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The purpose of the meeting was to re-examine the key points that had been raised in the 
previous meeting, and to agree and an output (if any), as well as to finalise the next steps 
required.  The group ran through the existing table of issues.   
 
Against each issue, the table below now summarises further discussion and records the 
agreed output, actions and owners. 
 

Key points raised 

 

1 There are different interpretations of „project‟ and „bulk queries‟.  It was agreed 
that whilst it would not be appropriate to establish thresholds due to varying size 
of iGTs, it is worth attempting to refine the definitions of each.  It was also agreed 
that in many cases, the best way to approach these is contact the iGT before 
raising the queries in order to agree how they will be handled. 

 Action: DS to redefine project and bulk queries to allow more clarity. 

Further 
discussion 

The main concern here is the suppliers‟ inability to set expectations with their 
customers.  This is the result of an inconsistent approach across iGTs and a lack 
of understanding up front of how a set of queries may be handled before they are 
raised. 
It was felt that to help pin down the definitions it would be helpful for a number of 
examples to be provided.  These scenarios would aid any further discussion.  It 
was also questioned whether the term Project was causing confusion in that it is 
often used by iGTs to refer to a discrete set of supply points (a network). 

Agreed 
output 

Revised drafting of relevant sections to bring consistency and predictability for 
these queries.  Matrix to aid this exercise. DS to circulate matrix template and 
subsequently progress drafting.  All parties to consider current scenarios and 
populate matrix. 

  

2 Interpretation of „outstanding queries‟ varies between parties.   This leads to 
queries being shut down when one party does not consider them to be closed. 

Further 
discussion 

There was a view that in some cases queries are being shut down too early. 
However, this was not necessarily across the board. 

Agreed 
output 

Parties to pursue on a bi-lateral basis if appropriate.   

  

3 Application of the reporting rules and format is inconsistent among iGTs. 

Further Shippers indicated that they would like to see a notification (not necessarily a 



discussion blank report where these are manually produced) that no queries had been 
submitted for the reporting period.  Then they would know that a report is no 
outstanding.  

Agreed 
output 

iGTs to inform shippers (perhaps a simple email where reporting is not 
automated) where a report is due but no queries have been received for the 
period.  DS to check document and added instructions to this effect in the 
proposed draft. 

  

4 Handshake files are sometimes not being provided by the iGT. 

Further 
discussion 

None. 

Agreed 
output 

Parties to pursue on a bi-lateral basis if appropriate.   This is already a 
requirement of the document. 

  

5 Some shippers have found it difficult to get assistance with raising a query, for 
example when it is not a straightforward query. 

Further 
discussion 

This should not be the case. 

Agreed 
output 

iGTs have no issues with escalation contacts being circulated to appropriate team 
managers.  In certain cases, iGTs welcome phone contact from these team 
leaders to help the operation of the queries regime.  No implications for the 
document. 

  

6 It can be difficult to revive a query once it has been classified by the iGT as „no 
further action required‟.  This can mean that a query needs to be raised again, 
with timescales being reset. 

Further 
discussion 

Some shippers are escalating a query once it has already been closed.  Several 
options were discussed to allow input from both parties before a query is closed: 

 A closed query „dispute window‟, similar to that for CoS.  i.e. challenging 
the intention to close a query 

 Challenging an outcome after the query has been closed 

 The ability to use the existing escalation process to address closed 
queries 

iGTs had concerns that systems changes would be required to address an issue, 
the extent of which is not yet understood.  
Generally, iGTs and shippers agreed that more information can be provided at all 
stages, e.g. when existing meter information is being challenged, STATE THAT 
THIS IS THE CASE, supported by evidence.  The query is less likely to be closed 
where it is clear that the information is being challenged rather than just 
requested.  The iGT response to this query should also provide full justification as 
to why the query is being closed, where appropriate.  

Agreed 
output 

JR to consider additional drafting emphasise the importance of full information 
form the start of the query, especially where existing information is believed to be 
incorrect and there is evidence to support that. 

  

7 Sometimes queries seem to be abandoned when team members move jobs (for 
example). 

Further 
discussion 

The issue has been noted by all parties.  

Agreed 
output 

Parties will circulate issue internally and agree to good practice to ensure 
continuity.  Consideration will be given to using shared email boxes. 

  

8 Site visits were discussed, and a request was made for more frequent updates to 
the shipper where a query is on hold pending a site visit.  It was felt that there was 
a need for some further thought around the wording in section 6.1 to see whether 
this could be reflected. 



Further 
discussion 

Parties felt that a regular update on outstanding site visits would be useful to 
ensure that there is no potential for losing sight of dates and progress.  No set 
period agreed. 

Agreed 
output 

Additional wording in the document to provide periodic updates on outstanding 
site visits. 

  

9 Some shippers noted a tendency for more complex queries to be put on hold in 
favour of addressing simpler ones.  It was felt that more focus should be given to 
complex queries at an earlier stage in their life, if possible. 

