 
new service area. 


 


Specific service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the proposal made in 
the Change Proposal regarding specific change 
charges? 


This should refer to the proposed methodology (or 
amendment to existing methodology) for 
determining the specific service charges and the 
proposed basis for determining the specific service 
change charges. 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Please provide a draft amendment of the Specific 
Service Change Charge Annex setting out the 
methodology for determining Specific Service 
Change Charges proposed in the Change Proposal 


 


EQR validity period:  


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 9: Evaluation Quotation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 


The EQR is approved  


Approved EQR version  


The Change Proposal shall not 
proceed. The Change Proposal and 
this EQR shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its 
decision on the EQR until a later 
meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting  


The committee requires updates to 
the EQR: 


 


Updates required:  


General service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the change proposal and potentially 
commented upon in the subsequent EQR)  


1.) Does the committee agree with 
the assessment of the service 
area(s) to which the service line 
belongs and the weighting of the 
impact? 


☐ Yes 


☐No 


2.) If no, please enter the agreed 
service area(s) and the 
weighting: 


 


Specific service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the Change Proposal and 
potentially commented upon in the subsequent EQR) 


1.) Please confirm the methodology 
for the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 


 


2.) Please confirm the charging 
measure and charging period for 
the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 
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Section 10: Business Evaluation Report (BER) 
 


Change Implementation Detail 


1.) Detail changes required to the CDSP Service Description 


 


2.) Detail modifications required to UK Link 


 


3.) Detail changes required to appendix 5b of the UK Link Manual 


 


4.) Detail impact on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP 


 


5.) Implementation Plan 


 


6.) Estimated implementation costs 


 


6a.) How will the charging for the costs be allocated to different customer classes? 
 (General Service Changes only) 


Please mark % against each customer class: 


 National Grid Transmission 


 Distribution Network Operators and IGT’s 


 DN Operator 


 IGT’s 


 Shippers 


100%  
 


7.) Estimated impact of the service change on service charges 


 


8.) Please detail any pre-requisite activities that must be completed by the customer prior to receiving or being 
able to request the service. 


 


Implementation Options 


Please provide details on any alternative solution/implementation options: 
This should include: 
(i) a description of each Implementation Option; 
(ii) the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
(iii) the CDSP preferred Implementation Option 
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Restricted Class Changes only 


Is there any change in the view of the CDSP on whether there would be an ‘Adverse Impact’ on customers 
outside the relevant customer class(es)? 


☐Yes (please give detail below) 


☐No 


Dependencies: 


 


Constraints: 


 


Benefits: 


 


Impacts: 


 


Risks: 
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Assumptions: 


 


Information Security: 


 


Out of scope: 


 


Please provide any additional information relevant to the proposed service change: 


 


 
 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 11: Business Evaluation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 
 


The BER is approved and the change can proceed  


Modification Changes Only 
Please ensure that the Transporters are formally informed of the Target Implementation Date 


Approved BER version  


The change proposal shall not proceed and the BER 
shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
BER until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires updates to the BER:  


Updates required: 
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Section 12: Change Completion Report (CCR) 
 


Change Overview 


Please include detail on the following for the chosen implementation option: modifications to UKLink, impact 
on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP.  
Actions required of the customer prior to the commencement date 


Please detail any differences between the solution that was implemented and what was defined in the BER. 


 


Detail the revised text of the CDSP Service Description reflecting the change that has been made 


 


Were there any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual? 


☐Yes (please insert the revised text of the UK Link manual below) 


☐No 


 


Proposed 
Commencement Date 


 Actual  
Commencement Date 


 


Please provide an explanation of any variance 


Please detail the main lessons learned from the project 
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Service change costs 


 


Approved Costs (£)  Actual Costs (£)  


Reasons for variance between approved and actual costs: 


 


 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary enquiries@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 13: Change Completion Report: 
Committee Outcome 


 
 


The implementation is complete and the CCR is 
approved 


 


Approved CCR version  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
CCR until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting: 


 


The committee requires further information  


Further information required: 


The committee considers that the implementation is 
not complete 


 


Further action(s) required: 


The proposed changes to the CDSP Service 
Description or UK Link Manual are not correct 


 


Amendments to CDSP service description / UKLink manual required: 
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Section 14: Document Template Version History 
 


The purpose of this section is to keep a record of the changes to the overall version template and the 
individual sections within. It will be updated by the CDSP following approval of the template update by the 
Change Management Committee.  


 


Version History: 


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1.0 Approved  CDSP Version Approved by Change Committee 


     


 


--- END OF DOCUMENT --- 
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Appendix One: Glossary 
 


Term Definition 


Adverse Impact A Service Change has or would have an Adverse Impact on Customers of a particular 


Customer Class if: 


(a) Implementing the Service Change would involve a modification of UK Link which 


would conflict with the provision of existing Services for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class; 


(b) the Service Change would involve the CDSP disclosing Confidential Information 


relating to such Customers to Customers of another Customer Class or to Third Parties; 


(c) Implementing the Service Change would conflict to a material extent with the 


Implementation of another Service Change (for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class) with an earlier Proposal Date and which remains Current, 


unless the Service Change is a Priority Service Change which (under the Priority 


Principles) takes priority over the other Proposed Service Change; or 


(d) Implementing the Service Change would have an Adverse Interface Impact for such 


Customers. 


General Service A service provided under the DSC to Customers or Customers of a Customer Class on 


a uniform basis. 


Non-Priority 


Service Change 


A Service Change which is not a Priority Service Change 


Priority Service 


Change 


A Modification Service Change;  


or 


A Service Change in respect of a Service which allows or facilitates compliance by a 


Customer or Customers with Law or with any document designated for the purposes of 


Section 173 of the Energy Act 2004 (including any such Law or document or change 


thereto which has been announced but not yet made). 


Relevant 


Customer class 


A Customer Class is a Relevant Customer Class in relation to a Service or a Service 


Change where Service Charges made or to be made in respect of such Service, or the 


Service subject to such Service Change, are or will be payable by Customers of that 


Customer Class 


Restricted Class 


Change 


Where, in relation to a Service Change, not all Customer Classes are Relevant 


Customer Classes, the Service Change is a Restricted Class Change; 


Service Change A change to a Service provided under the DSC (not being an Additional Service), 
including: 
(i) the addition of a new Service or removal of an existing Service; and 
(ii) in the case of an existing Service, a change in any feature of the Service specified in 
the CDSP Service Description, 
and any related change to the CDSP Service Description 


Specific Service A service (other than Additional Services) available under the DSC to all Customer or 


Customers of a Customer Class but provided to a particular Customer only upon the 


order of the Customer. 


 






image4.emf
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Change Proposal 
 


Amendment to RGMA Validation Rules for Meter Asset 
Installation Date 


 
Mod reference (where applicable): 


CDSP Reference: 4534 
 


 


Document Stage Version Date Author Status 


ROM Request / Change 
Proposal 


0.1 20/11/2017 Andrew Margan Submitted to Change 
Committee 


ROM Response    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


EQR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


BER    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


CCR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 
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Document Purpose 
 
This document is intended to provide a single view of a change as it moves through the change journey. The 
document is constructed in a way that enables each section to build upon the details entered in the 
preceding section. The level of detail is built up in an incremental manner as the project progresses. 
 
The template is aligned to the Change Management Procedures, as defined in the CDSP Service Document. 
The template is designed to remove the need for duplication of information. Where information is required in 
one section but has been previously captured in a previous section, the previous section will be referenced. 
 
The summary table on the front page shows the history and the current status of the Change Proposal. 
 
 


Section Title Responsibility 


1 Proposed Change Proposer / Mod Panel 


2 ROM Request / Change Proposal Proposer / Mod Panel 


3 ROM Request Rejection CDSP 


4 Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Analysis CDSP 


5 Change Proposal: Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


6 EQR: Change Proposal Rejection CDSP 


7 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Notification of delivery date CDSP 


8 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) CDSP 


9 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


10 Business Evaluation Report (BER) CDSP 


11 Business Evaluation Report (BER): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


12 Change Completion Report (CCR) CDSP 


13 Change Completion Report (CCR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


14 Document Template Version History CDSP 


Appendix 


A1 Glossary of Key Terms N/A 
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Section 1: Proposed Change 
Please complete section 1 and 2 and specify within section 2 the output that is required from the CDSP 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Andrew Margan Contact Number 07789 577327 


Email Address andrew.margan@centrica.com 


Customer 
Representative 


David Addison Contact Number 07428 559800 


Email Address David.Addison@Xoserve.com 


Subject Matter 
Expert/Network 
Lead 


Bhupinder Basra Contact Number 0121 623 2407 


Email Address Bhupinder.Basra@xoserve.com 


Customer Class ☒ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☐ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ iGT 


Overview of proposed change 


Change Details ONJOB submission: 


ONJOB Shipper validations shall ensure that one of the following conditions is 
satisfied: 


 ONJOB transactions received from a User with a LI confirmation for 


the specified meter point; If a retrospective effective date is specified  
o It should be greater than the last reading if transfer reads are 


loaded. 
o If transfer reads are not loaded then it can be as early as 


when the confirmation was in CO status.  
o Amend the rule to allow for an update to have an effective 


date pre the CO status providing no other User has a 
confirmation at LI or CO on the effective date.  


ONUPD submission: 


ONUPD RSU Validation shall ensure that one of the following conditions is 
satisfied: 


 ONUPD transactions received from a User with a LI confirmation for 


the specified meter point. If a retrospective effective date is specified – 
within the APPNT and READG datasets – this must be within the 
Users ownership.  


o Amend the rule to allow for an update to have an effective 
date prior to the period of ownership providing no other User 
has a confirmation at LI or CO on the effective date.  


