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IGT039 Meeting #11 
 Minutes 

 
 

Present: 
 

Andrea Bruce (AB)*         Scottish Power 
Jonathan Kiddle (JK)          EDF Energy 
Colette Baldwin (CB)          Eon 
Ashley Collins (AC)*                      EDF Energy 
Jon Dixon (JD)  Ofgem 
Cher Harris (CH)*   SSEPL 
Gethyn Howard (GH) (Chair)     GTC 
Anne Jackson (AJ)               SSE 
Jacob Kane (JK) (part)  Ofgem 

Tabish Khan (TK)       BG 
Paul Leighton (PL) FPL 
Steve Ladle (SL)                  Gemserv obo. IGT 

UNC 
Andy Miller (AM)       Xoserve 
Zoe Murphy (ZM)       NPower 
Trevor Peacock (TP)           FPL 
Adam Pearce (AP)              ESP  

 
*via teleconference 
 

1) Introductions 
The group members introduced themselves. 
 
 

2) Review of Actions from Previous Meeting 
GH ran through the actions which are updated as follows; 

 
1) IGTs and AM to identify process differences between IGTs and GDNs. This action was been 
completed at an industry meeting on 22

nd
 April.Closed 

2) GH to circulate previous work carried out on PSR process. GH confirmed he would circulate this 
following the meeting. Carried over 

3) GH to review meter information update requirements. GH confirmed he would circulate this 
following the meeting. Carried over 

4) GH to update and circulate project plan. Closed 
 
 

3) NEXUS Update 
AM confirmed that the requirements phase had been completed for GDNs and was almost complete 
for IGTs. The IGT requirements had recently been discussed at UNC440 with the aim of base lining the 
requirements during May. 
 
A late paper, “iGT Agency Services Pre-modification Consultation Report” was submitted by AM which 
the group agreed to discuss. AM ran the group through the paper stressing that the paper is in draft 
form. Ofgem has been consulted on the development of the benefits case and the mechanism for 
extrapolating the cost and benefits information to obtain an industry wide view. AM summarised the 
benefits case for single agency services based on the responses received directly from industry parties 
in response to the premodification consultation which closed on 18

th
 January 2013. The one off 

benefits were deemed to be in the region of £2.1m up to £3.74m. The annual ongoing benefit was 
deemed to be in the region of £5.6m - £6.9m

1
. The group agreed some minor drafting changes to the 

document. The group agreed that the report accurately represented their views and the report was a 
fair and balanced representation. AM advised that the paper will be presented to the GT Modification 
440 workgroup for review. Following this the report can be appended to the iGT 039 and GT 440 
modification reports.  
 
It was also noted that the consultation stage on the Ofgem Funding Governance and Ownership 
review of Xoserve has commenced with responses due by June 26

th
. It was noted that the output of 

                                                           
1
 Note: This figure does not include any potential additional costs to IGTs. 
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this consultation will need to be monitored so that any impacts on single service provision funding 
can be identified. 
 
Post Meeting Note: The paper has now been published and can be found at 
http://www.ofgem.gov.uk/Networks/GasDistr/RIIO-GD1/ConRes/Documents1/Xoserve_Apr13.pdf  
 
 

4) Funding Discussion 
GH opened discussion by providing an overview of three potential areas which could be used to 
address single service provision funding. These were as follows; 
1) Licence/RPC 

Changes to this area such as Licence derogations or RPC disapplications were ruled out on 
the basis that such approaches would be timely and create uncertainty around charging 
levels for IGTs. 

2) Separate Out Charges From RPC  
This option looked to levy a separate charge to cover the annual SSP charge by including this 
in each IGT Transportation Charging Statement. 

3) Transactional Charging – User Pays 
This option could recover additional costs to IGTs under the Xoserve ACS or alternatively 
under the IGT UNC if user pays was directly implemented under the Code. 
 

The group discussed the above approaches with the aim of agreeing in principle a preferred method 
which can be developed to ensure that any additional cost incurred by IGTs is recovered. Option 1 
was discarded by the group on the basis that it was agreed this would not be in the interests of the 
industry but felt that there may be scope to develop options 2 and 3. IGTs were of the view that they 
should remain cost neutral on the basis that they should not be any worse off as a result of single 
service provision. A Shipper disagreed with this on the basis that there would be large scale changes 
required to IGT systems if SSP didn’t go ahead. IGTs felt that should SSP not go ahead they would still 
seek to ensure that they would remain cost neutral. 
 
It was commented that for an impact/cost analysis for IGTs to be conducted, a uniform approach 
would be required by all IGTs to ensure the figures could be compared. The group agreed that a 
uniform approach was key to ensure consistency and transparency in the analysis. IGTs agreed to 
develop a matrix of potential impacted areas which would be circulated for comment. Once this had 
been base lined, IGTs would then individually complete the impact matrix and submit to Ofgem in 
confidence. This would allow for an analysis to be conducted to determine whether IGTs would 
realise any efficiencies from single service provision which if realised, could contribute towards the 
ongoing costs of the iGT Agency Services provision. It is anticipated that this approach would allow 
IGTs to remain cost neutral. 
 
Shippers were concerned that they may in effect pay twice for services e.g. change of shipper events, 
should they contribute towards Xoserve’s annual charge as would also be paying for change of supply 
services under the allowed transportation charge. A debate ensued around whether this is the case as 
IGTs currently operate under a lower allowance than the equivalent GDN charge. It was agreed for 
the purposes of allowing work to progress, IGTs would proceed with the matrix and costing work and 
further analysis can then be carried out when this is complete. 

 
 

5) AOB 
SSE stated that on the basis that Xoserve would be sending meter installation details onto Shippers on 
behalf of the IGT that they would not contribute towards the funding for this part of SSP on the basis 
that this was not a transporter activity. This was noted and may require further discussion at a later 
stage. 
 
 

6) Next Steps 
GH summarised the next steps based on the funding discussions. The agreed next steps were; 

http://www.ofgem.gov.uk/Networks/GasDistr/RIIO-GD1/ConRes/Documents1/Xoserve_Apr13.pdf
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1) For IGTs to develop and circulate a matrix of areas impacted by Single Service Provision. 
2) Once step 1 has been agreed, each IGT will then conduct an analysis of the impacts on their 

businesses. 
3) On completion of step 2, each IGT will submit their figures to Ofgem. 
 
 

7) Future Meeting Dates 
The group will meet at Ofgem for the next meeting on May 22nd, starting at 10am. 

 
 
 

 
Actions: 

1) GH to circulate previous work carried out on PSR process. 
2) GH to circulate meter information update requirements. 
3) IGTs to compile impacts matrix and circulate to Shippers. 
4) IGTs to individually complete matrix (pending completion and agreement of matrix). 

 
 
 

 


