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Date 10/09/10 

Reference iGT028 Modification Proposal Consultation  
 

Title 
 

Remove the Must Read process for annually 
read sites 

Respondee (Please enter the name of the company you are replying on behalf 
of) 

SSE Pipelines Ltd 

Position on the Modification  
 

Do not support Modification 
(delete as required) 

Facilitation of the relevant objectives 
How this proposal will, if implemented, better facilitate the “code relevant objectives”, as defined in Standard Condition 9 
of the Gas Transporters Licence. For those answered Yes too, please provide a detailed explanation below the table. 
 

Relevant Objective Yes/No 

a. the efficient and economic operation of the pipe-line system to 
which this licence relates 

No 

b. so far as is consistent with sub-paragraph (a), the coordinated, 
efficient and economic operation of the pipe-line system of one 
or more other relevant gas transporters 

No 

c. so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), the 
efficient discharge of the licensee's obligations under this licence 

No 

d. so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) to (c) the 
securing of effective competition between relevant shippers and 
between relevant suppliers 

No 

e. so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) to (d), the 
provision of reasonable economic incentives for relevant suppliers 
to secure that the domestic customer supply security standards 
are satisfied as respects the availability of gas to their domestic 
customers 

 

f. so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) to (e), the 
promotion of efficiency in the implementation and administration 
of the network code and/or the uniform network code referred to 
in paragraphs 2 and 5 respectively of this condition 

 

 
Relevant Objectives to be better facilitated: 

None 
 

Likely impact on environment? 
How this proposal will, if implemented, impact on greenhouse gas emissions?  

 
None identified 

Implementation issues including impact on your systems 
 
Removing this obligation will have a relatively minor impact on our 
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systems – we will need to switch off the current functionality but this will 
be relatively quick and simple to implement. 
 
Removing the obligation will not impact the operation of our networks, or 
our overheads, as we currently employ a third party to carry out any Must 
Read visits, rather than using SSEPL staff, and the costs incurred are 
passed directly to the relevant Shipper, as per our Charging Statement. 

Additional Information and Comments 
 
We do not support this Modification and believe that the justification for 
it is fundamentally flawed.  It has always been our understanding that the 
gas industry as a whole seeks to increase the amount of readings and 
consumption data available in order to improve the accuracy of gas 
settlements.  It is therefore difficult for us to understand the Proposer’s 
argument that: 
 
“…any energy allocation issues are resolved by the RbD mechanism, which is deemed as an 
effective smearing of un-reconciled energy in a fair and consistent manner.”  

 
As the Must Read process is only invoked where a Shipper has failed to 
obtain and submit sufficient (valid) readings in the relevant time period, 
it should be considered a ‘backstop process’ and therefore it is an 
entirely avoidable cost.  Where some Shippers are failing in their 
obligations to obtain and submit sufficient valid readings, it would seem 
more appropriate to review their internal processes rather than seeking 
to change industry processes. 
 
It is not correct to say that IGTs do not provide pre-notification of Must 
Reads – SSEPL always provide a file one month in advance to allow the 
Shipper time to send in any readings that they already have or to 
schedule their own meter reader visit.  If the Shipper has previously 
submitted a reading but it has been rejected, the Shipper would have 
received notification of the rejection reason to enable them to amend 
and resend.     
 
GT Must Read visits are invoked for a small number of supply meter 
points, representing a very low percentage of the overall portfolio.  By 
way of an illustration to quantify the size of the problem, 2 example Must 
Reads files produced by SSEPL in recent months contained the following: 
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Month 1:  140 meter points (0.2% of total portfolio), 9 Shippers: 
Shipper A = 10 
Shipper B = 2 
Shipper C = 1  
Shipper D = 18 
Shipper E = 6 
Shipper F = 9 
Shipper G = 18 
Shipper H = 65 
Shipper I = 1 
 
Month 2:  253 meter points (0.36% of total portfolio), 9 Shippers: 
Shipper A = 18 
Shipper B = 3 
Shipper D = 25  
Shipper E = 6 
Shipper F = 10 
Shipper G = 32 
Shipper I = 1 
Shipper J = 1 
Shipper K = 5 
 
In the case of readings being submitted by the Shipper but then rejected 
by the GT validation, it again varies dramatically from one Shipper to the 
next (in a typical day, it can range from 5% of readings submitted are 
rejected to 46%).  The Shipper is notified of all rejections. 
 
Where the Must Read process is invoked, we pre-notify the relevant 
Shipper one month in advance of scheduling a site visit.  If the Shipper 
then fails to submit to the GT any further meter readings, we will arrange 
for our Meter Reading Agency to visit the property up to 3 times to try to 
obtain a reading.  The Shipper will only be charged where we successfully 
obtain a reading.  Where we are unsuccessful in obtaining a reading, we 
do not currently proceed to warrant stage, but we would be happy to 
consider introducing this service if it is desired by Shippers.   
 

Completed forms should be returned to the iGT UNC Representative, Gemserv Ltd 
at iGT-UNC@gemserv.com or faxed to 020 7090 1001 

mailto:iGT-UNC@gemserv.com