 
Validations already in place for ONJOB and ONUPD files at RQ and CO 
stages of the confirmation period are to remain unchanged. 
 
The earliest allowable installation date should replicate the rules when 
carrying out an installation at RQ and CO status. 
 


Reason(s) for proposed 
service change 


 


At present the RGMA validation rules do not allow for an asset update 
to be recorded pre D-2 of the confirmation effective date once the 
confirmation has progressed to this stage and cannot pre-date the 
confirmation effective date once the confirmation has gone live.  
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Therefore, and particularly on first registration  or a registration 
following an isolated period the Registered User cannot record the 
meter installation for the correct date (if the meter was installed prior to 
D of the confirmation effective date).   


Status of related UNC Mod N/A 


Full title of related UNC Mod N/A 


Benefits of change Ensures compliance with UNC G3 (MOD425 installations) and G7.3.7, 
asset installations on first registration. 


Required Change 
Implementation Date 


June 2018 


Please provide an assessment 
of the priority of this change 
from the perspective of the 
industry. 


☐High 


☒Medium 


☐Low 


Rationale for assessment: 
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Section 2: Initial Assessment / ROM Request / 
Change Proposal 


 


Service Level of 
Quote/Estimate Robustness 
Requested 


 


 


Evaluation Services 


☐Initial Assessment (Mod related changes only) 


☐ROM estimate for Analysis and Delivery 


CDSP Change Services 


☐Firm Quote for Analysis 


☒Firm Quote for both Analysis and Delivery  


Has any initial assessment 
been performed in support of 
this change? 


☐Yes 


☐No 


 


Is this considered to be a Priority Service 
Change? 


☐Yes (Mod Related) 


☐Yes (Legislation Change Related) 


☒No 


Is this change considered to relate to a 
‘restricted class’ of customers? 
 
Consider if the particular change is only likely 
to I                                     mpact those who 
fall under a particular customer class 
 
If it impacts all customer classes (i.e. 
Transmission, Distribution & Shippers) then 
choose ‘No’. 


☒Yes (please mark the customer class(es) to whom this 


is restricted) 


☐No 


----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


☒Shippers 


☐National Grid Transmission 


☐Distribution Network Operators 


☐iGT’s 


Is it anticipated that the change would have 
an adverse impact on customers of any 
other customer classes? 
 


Please refer to appendix one for the definition 
of an ‘adverse impact’ 


☐Yes (please give details) 


☒No 


 


General Service Changes Only (please ensure that either A or B below is completed) 


A) Customer view of impacted service area(s) 
For a definition of the Service Areas, please see the ‘Charge Base Apportionment Table’ within the Budget 
and Charging Methodology. Please indicate the service area(s) that are understood to be impacted by the 
change. Please enter ‘unknown’ if relevant. Where the change is likely to impact more than one service 
area please indicate the percentage split of the impact across the impacted service areas. For example if it 
is split equally across two service areas then enter 50% in the ‘split’ against each service area. 


 


B) If the change is anticipated to require the creation of a new service area and service line please 
give further details stating proposed name of new service area and title of service line: 



http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf

http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf
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Specific Service Changes Only: 


Please detail the proposed methodology (or amendment to the existing methodology) for determining 
Specific Service Change Charges.  


 


Please detail the proposed basis (that is, Charging Measure and Charging Period) for determining Specific 
Service Change Charges in respect of the Specific Service. 


 


Impacts to UKLink System or File Formats 


No file format changes are required 


Change to UK Link validation rules for the RGMA file flow processing 


Impacts UKL Manual Appendix 5b 


N/A 


Impacts to Gemini System 
 
N/A 


Please give any other relevant information. 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 3: ROM Request Acceptance 


 


Is there sufficient detail within the 
ROM Request to enable a ROM 
Analysis to be produced? 


☐Yes 


☐No 


If no, please define the additional 
details that are required. 


 


 
If the ROM Request is not accepted. Please forward this document to the Portfolio Office for onward 
transmission to the Change Management Committee 
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Section 4: ROM Analysis 
 


This ROM is Xoserve’s response to the above Evaluation Service Request. The response is intended to 
support customer involvement in the development of industry changes. 


Should the request obtain approval for continuance then a Change Proposal must be raised for any further 
analysis / development. 


 
Disclaimer: 


This ROM Analysis has been prepared in good faith by Xoserve Limited but by its very nature is only able to 
contain indicative information and estimates (including without limitation those of time, resource and cost) 


based on the circumstances known to Xoserve at the time of its preparation.  Xoserve accordingly makes no 
representations of accuracy or completeness and any representations as may be implied are expressly 


excluded (except always for fraudulent misrepresentation). 
Where Xoserve becomes aware of any inaccuracies or omissions in, or updates required to, this Report it 


shall notify the Network Operators’ Representative as soon as reasonably practicable but Xoserve shall have 
no liability in respect of any such inaccuracy or omission and any such liability as may be implied by law or 


otherwise is expressly excluded. 
This Report does not, and is not intended to; create any contractual or other legal obligation on Xoserve. 


 
© 2017 Xoserve Ltd 


 
All rights reserved. 


 


ROM Analysis 


Change Assessment 


High level indicative assessment of the change on the CDSP service description, on UKLink and any 
alternative options if applicable 


 


Change Impact: 


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


 a restricted class change,  


 a priority service change  


 an adverse impact on any customer classes 
 


Change Costs (implementation): 


An approximate estimate of the costs (or range of costs) where options are identified 


 


Change Costs (on-going): 


The approximate estimate of the impact of the service change on service charges 


 


Timescales: 


Details of timescale for the change i.e. 3months etc. 
Details of when Xoserve could start this change i.e. the earliest is release X. 


Assumptions: 


Any key assumptions that have been made by Xoserve when providing the cost and or timescale 


 


Dependencies: 


Any material dependencies of the implementation on any other service changes 
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Constraints: 


Any key constraints that are expected to impact the delivery of the service change 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Requesting Party As specified in ROM Request 
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Section 5: Change Proposal: Committee Outcome  
 


The Change Proposal is approved. An EQR is 
requested 


 


Approved Change Proposal version  


The change proposal shall not proceed  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
Change Proposal until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires the proposer to make 
updates to the Change Proposal: 


 


Updates required: 
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Section 6: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Yes  No 


Is there sufficient detail within the Change Proposal to enable an EQR to be 
produced? 


If no, please provide further details below. 


Further details required: 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 7: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Notification of Delivery Date 


 


Notification of EQR Delivery Date 


Original EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Revised EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Rationale for revision 
of delivery date: 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 8: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) 
 


Project Manager  Contact Number  


Email Address  


Project Lead  Contact Number  


Email Address  


 


Please provide an indicative assessment of the  
impact of the proposed change on: 


i. CDSP Service Description 
ii. CDSP Systems 


 


 


Approximate timescale for delivery of ‘business 
evaluation report’  
(N.b this is from the date on which the EQR is 
approved.) 


 


Estimated cost of business evaluation report 
preparation 
This can be expressed as a range of costs i.e. ‘at 
least £xx,xxx but probably not more than £xx,xxx’. 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Restricted class 
change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Adverse Impact’ 
assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Priority Service 
Change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


General service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the assessment made 
in the Change Proposal regarding impacted service 
areas? 


This should refer to whether the proposing party 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 
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considers the service change to relate to an 
existing service area or whether is constitutes a 
new service area. 


 


Specific service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the proposal made in 
the Change Proposal regarding specific change 
charges? 


This should refer to the proposed methodology (or 
amendment to existing methodology) for 
determining the specific service charges and the 
proposed basis for determining the specific service 
change charges. 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Please provide a draft amendment of the Specific 
Service Change Charge Annex setting out the 
methodology for determining Specific Service 
Change Charges proposed in the Change Proposal 


 


EQR validity period:  


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 


 
  







   


Page 15 of 25 


Section 9: Evaluation Quotation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 


The EQR is approved  


Approved EQR version  


The Change Proposal shall not 
proceed. The Change Proposal and 
this EQR shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its 
decision on the EQR until a later 
meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting  


The committee requires updates to 
the EQR: 


 


Updates required:  


General service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the change proposal and potentially 
commented upon in the subsequent EQR)  


1.) Does the committee agree with 
the assessment of the service 
area(s) to which the service line 
belongs and the weighting of the 
impact? 


☐ Yes 


☐No 


2.) If no, please enter the agreed 
service area(s) and the 
weighting: 


 


Specific service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the Change Proposal and 
potentially commented upon in the subsequent EQR) 


1.) Please confirm the methodology 
for the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 


 


2.) Please confirm the charging 
measure and charging period for 
the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 
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Section 10: Business Evaluation Report (BER) 
 


Change Implementation Detail 


1.) Detail changes required to the CDSP Service Description 


 


2.) Detail modifications required to UK Link 


 


3.) Detail changes required to appendix 5b of the UK Link Manual 


 


4.) Detail impact on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP 


 


5.) Implementation Plan 


 


6.) Estimated implementation costs 


 


6a.) How will the charging for the costs be allocated to different customer classes? 
 (General Service Changes only) 


Please mark % against each customer class: 


 National Grid Transmission 


 Distribution Network Operators and IGT’s 


 DN Operator 


 IGT’s 


 Shippers 


100%  
 


7.) Estimated impact of the service change on service charges 


 


8.) Please detail any pre-requisite activities that must be completed by the customer prior to receiving or being 
able to request the service. 


 


Implementation Options 


Please provide details on any alternative solution/implementation options: 
This should include: 
(i) a description of each Implementation Option; 
(ii) the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
(iii) the CDSP preferred Implementation Option 
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Restricted Class Changes only 


Is there any change in the view of the CDSP on whether there would be an ‘Adverse Impact’ on customers 
outside the relevant customer class(es)? 


☐Yes (please give detail below) 


☐No 


Dependencies: 


 


Constraints: 


 


Benefits: 


 


Impacts: 


 


Risks: 
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Assumptions: 


 


Information Security: 


 


Out of scope: 


 


Please provide any additional information relevant to the proposed service change: 


 


 
 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 11: Business Evaluation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 
 


The BER is approved and the change can proceed  


Modification Changes Only 
Please ensure that the Transporters are formally informed of the Target Implementation Date 


Approved BER version  


The change proposal shall not proceed and the BER 
shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
BER until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires updates to the BER:  


Updates required: 
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Section 12: Change Completion Report (CCR) 
 


Change Overview 


Please include detail on the following for the chosen implementation option: modifications to UKLink, impact 
on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP.  
Actions required of the customer prior to the commencement date 


Please detail any differences between the solution that was implemented and what was defined in the BER. 


 


Detail the revised text of the CDSP Service Description reflecting the change that has been made 


 


Were there any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual? 


☐Yes (please insert the revised text of the UK Link manual below) 


☐No 


 


Proposed 
Commencement Date 


 Actual  
Commencement Date 


 


Please provide an explanation of any variance 


Please detail the main lessons learned from the project 
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Service change costs 


 


Approved Costs (£)  Actual Costs (£)  


Reasons for variance between approved and actual costs: 


 


 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary enquiries@gasgovernance.co.uk 


 
  







   


Page 22 of 25 


Section 13: Change Completion Report: 
Committee Outcome 


 
 


The implementation is complete and the CCR is 
approved 


 


Approved CCR version  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
CCR until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting: 


 


The committee requires further information  


Further information required: 


The committee considers that the implementation is 
not complete 


 


Further action(s) required: 


The proposed changes to the CDSP Service 
Description or UK Link Manual are not correct 


 


Amendments to CDSP service description / UKLink manual required: 
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Section 14: Document Template Version History 
 


The purpose of this section is to keep a record of the changes to the overall version template and the 
individual sections within. It will be updated by the CDSP following approval of the template update by the 
Change Management Committee.  


 


Version History: 


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1.0 Approved  CDSP Version Approved by Change Committee 


     


 


--- END OF DOCUMENT --- 
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Appendix One: Glossary 
 


Term Definition 


Adverse Impact A Service Change has or would have an Adverse Impact on Customers of a particular 


Customer Class if: 


(a) Implementing the Service Change would involve a modification of UK Link which 


would conflict with the provision of existing Services for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class; 


(b) the Service Change would involve the CDSP disclosing Confidential Information 


relating to such Customers to Customers of another Customer Class or to Third Parties; 


(c) Implementing the Service Change would conflict to a material extent with the 


Implementation of another Service Change (for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class) with an earlier Proposal Date and which remains Current, 


unless the Service Change is a Priority Service Change which (under the Priority 


Principles) takes priority over the other Proposed Service Change; or 


(d) Implementing the Service Change would have an Adverse Interface Impact for such 


Customers. 


General Service A service provided under the DSC to Customers or Customers of a Customer Class on 


a uniform basis. 


Non-Priority 


Service Change 


A Service Change which is not a Priority Service Change 


Priority Service 


Change 


A Modification Service Change;  


or 


A Service Change in respect of a Service which allows or facilitates compliance by a 


Customer or Customers with Law or with any document designated for the purposes of 


Section 173 of the Energy Act 2004 (including any such Law or document or change 


thereto which has been announced but not yet made). 


Relevant 


Customer class 


A Customer Class is a Relevant Customer Class in relation to a Service or a Service 


Change where Service Charges made or to be made in respect of such Service, or the 


Service subject to such Service Change, are or will be payable by Customers of that 


Customer Class 


Restricted Class 


Change 


Where, in relation to a Service Change, not all Customer Classes are Relevant 


Customer Classes, the Service Change is a Restricted Class Change; 


Service Change A change to a Service provided under the DSC (not being an Additional Service), 
including: 
(i) the addition of a new Service or removal of an existing Service; and 
(ii) in the case of an existing Service, a change in any feature of the Service specified in 
the CDSP Service Description, 
and any related change to the CDSP Service Description 


Specific Service A service (other than Additional Services) available under the DSC to all Customer or 


Customers of a Customer Class but provided to a particular Customer only upon the 


order of the Customer. 
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Appendix Two: Consultation Responses 
As per the request at the Change Management Committee meeting on the 13


th
 December 2017 this change 


was issued for consultation across the industry. The consultation closed on the 28
th
 December 2017. The 


comments received will form the basis of discussion at the Change Management Committee on 10
th
 January 


2018 to approve or reject the change.  
 
The following two comments were received: 


User Name Date User Comments 


EDF Energy  Elly Laurence 22/12/17 We are uncomfortable with the proposal around Meter 
Asset Installation Date. This feels like a proposal that is 


linked to Retrospective Asset style updates and until 
there is a firm decision around the Retro Asset process 


going forward we would suggest this type of change 
should not be considered as it would compromise some 


of that logic. 


Scottish 
Power 


Shane Preston 27/12/17 We support to this change to ensure compliance and 
accuracy. 


NPower Maitrayee 
Bhowmick-


Jewkes 


28/12/17 This change is to allow submission and acceptance of 
RGMA flows in the 2 days between TRF (CO) and actual 


SSD (LI) and we have no real issue with it. However, 
seeing that the current process seems to be working 


without any problems, we don’t see why we would want 
to change how things are at the moment. 
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID: UKLP IADBI281 


XRN log Number (if applicable): Assigned by UK Link Programme management Office (PMO) 


Change Title: Impact Assessment of DN Sales (Outbound Services) Requirements 


for UKLP 


  


XM2 Owner Linda Whitcroft 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): N 


Date Raised: 16/12/2016 


Raised By: Yvonne McHugh 


Originator: Tranche 3 


Source of Change: 


 


National Grid Gas’ announcement of intended Network Sale 


Date Approval Required By: June 17 


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): 


 


No 


Portfolio Impact Details: 


 


 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): N/A 


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


1 


Requested Implementation By Date: 1 year post UK Link Implementation date 


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Section 1: Completed by Requestor (page1-2) 


Section 2: Completed by Flash Validators (page 3) 


Section 3: Completed by Supplier of Change / UAT Testing Team (page 4) 


Section 4: Completed by Impact Assessment Approvers (page 5) 


Section 5: Completed by Development Team 


Section 6: Completed by SIT Team 


Section 7: Completed by UAT Team 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Change Description: 


In November 2015, National Grid announced that it planned to sell a majority stake in its UK Gas 


Distribution Network business. National Grid is targeting this sale in the first quarter of 2017. To 


achieve this, it was agreed with OFGEM that National Grid Gas Distribution needed to be 


separated into a new company (NewCo). 


 


An interim solution was developed and implemented for Nexus go live date, however it was 


agreed that an enduring solution to split invoicing automated without manual intervention would 


be required by 1 year after go live.  


 


A Transitional Solution for new UK Link has subsequently been agreed which allows all NewCo 


invoices to be issued correctly (TGT). However, for combined invoices and National Grid 


Transmission only invoices (NTS), a credit and re-bill operation will need to be performed. The 


Transitional Solution is a manual process that utilises existing functionality and workflows in new 


UK Link. 


 


A new network was set-up (NTS) and updates (for example, bank address) are made to TGT, 


was completed as part of the interim solution. 


 


This change outlines the set-up requirements needed in order for Xoserve to submit invoices on 


behalf of NTS and TGT to shippers via an automated system processes. 


 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


Xoserve will have implemented an interim solution in new UK Link and will be providing the 


invoicing service to both NGGT and NewCo.  It is not feasible to continue with manual 


intervention on an enduring basis and therefore an enduring solution is required 


Requirement relevant to the Request: 


end interim manual solution and implement an automated process to generate and issue separate invoices without the 


need to raise manual credit/debits. 


 
 


Impacted System(s): 


To Be UK Link, Gemini, EFT, IX 
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1.1 Flash Validation Form 
 


Section 2: To be completed by the TL flash validator 


UK Link Programme Flash Validation Form 


Reviewer Emma Smith 


Flash Validation 


Approved/Rejected 


Approve / Reject to proceed 


Comments/Notes The following checklist should be completed for each flash validation: 


 


Is the IA is an existing Source rule/Requirement - Yes 


= Solution Design Gap (SDG) / No – change 


No 


Is the IA is already in design scope (Covered by 


existing FS/CRD/BPDD/Arch design doc) 


No 


Is there is a confirmed industry requirement for the 


change 


Yes 


Is the scope of the IA already covered by an approved 


‘position’ for an industry change – E.g. A change 


allocated to a future release 


No 


Does this change contravene Agency Contractual 


obligations and is not supported by the required 


governance (E.g Modifications) 


No 


The IA is judged to be a defect rather than a Change No 


Does the increased risk profile outweigh the benefits 


of delivery 


No 


Is the IA judged to be deliverable within current 


release timescales (Recommendation to defer to future 


release) 


No 


Does the IA contravene a confirmed Programme scope 


‘position’ E.g. Agreement that no more industry 


Changes will be accepted into the current release 


Yes 


Has the Commercial team confirmed and approved. unknown 


OUTCOME Proceed as Change / 


Proceed as SDG / Reject / 


Escalate/defer 


 


Date Accepted/Rejected: Deferred 16th December 2016 


 


 


 


.  
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1.2 Impact Assessment Response Form 
A following section is to be completed by the impact assessors to whom the UK Link (or Portfolio) 


Programme Management Office has distributed the IA to. 


 


Section 3: To be completed by the impact assessors: 


UK Link Programme – Impact Assessment Response Form 


Team Area Responding: 


 


Joint review group or other work stream 


Planned Impact Analysis 


Completion Date: 


(10 day SLA in place) 


Impact Analysis Completion 


Date: 


 


Impact Analysis 


Summary: 


 


 


Artefacts/Modules Impacted: 


 


 


Costs: 


 


(Please provide a breakdown of the costs in the table below) 


Hardware (£)  


Software  (£)  


Programme (£)  
 


Resource Requirements:  


Schedule Impacts: 


 


 


Contract / Schedules  Impacted: 


 


 (Please attach the changed schedules) 


Other Workstream / Delivery 


Towers Impacted: 


 


 


Benefits Impacted: 


 


 


Proposed Implementation Date: 


 


 


Risks/Issues/Dependencies: 


 


 


Regression Testing 


Recommendation/Details: 
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1.3 Impact Assessment Approvals Form 
A following section is to be completed by the programme/portfolio approvers as well as the Wipro and 


impacted Xoserve delivery leads. 


 


Section 4: Completed by Impact Assessment Approvals 


UK Link Programme – Change Request Approvals Form 


Accepted (Yes/No / Deferred 


for Future Release): 


 


If deferred, at what stage of 


the process was this decision 


made? 


 


Rejected (Please state reason for rejection from the options below) 


 No impact to Uk Link 
 Invalid CR - Already in Scope 
 Covered by another CR 
 Deferred to future release 
 Referral to CRB 
 Other – Please describe 


Date Approval 


(Accepted/Rejected): 


(Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


Programme Director 


Approver(s): 


 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Planned Delivery Date:  


Agreed Contractual 


Amendments: 


 


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Xoserve): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Wipro): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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1.4Changes to deliver Impact Assessment  
A following section is to be completed by the development team supplying the changes noting all 


changes made to implement this Impact Assessment. 


 


Section 5: Completed by Development Team 


UK Link Programme – Changes to deliver Impact Assessment Form 


Application Changes (list all changes made in applications) 


Infrastructure Changes (list all changes made in applications) 


Configuration Changes (list all changes made in applications) 


 


Approved By (managers approval of above information) 
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1.5 System Integration Testing to deliver Impact Assessment  
A following section is to be completed by the SIT team showing the testing that has been carried out 


to ensure the change works as required. 


 


Section 6: Completed by SIT Team 


UK Link Programme – Form 


Testing Executed  (reference to HPQC or other documents detailing the testing) 


Any areas unable to test (list any areas unable to test due to constrates of the environment) 


Approved By (managers approval of above information) 
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1.6 User Acceptance Testing to deliver Impact Assessment  
A following section is to be completed by the UAT team showing the process affected, the regression 


testing and user acceptance testing to be preformed 


 


Section 6: Completed by UAT Team 


UK Link Programme  


Processes Impacted (processes impacted and description of impact) 


User Acceptance Testing (user acceptance testing for the full CR) 


Regression Testing (regression testing for the full CR) 


Approved By (managers approval of above information) 
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Change Request Proposal & Portfolio Board Appeal Form V9 


Page 1 of 3 


Change Request Proposal & Portfolio Board Appeal Form - Version 9 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Susan Prosser 


Contact Number 01216232406 


Email Address 
Susan.g.prosser@xoserve


.com 


Authorising 


Manager M2/E2* 
Emma Lyndon  


Business Area 
SPA OperationSupply Point 


Operations  


Cost Centre XS040 


*M2/E2 Approval required for all Change Requests and EXEC Approval is required for Business & Process Improvements 


(Prior to ICAF Review) 


Change Request Details 


Change Request 


Title 


 


To change the optionality of the Supply Point confirmation reference for the T51 file 


 


Internal/External 


Change 
Internal  Analysis Only? 


No 


 


Change Driver 


Type 
 UNC or Industry  


Change 


Description 


Whilst investigating the failure to calculate a winter consumption notification (T51) that 


failed to be issued to shippers with a confirmation status of CO. The files failed to generate 


because of a file format design, the confirmation effective date is mandatory within the T51. 


When the confirmation is pending, there is not a confirmation effective date for the 


incoming Shipper at the time the file is produced 


To correct this scenario and ensure the T51 File flows to the appropriate shippers, we are 


suggesting a change to the optionality of the field within the T51  File format. 


This issue was recognised when we issued the Winter consumption calculation files in May 


2017. This is the pre-notification of the W/C value that will potentially be applied if they do 


nothing for the 1st of October  


Solution Type Enduring Solution 
Interim Solution 


Duration (If Known) 
 


Target Date ASAP Urgency 
Medium ( this is stopping 


files flowing) 


Associated XRN 


Number(s) 
 


Associated COR 
Number(s) 


 


Associated MOD 
Number(s) 


 


Associated Risk 


Reference(s) 
 


 


Impact to Systems / Processes 
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Impacted 


System(s) / 
Processes (e.g. 


UKLINK) 


 


Detail of Impact 
to System(s) / 


Processes 


 


Has this change 


been approved in 
UK Link 


Committee? 


If the Change Impacts UK Link Systems / UK Link Manual / File Formats it has to be approved by UK 


Link Committee.  


Please mention the outcome of discussing this change in UK Link Committee.  


Date of UK Link 


Committee 
approval 


 


 


Network Code Impact 


Detail of Impact 


to Network Code 
 


 


Change Request Scoring 


Mandatory/ 


Network Code 


Customer 


Service/Satisfaction 
Safety Cost Benefit (£) Total* 


1 = Little or no 


impact 


2 = Limited Impact 


3 =  Significant 


Impact 


4 = Major Impact 


5 = OFGEM / 


Legislative 
Enforcement  


1 = Little or no impact 


2 = Limited Impact 


3 =  Significant Impact 


4 = Major Impact 


5 = OFGEM / 


Legislative 


Enforcement 


1 = Little or no impact 


2 = Limited Impact 


3 =  Significant Impact 


4 = Major Impact 


5 = OFGEM / 


Legislative 


Enforcement 


1 = Five Thousand 


2 = Ten Thousand 


3 = Fifteen Thousand 


4 = Twenty Thousand 


5 = Twenty Five 


Thousand 


 


8 


* The Total is automated and will refresh when you reopen this Change Request 
   Please submit your Change Request along with the appropriate authorising evidence to the following mail address: 


 


bss.change.mgt@xoserve.com 
 


Portfolio Board Appeal 


(Section to be completed only if seeking to appeal a rejection at ICAF) 


Date of ICAF 


Rejection 
DD/MM/YYYY Portfolio Board Appeal Date DD/MM/YYYY 


Reason for 
Appeal 


 


Impact of 
changing the 


ICAF Decision 


 



file:///C:/Users/adam.turbitt/Desktop/bss.change.mgt@xoserve.com
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Impact of not 


changing the 
ICAF Decision 


 


Outcome of Portfolio Board Appeal 


Outcome of 


Portfolio Board 


Appeal 
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


 ** Impact Assesment ID: UKLP IADBI202 


XRN log Number (if applicable):   


Change Title: Reads failing market breaker tolerance to be accepted for correct date 


following AQ Correction 


  


XM1 Owner Emma Lyndon 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): N 


Date Raised: 04/05/2016 


Raised By: Emma Smith (on behalf of PNUNC) 


Originator: PNUNC 


Source of Change: 


 


- New Requirements 


 


Date Approval Required By: Dec 2016 


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): 


 


No 


Portfolio Impact Details: 


 


No 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): No 


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


3 


Requested Implementation By Date: Phase 2 delivery 


Change Description: 


Following a read being rejected as it failed the market breaker tolerance check, the User may raise an AQ correction, 


once the AQ has been updated, the Shipper have requested the ability to re-submit the read that failed the market 


breaker tolerance for the correct date (original read date) but validate the read against the newly corrected AQ rather 


than the AQ that was Live as at the read date. 


 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


Required in order to have maximum reads loaded on the system, which results in more accurate AQ’s. 


Impacted System(s): 


UKlink 


 


  


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 
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1.1 Flash Validation Form 
 


Section 2: To be completed by the TL flash validator 


UK Link Programme Flash Validation Form 


Reviewer Emma Smith 


Flash Validation 


Approved/Rejected 


Approve / Reject to proceed/Defer 


Comments/Notes The following checklist should be completed for each flash validation: 


 


Is the IA is an existing Source rule/Requirement - Yes 


= Solution Design Gap (SDG) / No – change 


Yes 


Is the IA is already in design scope (Covered by 


existing FS/CRD/BPDD/Arch design doc) 


No  


Is there is a confirmed industry requirement for the 


change 


Yes 


Is the scope of the IA already covered by an approved 


‘position’ for an industry change – E.g. A change 


allocated to a future release 


Yes 


Does this change contravene Agency Contractual 


obligations and is not supported by the required 


governance (E.g Modifications) 


No 


The IA is judged to be a defect rather than a Change No 


Does the increased risk profile outweigh the benefits 


of delivery 


No 


Is the IA judged to be deliverable within current 


release timescales (Recommendation to defer to future 


release) 


No 


Does the IA contravene a confirmed Programme scope 


‘position’ E.g. Agreement that no more industry 


Changes will be accepted into the current release 


No 


Has the Commercial team confirmed and approved. No 


OUTCOME Proceed as Change / 


Proceed as SDG / Reject / 


Escalate/deferral 


 


Date Accepted/Rejected: 06/05/2016 - Defer for later release  


 


 


 


.  
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1.2 Impact Assessment Response Form 
A following section is to be completed by the impact assessors to whom the UK Link (or Portfolio) 


Programme Management Office has distributed the IA to. 


 


Section 3: To be completed by the impact assessors: 


UK Link Programme – Impact Assessment Response Form 


Team Area Responding: 


 


Joint review group or other workstream 


Planned Impact Analysis 


Completion Date: 


(10 day SLA in place) 


Impact Analysis Completion 


Date: 


 


Impact Analysis 


Summary: 


 


 


Artefacts/Modules Impacted: 


 


 


Costs: 


 


(Please provide a breakdown of the costs in the table below) 


Hardware (£)  


Software  (£)  


Programme (£)  
 


Resource Requirements:  


Schedule Impacts: 


 


 


Contract / Schedules  Impacted: 


 


 (Please attach the changed schedules) 


Other Workstream / Delivery 


Towers Impacted: 


 


 


Benefits Impacted: 


 


 


Proposed Implementation Date: 


 


 


Risks/Issues/Dependencies: 
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1.3 Change Request Approvals Form 
A following section is to be completed by the programme/portfolio approvers as well as the Wipro and 


impacted Xoserve delivery leads. 


 


UK Link Programme – Change Request Approvals Form 


Accepted (Yes/No / Deferred 


for Future Release): 


 


If deferred, at what stage of 


the process was this decision 


made? 


 


Rejected (Please state reason for rejection from the options below) 


 No impact to Uk Link 
 Invalid CR - Already in Scope 
 Covered by another CR 
 Deferred to future release 
 Referral to CRB 
 Other – Please describe 


Date Approval 


(Accepted/Rejected): 


(Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


Programme Director 


Approver(s): 


 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Planned Delivery Date:  


Agreed Contractual 


Amendments: 


 


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Xoserve): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Wipro): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID: UKLP IADBI258 


XRN log Number (if applicable):  


Change Title: File Format Changes Aug 16 Unique Sites (deferred items from 


CR252) 


  


XM1 Owner Dean Johnson 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): Yes 


Date Raised: 16/08/16 


Raised By: Marie Berlin / Liz Ryan 


Originator: Functional Design - UKLP 


Source of Change: Unique Sites Testing/ Market trials 


Date Approval Required By: 30/08/16 


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): No 


Portfolio Impact Details: No 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): No 


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


1 


Requested Implementation By Date: UKLP Go Live 


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Change Description: 


There are a number of ‘Must Have’ changes which have been  identified as a result of  unique sites teating and market 


trials to Unique Sites templates and records. Tetsing for US has concluded and this CR covers all changes required to US 


files.  These functional changes have not been communicated to the industry and will be communicated and issued for 


approval on Xoserves approval of the Impact assessment. Wipro have identified a number of the changes during testing.   


 


Changes are categorised as: 


 Functional  – changes to the structure and composition of the file format (e.g. additional field, 


optionality/allowable values etc).  


 


IA is required on the changes detailed in the spreadsheet attached. 


 


UKLP IADBI252 
Deferred Changes v1.xlsx


 


 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


During Unique Sites Testing and Market Trials there have been a number of functional differences highlighted between 


the file records and  templates.  In Market trials several users have identified allowable values which they are using that 


were not in legacy files. These functional changes are identified as ‘Must Have’ changes and are required to enable files 


to be issued and received (without these changes files will fail).  


 


Impacted System(s): 


1. SAP ISU 


2. SAP PO 


3. AMT Marketflow 


4. SAP BW  


 


1.1 Flash Validation Form 
 


Section 2: To be completed by the TL flash validator 


UK Link Programme Flash Validation Form 


Reviewer  


Flash Validation 


Approved/Rejected 


Approve / Reject to proceed 
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Reviewer  


Comments/Notes The following checklist should be completed for each flash validation: 


 


Is the IA is an existing Source rule/Requirement - Yes 


= Solution Design Gap (SDG) / No – change 


 


Is the IA is already in design scope (Covered by 


existing FS/CRD/BPDD/Arch design doc) 


 


Is there is a confirmed industry requirement for the 


change 


 


Is the scope of the IA already covered by an approved 


‘position’ for an industry change – E.g. A change 


allocated to a future release 


 


Does this change contravene Agency Contractual 


obligations and is not supported by the required 


governance (E.g Modifications) 


 


The IA is judged to be a defect rather than a Change  


Does the increased risk profile outweigh the benefits 


of delivery 


 


Is the IA judged to be deliverable within current 


release timescales (Recommendation to defer to future 


release) 


 


Does the IA contravene a confirmed Programme scope 


‘position’ E.g. Agreement that no more industry 


Changes will be accepted into the current release 


 


Has the Commercial team confirmed and approved.  


OUTCOME Proceed as Change / 


Proceed as SDG / Reject / 


Escalate  


 


Date Accepted/Rejected: (Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


 


 


 


.  
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1.2 Impact Assessment Response Form 
A following section is to be completed by the impact assessors to whom the UK Link (or Portfolio) 


Programme Management Office has distributed the IA to. 


 


Section 3: To be completed by the impact assessors: 


UK Link Programme – Impact Assessment Response Form 


Team Area Responding: 


 


Joint review group or other workstream 


Planned Impact Analysis 


Completion Date: 


(10 day SLA in place) 


Impact Analysis Completion 


Date: 


 


Impact Analysis 


Summary: 


 


 


Artefacts/Modules Impacted: 


 


 


Costs: 


 


(Please provide a breakdown of the costs in the table below) 


Hardware (£)  


Software  (£)  


Programme (£)  
 


Resource Requirements:  


Schedule Impacts: 


 


 


Contract / Schedules  Impacted: 


 


 (Please attach the changed schedules) 


Other Workstream / Delivery 


Towers Impacted: 


 


 


Benefits Impacted: 


 


 


Proposed Implementation Date: 


 


 


Risks/Issues/Dependencies: 
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1.3 Change Request Approvals Form 
A following section is to be completed by the programme/portfolio approvers as well as the Wipro and 


impacted Xoserve delivery leads. 


 


UK Link Programme – Change Request Approvals Form 


Accepted (Yes/No / Deferred 


for Future Release): 


 


If deferred, at what stage of 


the process was this decision 


made? 


 


Rejected (Please state reason for rejection from the options below) 


 No impact to Uk Link 
 Invalid CR - Already in Scope 
 Covered by another CR 
 Deferred to future release 
 Referral to CRB 
 Other – Please describe 


Date Approval 


(Accepted/Rejected): 


(Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


Programme Director 


Approver(s): 


 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Planned Delivery Date:  


Agreed Contractual 


Amendments: 


 


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Xoserve): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Wipro): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID:  


XRN log Number (if applicable):  


Change Title: CR280 V3 - File Format Should Have Changes V3 


 (as at 1st June 2017) 


  


XM1 Owner Dean Johnson 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): No 


Date Raised: 16th June  2017 


Raised By: Marie Berlin 


Originator: Functional Design - UKLP 


Source of Change: Testing/Market Trials   


Date Approval Required By: Deferred Post Go Live 


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): No 


Portfolio Impact Details: No 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): No 


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


4 


Requested Implementation By Date: Post UKLP Post Go Live 


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Change Description  


This submission is File Format Should Have Changes version 2 


This change is version 3 of the File Format should have changes (original CR raised 15/12/16) 


This version has been updated with further identified File Format changes up to 30th May 2017.  


They have been confirmed as not required for day 1 and can be deferred until post go live.     


 


The attached updated spreadsheet V2 details the 264 File Format changes that have been 


identified during testing and market trials up to 31st March 2017 that are not required for 


Project Nexus go live.  These changes have been confirmed as Should Have /Could Have 


changes only.  This version also adds a further 5 ‘Must Have changes that have been identified 


as a requirement but are not required for Day 1 and can also be deffered until post go live.  


 


This CR will be raised and deferred to be reviewed post go Live.  


 


For ease of indentification the reference numbers of the additional changes in V2 have been 


highlighted in Yellow and the changes in V3 added up to 1st June 2017 are highlighted in Blue.   


 


The changes are catorgorised as follows:  


Description changes  


Optionality changes 


Adding/Removal of fields 


Consistency issues with other files 


Field length Changes 


Field name changes 


Typos/corrections 


Clarity issues 


Number of Occurrences  


 


CR280 V3   Deferred 
File Format Should Have & Must have Changes up to 1st June 2017.xlsx
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


There are a number of Should have/could have File Format description and system changes that 


have been identified and recorded to be reviewed post Go Live.  These changes have been 


considered as not critical for Go Live (Must Have).  This list has not been shared with the 


industry. This includes changes that have been identified but have been confirmed as not 


required for day 1 


Impacted System(s): 


1. SAP ISU2.  


2. AMT Marketflow  


3. BW 


1.1 Flash Validation Form 
 


Section 2: To be completed by the TL flash validator 


UK Link Programme Flash Validation Form 


Reviewer  


Flash Validation 


Approved/Rejected 


Approve / Reject to proceed 
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Reviewer  


Comments/Notes The following checklist should be completed for each flash validation: 


 


Is the IA is an existing Source rule/Requirement - Yes 


= Solution Design Gap (SDG) / No – change 


 


Is the IA is already in design scope (Covered by 


existing FS/CRD/BPDD/Arch design doc) 


 


Is there is a confirmed industry requirement for the 


change 


 


Is the scope of the IA already covered by an approved 


‘position’ for an industry change – E.g. A change 


allocated to a future release 


 


Does this change contravene Agency Contractual 


obligations and is not supported by the required 


governance (E.g Modifications) 


 


The IA is judged to be a defect rather than a Change  


Does the increased risk profile outweigh the benefits 


of delivery 


 


Is the IA judged to be deliverable within current 


release timescales (Recommendation to defer to future 


release) 


 


Does the IA contravene a confirmed Programme scope 


‘position’ E.g. Agreement that no more industry 


Changes will be accepted into the current release 


 


Has the Commercial team confirmed and approved.  


OUTCOME Proceed as Change / 


Proceed as SDG / Reject / 


Escalate  


 


Date Accepted/Rejected: (Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


 


 


 


.  
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1.2 Impact Assessment Response Form 
A following section is to be completed by the impact assessors to whom the UK Link (or Portfolio) 


Programme Management Office has distributed the IA to. 


 


Section 3: To be completed by the impact assessors: 


UK Link Programme – Impact Assessment Response Form 


Team Area Responding: 


 


Joint review group or other workstream 


Planned Impact Analysis 


Completion Date: 


(10 day SLA in place) 


Impact Analysis Completion 


Date: 


 


Impact Analysis 


Summary: 


 


 


Artefacts/Modules Impacted: 


 


 


Costs: 


 


(Please provide a breakdown of the costs in the table below) 


Hardware (£)  


Software  (£)  


Programme (£)  
 


Resource Requirements:  


Schedule Impacts: 


 


 


Contract / Schedules  Impacted: 


 


 (Please attach the changed schedules) 


Other Workstream / Delivery 


Towers Impacted: 


 


 


Benefits Impacted: 


 


 


Proposed Implementation Date: 


 


 


Risks/Issues/Dependencies: 
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1.3 Change Request Approvals Form 
A following section is to be completed by the programme/portfolio approvers as well as the Wipro and 


impacted Xoserve delivery leads. 


 


UK Link Programme – Change Request Approvals Form 


Accepted (Yes/No / Deferred 


for Future Release): 


 


If deferred, at what stage of 


the process was this decision 


made? 


 


Rejected (Please state reason for rejection from the options below) 


 No impact to Uk Link 
 Invalid CR - Already in Scope 
 Covered by another CR 
 Deferred to future release 
 Referral to CRB 
 Other – Please describe 


Date Approval 


(Accepted/Rejected): 


(Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


Programme Director 


Approver(s): 


 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Planned Delivery Date:  


Agreed Contractual 


Amendments: 


 


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Xoserve): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Wipro): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID: UKLP IADBI289 


XRN log Number (if applicable):  


Change Title: Class  4 CSEPS Reconciliation Variance Identification 


  


XM1 Owner Dean Johnson 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): N 


Date Raised: 11/01/2017 


Raised By: Karen Marklew 


Originator:  


Type of change: Design/Functional 


Source of Change: Back Billing UAT 


Date Approval Required By: ASAP 


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): 


 


No 


Portfolio Impact Details: 


 


(If yes to the above please explain the proposed impacts of the Impact 


Assessment request) 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): No 


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


4 


Requested Implementation By Date: ASAP 


Supporting Volumetrics if applicable  


Change Description: 


The reconciliation process, for class  4 sites, creates variance periods when there is a change in data which could impact 
the billing rates, for example change of AQ or EUC.   


 
During back billing UAT,  the need for an additional variance reason code was identified for a meter point that changes 
the CSEP Project (Grid)  effective mid month. A CSEPs project change may be accompanied by additional data changes, 
however in this particular instance the only change was to the meter point was that the change to the CSEP project 
effective mid month (i.e not 1st calendar day). 


 
It is proposed to use variance reason code as ‘CSP’ to record  this data change. Also if there are other variance codes 
that impacts rate determination on the same date when this data change is recorded, then this must be considered on 
priority to ensure right rates are utilised for the charge calculation  


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


Change required to ensure correct reconciliation billing following a CSEPs Project change 


 


Impact of Not Implementing This Change: 


As per the current design, incorrect rate will be derived by the system as it totals the Max SOQs from both CSEPs and 


utilising the same for the whole  days in the month. This can be avoided if there was a variance split on the CSEP project  


change identified as part of read upload or rec process. 


 


 


Impacted System(s): 


 SAP 


 


1.1 Flash Validation Form 
 


Section 2: To be completed by the TL flash validator 


UK Link Programme Flash Validation Form 


Reviewer  


Flash Validation 


Approved/Rejected 


Approve / Reject to proceed 
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Reviewer  


Comments/Notes The following checklist should be completed for each flash validation: 


 


Is the IA is an existing Source rule/Requirement - Yes 


= Solution Design Gap (SDG) / No – change 


 


Is the IA is already in design scope (Covered by 


existing FS/CRD/BPDD/Arch design doc) 


 


Is there is a confirmed industry requirement for the 


change 


 


Is the scope of the IA already covered by an approved 


‘position’ for an industry change – E.g. A change 


allocated to a future release 


 


Does this change contravene Agency Contractual 


obligations and is not supported by the required 


governance (E.g Modifications) 


 


The IA is judged to be a defect rather than a Change  


Does the increased risk profile outweigh the benefits 


of delivery 


 


Is the IA judged to be deliverable within current 


release timescales (Recommendation to defer to future 


release) 


 


Does the IA contravene a confirmed Programme scope 


‘position’ E.g. Agreement that no more industry 


Changes will be accepted into the current release 


 


Has the Commercial team confirmed and approved.  


OUTCOME Proceed as Change / 


Proceed as SDG / Reject / 


Escalate  


 


Date Accepted/Rejected: (Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


 


 


 


.  
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1.2 Impact Assessment Response Form 
A following section is to be completed by the impact assessors to whom the UK Link (or Portfolio) 


Programme Management Office has distributed the IA to. 


 


Section 3: To be completed by the impact assessors: 


UK Link Programme – Impact Assessment Response Form 


Team Area Responding: 


 


Joint review group or other workstream 


Planned Impact Analysis 


Completion Date: 


(10 day SLA in place) 


Impact Analysis Completion 


Date: 


 


Impact Analysis 


Summary: 


 


 


Artefacts/Modules Impacted: 


 


 


Costs: 


 


(Please provide a breakdown of the costs in the table below) 


Hardware (£)  


Software  (£)  


Programme (£)  
 


Resource Requirements:  


Schedule Impacts: 


 


 


Contract / Schedules  Impacted: 


 


 (Please attach the changed schedules) 


Other Workstream / Delivery 


Towers Impacted: 


 


 


Benefits Impacted: 


 


 


Proposed Implementation Date: 


 


 


Risks/Issues/Dependencies: 


 


 


 


 


 


 







  UK Link - Programme Impact Assessment Process Templates  


1.3 Originator Approvals Form 
Originator Approvals Form 


A following section is to be completed by the originator, to confirm that they agree with the Full IA 


provided by the Wipro or TCS team. 


Name of Originator  


Accepted (Yes/No) Please review the full IA provided ensuring you agree with the costing & delivery 


timelines. 


If No please detail why you 


are rejecting this Full IA 


 


 


1.4 Change request Approvals Form 
Change Request Approvals Form 


A following section is to be completed by the programme/portfolio approvers as well as the Wipro and 


impacted Xoserve delivery leads. 


 


UK Link Programme – Change Request Approvals Form 


Accepted (Yes/No / Deferred 


for Future Release): 


 


If deferred, at what stage of 


the process was this decision 


made? 


 


Rejected (Please state reason for rejection from the options below) 


 No impact to Uk Link 
 Invalid CR - Already in Scope 
 Covered by another CR 
 Deferred to future release 
 Referral to CRB 
 Other – Please describe 


Date Approval 


(Accepted/Rejected): 


(Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


Programme Director 


Approver(s): 


 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Planned Delivery Date:  


Agreed Contractual 


Amendments: 


 


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Xoserve): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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Planned Delivery Date:  


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Wipro): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID: UKLP IADBI332 


XRN log Number (if applicable):  


Change Title: Resolution of penny mismatches within invoice supporting 


information for Core invoices. 


 


 


XM1 Owner Emma Smith 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): N 


Date Raised: 17/05/2017 


Raised By: Kiran Kumar 


Originator: Functional Design - UKLP 


Source of Change: 


 


Market trials Regression  


Date Approval Required By: Post Go Live.  


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): 


 


No 


Portfolio Impact Details: 


 


N/A 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): No  


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-


Medium, 4 - Low): 


2 


Requested Implementation By 


Date: 


Post Go live of UKLRP 


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Change Descriptions: 


During Market trial regression testing, a defect was raised by shippers where penny mismatches 


were identified while validating the financial values within invoice supporting information against 


the actual invoice values for all the three Core invoices, namely Capacity and Commodity 


invoices.  


After initial analysis it is identified that the changes are required to the file formats for supporting 


information (SI) files for Capacity (ZCS, CZI) and Commodity (COM/COI) invoices and 


associated changes to the impacted systems. 


As per the intial analysis below changes were identified in the file formats  


Capacity invoice: 


 Include Billable Meter read frequency as optional field and Class type as mandatory field 


in the K81 record within ZCS file and within the K47 record in CZI file, for CFI charge 


Commodity invoice: 


 Include Exit zone as optional field and Class type as mandatory field in the K79 record 


within the COM file and K44 record in the COI file, for NCO charge type or equivalent  


 


As part of the impact assessment if the charge types under Capacity and Commodity invoice 


other than the ones mentioned above is identified to have similar penny mismatches then 


respective changes to the file fomats required must be covered in scope of this change request. 


 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


The external stakeholders are unable to match the Invoiced financial values within the 


supporting information files accurately against the Invoice amounts.This issue is agreed to be 


fixed on a  higher priority post go live.  


 


Impacted System(s): 


UKLink (SAP), Marketflow, and BW 
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1.1 Flash Validation Form 
 


Section 2: To be completed by the TL flash validator 


UK Link Programme Flash Validation Form 


Reviewer Emma Smith 


Flash Validation 


Approved/Rejected 


Approve for deferral /Reject to proceed 


Comments/Notes The following checklist should be completed for each flash validation: 


 


Is the IA is an existing Source rule/Requirement - Yes 


= Solution Design Gap (SDG) / No – change 


No 


Is the IA is already in design scope (Covered by 


existing FS/CRD/BPDD/Arch design doc) 


No 


Is there is a confirmed industry requirement for the 


change 


Yes 


Is the scope of the IA already covered by an approved 


‘position’ for an industry change – E.g. A change 


allocated to a future release 


No 


Does this change contravene Agency Contractual 


obligations and is not supported by the required 


governance (E.g Modifications) 


No 


The IA is judged to be a defect rather than a Change No 


Does the increased risk profile outweigh the benefits 


of delivery 


No 


Is the IA judged to be deliverable within current 


release timescales (Recommendation to defer to future 


release) 


No 


Does the IA contravene a confirmed Programme scope 


‘position’ E.g. Agreement that no more industry 


Changes will be accepted into the current release 


Yes 


Has the Commercial team confirmed and approved. No 


OUTCOME defer 


 


Date Accepted/Rejected: Deferred 31st May 2017 


 


 


 


.  
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1.2 Impact Assessment Response Form 
A following section is to be completed by the impact assessors to whom the UK Link (or Portfolio) 


Programme Management Office has distributed the IA to. 


 


Section 3: To be completed by the impact assessors: 


UK Link Programme – Impact Assessment Response Form 


Team Area Responding: 


 


Joint review group or other workstream 


Planned Impact Analysis 


Completion Date: 


(10 day SLA in place) 


Impact Analysis Completion 


Date: 


 


Impact Analysis 


Summary: 


 


 


Artefacts/Modules Impacted: 


 


 


Costs: 


 


(Please provide a breakdown of the costs in the table below) 


Hardware (£)  


Software  (£)  


Programme (£)  
 


Resource Requirements:  


Schedule Impacts: 


 


 


Contract / Schedules  Impacted: 


 


 (Please attach the changed schedules) 


Other Workstream / Delivery 


Towers Impacted: 


 


 


Benefits Impacted: 


 


 


Proposed Implementation Date: 


 


 


Risks/Issues/Dependencies: 
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1.3 Change Request Approvals Form 
A following section is to be completed by the programme/portfolio approvers as well as the Wipro and 


impacted Xoserve delivery leads. 


 


UK Link Programme – Change Request Approvals Form 


Accepted (Yes/No / Deferred 


for Future Release): 


 


If deferred, at what stage of 


the process was this decision 


made? 


 


Rejected (Please state reason for rejection from the options below) 


 No impact to Uk Link 
 Invalid CR - Already in Scope 
 Covered by another CR 
 Deferred to future release 
 Referral to CRB 
 Other – Please describe 


Date Approval 


(Accepted/Rejected): 


(Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


Programme Director 


Approver(s): 


 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Planned Delivery Date:  


Agreed Contractual 


Amendments: 


 


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Xoserve): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Wipro): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID: UKLP IADBI338 


XRN log Number (if applicable):  


Change Title: Meter Type O = Oriffice to be an acceptable value in file 


formats and reports 


  


XM1 Owner Emma Smith 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): Yes 


Date Raised: 01.06.2017 


Raised By: Liz Ryan 


Originator: Liz Ryan/Dawn Burdett 


Source of Change: Meter Type O = Oriffice needs to be an acceptable value  


Date Approval Required By:  


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): Yes 


Portfolio Impact Details: File formats and Reports do not account for this value 


currently  


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): No 


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


1 


Requested Implementation By Date: UKLP Go Live 


Change Description: 


 


As part of the US sites being bought into SAP ISU, the meter Type O = Oriffice is not a recognisable meter Type in the 


current file formats or some reports from SAP ISU and BW. 


SAP ISU has it as an allowable value but some of the AMT files do not. 


 


Analysis needs to be carried out on the full file format and report suite to see what changes are required. 


 


 


 


 


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


This was identified during IDR runs for the EQL file as the file failed in AMT as the record type meter Type does not have 


O – Orifice as an acceptable value. 


 


Full analysis is required for the affected file formats and reports that contain this field to allow this value to be 


acceptable. 


 


Option 1:  


Update File formats and reports for SAP ISU and AMT to accept the value O = Offirice 


 


 


Workaround: 


Allow files to create and any rejections within AMT and/or SAP ISU to pull out the record and update value to Z – 


unknown. 


 


 


 


Impacted System(s): 


1. SAP ISU 


2. SAP BW  


 


1.1 Flash Validation Form 
 


Section 2: To be completed by the TL flash validator 


UK Link Programme Flash Validation Form 


Reviewer Emma Smith 


Flash Validation 


Approved/Rejected 


Approved for deferral/ Reject to proceed 
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Reviewer Emma Smith 


Comments/Notes The following checklist should be completed for each flash validation: 


 


Is the IA is an existing Source rule/Requirement - Yes 


= Solution Design Gap (SDG) / No – change 


No 


Is the IA is already in design scope (Covered by 


existing FS/CRD/BPDD/Arch design doc) 


No 


Is there is a confirmed industry requirement for the 


change 


Yes 


Is the scope of the IA already covered by an approved 


‘position’ for an industry change – E.g. A change 


allocated to a future release 


No 


Does this change contravene Agency Contractual 


obligations and is not supported by the required 


governance (E.g Modifications) 


No 


The IA is judged to be a defect rather than a Change No 


Does the increased risk profile outweigh the benefits 


of delivery 


No 


Is the IA judged to be deliverable within current 


release timescales (Recommendation to defer to future 


release) 


No 


Does the IA contravene a confirmed Programme scope 


‘position’ E.g. Agreement that no more industry 


Changes will be accepted into the current release 


No 


Has the Commercial team confirmed and approved. No 


OUTCOME Proceed as Change / 


Proceed as SDG / Reject / 


Escalate/deferred 


 


Date Accepted/Rejected: Approved for deferral 6th June 2017 


 


 


 


.  
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1.2 Impact Assessment Response Form 
A following section is to be completed by the impact assessors to whom the UK Link (or Portfolio) 


Programme Management Office has distributed the IA to. 


 


Section 3: To be completed by the impact assessors: 


UK Link Programme – Impact Assessment Response Form 


Team Area Responding: 


 


Joint review group or other workstream 


Planned Impact Analysis 


Completion Date: 


(10 day SLA in place) 


Impact Analysis Completion 


Date: 


 


Impact Analysis 


Summary: 


 


 


Artefacts/Modules Impacted: 


 


 


Costs: 


 


 


Resource Requirements:   


Schedule Impacts: 


 


 


Contract / Schedules  Impacted: 


 


 (Please attach the changed schedules) 


Other Workstream / Delivery 


Towers Impacted: 


 


 


Benefits Impacted: 


 


 


Proposed Implementation Date: 


 


 


Risks/Issues/Dependencies: 


 


Assumptions/ Dependency: 


 


Risks: 
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1.3 Change Request Approvals Form 
A following section is to be completed by the programme/portfolio approvers as well as the Wipro and 


impacted Xoserve delivery leads. 


 


UK Link Programme – Change Request Approvals Form 


Accepted (Yes/No / Deferred 


for Future Release): 


 


If deferred, at what stage of 


the process was this decision 


made? 


 


Rejected (Please state reason for rejection from the options below) 


 No impact to Uk Link 
 Invalid CR - Already in Scope 
 Covered by another CR 
 Deferred to future release 
 Referral to CRB 
 Other – Please describe 


Date Approval 


(Accepted/Rejected): 


(Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


Programme Director 


Approver(s): 


 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Planned Delivery Date:  


Agreed Contractual 


Amendments: 


 


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Xoserve): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Wipro): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID: UKLP IADBI356 


XRN log Number (if applicable):  


Change Title: Energy Tolerance Rejection code 


  


XM1 Owner Emma Smith 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): N 


Date Raised: 28/06/2017 


Raised By: Karen Marklew 


Originator: Karen Marklew 


Source of Change: Production 


Date Approval Required By: 01/07/2017 


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): N 


Portfolio Impact Details: N/a 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): Not required in Legacy 


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


3 


Requested Implementation By Date: ASAP 


Change Description: 


 


CR raised in response to Defect 186, problem ticket 734 


 


Within the Tolerance Override Flag field of the shipper inbound read files (UMR, UBR and UDR) there are two acceptable 


values Y=Yes and Blank.  However there have been instances where a shipper has provided a value of N in this field and 


the record has been accepted.  Where the reading relates to a shipper transfer, this invalid value has appeared on the 


outbound shipper transfer read files (URN) provided to the outgoing shipper, in addition to the shipper providing the data.  


Validation is required to prevent these records being accepted and a new rejection code.  Suggested rejection message 


being ‘ Incorrect value in Tolerance Override Flag field’ 


 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


There is no validation to reject the record provided by the incoming shipper and the URN files provided to the incoming 


and outgoing shipper, following a shipper transfer, are failing to load and therefore the outgoing shipper has no record of 


the transfer reading. 


Impacted System(s): 


AMT 


SAP ISU 


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 
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1.1 Flash Validation Form 
 


Section 2: To be completed by the TL flash validator 


UK Link Programme Flash Validation Form 


Reviewer  


Flash Validation 


Approved/Rejected 


 


Comments/Notes The following checklist should be completed for each flash validation: 


 


Is the IA is an existing Source rule/Requirement - Yes 


= Solution Design Gap (SDG) / No – change 


 


Is the IA is already in design scope (Covered by 


existing FS/CRD/BPDD/Arch design doc) 


 


Is there is a confirmed industry requirement for the 


change 


 


Is the scope of the IA already covered by an approved 


‘position’ for an industry change – E.g. A change 


allocated to a future release 


 


Does this change contravene Agency Contractual 


obligations and is not supported by the required 


governance (E.g Modifications) 


 


The IA is judged to be a defect rather than a Change  


Does the increased risk profile outweigh the benefits 


of delivery 


 


Is the IA judged to be deliverable within current 


release timescales (Recommendation to defer to future 


release) 


 


Does the IA contravene a confirmed Programme scope 


‘position’ E.g. Agreement that no more industry 


Changes will be accepted into the current release 


 


Has the Commercial team confirmed and approved.  


OUTCOME  


 


Date Accepted/Rejected:  


 


 


 


.  
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1.2 Impact Assessment Response Form 
A following section is to be completed by the impact assessors to whom the UK Link (or Portfolio) 


Programme Management Office has distributed the IA to. 


 


Section 3: To be completed by the impact assessors: 


UK Link Programme – Impact Assessment Response Form 


Team Area Responding: 


 


 


Planned Impact Analysis 


Completion Date: 


 


Impact Analysis Completion 


Date: 


 


Impact Analysis 


Summary: 


 


 


Artefacts/Modules Impacted: 


 


 


Costs: 


 


(Please provide a breakdown of the costs in the table below) 


Hardware (£)  


Software  (£)  


Programme (£)  
 


Resource Requirements:  


Schedule Impacts: 


 


 


Contract / Schedules  Impacted: 


 


 (Please attach the changed schedules) 


Other Workstream / Delivery 


Towers Impacted: 


 


 


Benefits Impacted: 


 


 


Proposed Implementation Date: 


 


 


Risks/Issues/Dependencies: 


 


 


 


  







  UK Link - Programme Impact Assessment Process Templates  


1.3 Change Request Approvals Form 
A following section is to be completed by the programme/portfolio approvers as well as the Wipro and 


impacted Xoserve delivery leads. 


 


UK Link Programme – Change Request Approvals Form 


Accepted (Yes/No / Deferred 


for Future Release): 


 


If deferred, at what stage of 


the process was this decision 


made? 


 


Rejected (Please state reason for rejection from the options below) 


 No impact to Uk Link 
 Invalid CR - Already in Scope 
 Covered by another CR 
 Deferred to future release 
 Referral to CRB 
 Other – Please describe 


Date Approval 


(Accepted/Rejected): 


(Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


Programme Director 


Approver(s): 


 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Planned Delivery Date:  


Agreed Contractual 


Amendments: 


 


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Xoserve): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Wipro): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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Change Request Proposal & Portfolio Board Appeal Form - Version 9 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Rachel Hinsley 


Contact Number 0121 623 2854 


Email Address 
Rachel.hinsley@xoserve.co


m  


Authorising 


Manager M2/E2* 
David Addison 


Business Area Industry engagement 


Cost Centre XSO022 


*M2/E2 Approval required for all Change Requests and EXEC Approval is required for Business & Process Improvements 
(Prior to ICAF Review) 


Change Request Details 


Change Request 
Title 


Insertion of Maximum Number of Occurrences in Meter Inspection Date Notice (MID) File. 


Internal/External 


Change 
External Change Analysis Only? No 


Change Driver 


Type 
Business / Process Improvement 


Change 


Description 


As part of the provision of revised file products for Project Nexus we updated the hierarchy standard 
for amended formats to include a maximum number of occurrences.  Where the file structure was 


not changed as a result of Nexus the maximum occurrences were not explicitly stated. 


 
Following Project Nexus Implementation we received some large Meter Inspection Date Notice files 


immediately following the cutover period that caused issues in UK Link processing.  We proposed to 
limit the maximum number of occurrences to 15,000 N44 records. 


 
This file is only passed from the Shipper User to the CDSP so it is only expected to impact this User 


Type. 


The change is required to support the operation of UK Link. 


This change was proposed to be implemented upon approval in agreement with Wipro. However 


upon approval the Change Management Committee requested that it be implemented within a future 
release, therefore this CR is proposing to add this change to the change demand backlog.  


Solution Type Enduring Solution 
Interim Solution 


Duration (If Known) 
 


Target Date Click Here For Calendar Urgency Low 


Associated XRN 


Number(s) 
 


Associated COR 


Number(s) 
 


Associated MOD 
Number(s) 


 


Associated Risk 


Reference(s) 
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Impact to Systems / Processes 


Detail of UKLP 


Scope / Impact 


Assessment 


 


Other Impacted 


System(s) / 
Processes 


 


Detail of Impact 
to System(s) / 


Processes 


 


Has this change 
been approved in 


UK Link 


Committee? 


If the Change Impacts UK Link Systems / UK Link Manual / File Formats it has to be approved by UK 


Link Committee.  


Please mention the outcome of discussing this change in UK Link Committee.  


Date of UK Link 
Committee 


approval 


 


 


Network Code Impact 


Detail of Impact 


to Network Code 
 


 


Change Request Scoring 


Mandatory/ 


Network Code 


Customer 
Service/Satisfaction 


Safety Cost Benefit (£) Total* 


1 = Little or no Impact 1 = Little or no Impact 1 = Little or no Impact 1 = >Five Thousand 4 


* The Total is automated and will refresh when you reopen this Change Request 


 
Please submit your Change Request along with the appropriate authorising evidence to the following mail address: 


 
bss.change.mgt@xoserve.com 


 


Portfolio Board Appeal 


(Section to be completed only if seeking to appeal a rejection at ICAF) 


Date of ICAF 
Rejection 


Click Here For Calendar Portfolio Board Appeal Date Click Here For Calendar 


Reason for 


Appeal 
 


Impact of 


changing the 


ICAF Decision 


 


Impact of not 


changing the 


ICAF Decision 
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Outcome of Portfolio Board Appeal 


Outcome of 


Portfolio Board 
Appeal 
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Change Request Proposal & Portfolio Board Appeal Form - Version 9 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Rachel Hinsley 


Contact Number 0121 623 2854 


Email Address 
Rachel.hinsley@xoserve.co


m  


Authorising 


Manager M2/E2* 
David Addison 


Business Area Industry engagement 


Cost Centre XSO022 


*M2/E2 Approval required for all Change Requests and EXEC Approval is required for Business & Process Improvements 
(Prior to ICAF Review) 


Change Request Details 


Change Request 
Title 


New File Level Rejection 


Internal/External 


Change 
External Change Analysis Only? No 


Change Driver 


Type 
Business / Process Improvement 


Change 


Description 


Following Project Nexus Implementation we received a number of files which contained entirely 
incorrectly formatted records.  We did not have a specific rejection code for such circumstances, so 


therefore we rejected these files using the File Level Rejection of FIL00012 "Records are not in the 


expected order in the FRJ File". 
 


In recognition that the scenario that we have encountered is not explicitly considered by the 
rejection text that we used, we proposed to introduce a new rejection code of FIL00020 - "No Valid 


Message - File contains incorrectly formatted records". 
 


This change impacts all Users interacting with the Central Data Service Provider (CDSP) via UK Link. 


The change is required to support the industry identify the reason for rejection in this scenario. 


This change was proposed to be implemented upon approval in agreement with Wipro. However 


upon approval the Change Management Committee requested that it be implemented within a future 
release, therefore this CR is proposing to add this change to the change demand backlog.  


Solution Type Enduring Solution 
Interim Solution 


Duration (If Known) 
 


Target Date Click Here For Calendar Urgency Low 


Associated XRN 


Number(s) 
 


Associated COR 


Number(s) 
 


Associated MOD 
Number(s) 


 


Associated Risk 


Reference(s) 
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Impact to Systems / Processes 


Detail of UKLP 


Scope / Impact 


Assessment 


 


Other Impacted 


System(s) / 
Processes 


 


Detail of Impact 
to System(s) / 


Processes 


 


Has this change 
been approved in 


UK Link 


Committee? 


If the Change Impacts UK Link Systems / UK Link Manual / File Formats it has to be approved by UK 


Link Committee.  


Please mention the outcome of discussing this change in UK Link Committee.  


Date of UK Link 
Committee 


approval 


 


 


Network Code Impact 


Detail of Impact 


to Network Code 
 


 


Change Request Scoring 


Mandatory/ 


Network Code 


Customer 
Service/Satisfaction 


Safety Cost Benefit (£) Total* 


1 = Little or no Impact 1 = Little or no Impact 1 = Little or no Impact 1 = >Five Thousand 4 


* The Total is automated and will refresh when you reopen this Change Request 


 
Please submit your Change Request along with the appropriate authorising evidence to the following mail address: 


 
bss.change.mgt@xoserve.com 


 


Portfolio Board Appeal 


(Section to be completed only if seeking to appeal a rejection at ICAF) 


Date of ICAF 
Rejection 


Click Here For Calendar Portfolio Board Appeal Date Click Here For Calendar 


Reason for 


Appeal 
 


Impact of 


changing the 


ICAF Decision 


 


Impact of not 


changing the 


ICAF Decision 
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Outcome of Portfolio Board Appeal 


Outcome of 


Portfolio Board 
Appeal 
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