Further 
discussion 

iGTs noted that this may be a result of complex queries taking longer and so 
appearing as thought they are being left until later than simple ones.  Some iGTs 
deal with queries in the order that they come in, so this should not be an issue. 

Agreed 
output 

None. 

  

10 It was highlighted that many shipper operatives did not have internet access and 
so iGTs questioned how they were fulfilling their obligation to use SCOGES 
before raising a query with the iGT.  Shippers thought that in such cases the 
operatives had access to a daily extract from SCOGES and agreed to check this. 

 Action: shippers to confirm that operatives are able to interrogate other sources 
of information before raising queries with the iGT (where applicable). 

Further 
discussion 

None. 

Agreed 
output 

None. 

  

11 The group questioned whether the query codes in 7.1 were sufficiently 
informative.  It may be useful to have codes for „No meter on site‟ and/or „Plot not 
yet built‟, for example. 

 Action: GTC to consider the addition of query codes based on their experience of 
common queries. CLOSED. 

Further 
discussion 

Five new codes have been proposed:  Plot not built; Incorrect number of dials; 
plot missing from records; plot demolished; meter removed. 

Agreed 
output 

These new codes will be added to the proposed drafting for panel approval.  

  

12 iGTs noted that a large proportion of queries raised were being returned as 
invalid, most frequently because the information is already available.  Staff 
turnover was recognised as a factor here, but the need for renewed and continual 
training of shipper operatives was highlighted. 

Further 
discussion 

This was linked to item 14 and was discussed under that heading. 

Agreed 
output 

See item 14. 

  

13 iGTs do not always include the shipper-generated reference number when they 
return handshake files.  

 Action: iGTs to confirm whether this happens in every case, and that they were 
receiving the shipper reference number in the first place. CLOSED 

Further 
discussion 

It was noted that this is a requirement of the current document. 

Agreed 
output 

Bi-lateral discussions if appropriate. 

  

14 Reporting was discussed at length and it was agreed that reports would be far 
more useful if they gave an indication of why queries were being rejected as 
invalid.  This would aid shippers with training requirements.  It was thought to that 



do this, code categories would have to be re-assessed or added to.  A free text 
field could be added to the report to be used to provide more detail on rejected 
queries. 

 Action: GH to consider how categories can be improved for reporting purposes. 

Further 
discussion 

Shippers need to know whether queries are being resolved successfully, and if 
not, why not.  It was agreed that report should contain the total rejected queries, 
and the number rejected under each rejection reason.  There is to be a free text 
field that can be used by the iGT to provide a commentary on the report (if 
appropriate).  This could be used to highlight particular concerns related to a 
specific rejection code, for example. 
Shippers also noted that it would be useful to understand the type of queries that 
remained outstanding (assume this is a reference to queries currently unresolved 
which have passed the 40 day threshold). 

Agreed 
output 

GH to propose a format for the report, to be included in the proposed redraft.  The 
document must also be amended to provide additional guidance around the free 
text field. 

  

15 It was highlighted that the SoS regime did not explicitly allow for a single query 
between multiple parties (for example, a crossed meter situation involving multiple 
shippers).  No conclusion was drawn as to how to co-ordinate queries across 
multiple parties. 

Further 
discussion 

The group noted that the Gas Forum are trialling a process for resolution of 
crossed meters.   This would should continue and the group will note any 
outcomes if relevant to the SoS document. 

Agreed 
output 

None.  

  

16 Potential New Codes – It was suggested that “Plot not built” and “No meter on 
site” could be added as new codes where the shipper visits a site and finds either 
that a plot has not been constructed or that a meter has not been fitted. It is 
hoped that these may address issues for shippers on new build sites. 

 Action: All parties to comment on whether they believe additional categories 
should be added or whether they have any further category ideas. CLOSED 

Further 
discussion 

Discussed under item 11. 

Agreed 
output 

See item 11. 

  

17 The importance of consistency for resolution of query timescales was noted, so 
that customer expectations can be managed. The group also noted that suppliers 
are unable to back bill over 12 months as per the Billing Code. iGTs took note of 
the back billing limitations but also raised the issue that not all query types can 
consistently be resolved in the timescales as some queries involve multiple 
properties and suppliers and will inevitably take longer. It was also suggested that 
a further timescale could be introduced between 15 and 40 days. 
 

 Action: All parties to consider whether a new timescale should be added e.g. 25 
days. CLOSED 

Further 
discussion 

No additional timescale to be added.  Strengthening of the text was discussed 

Agreed 
output 

Add to document e.g. “endeavours will be made to provide regular updates for 
complex and long-running queries”. 

  

18 One suggestion for improvement was that iGTs could include the shipper‟s query 
ref number in their response 

 Action:  iGTs to confirm whether this is the case/possible in future. CLOSED 

Further It was noted that it is already a requirement to provide in any response the 



discussion information given at the time of initial query. 

Agreed 
output 

Text will be reinforced, e.g. “for the avoidance of doubt, such information to 
include shipper reference number where originally provided. 

 
Initial actions arising 
 

1. DS to redefine project and bulk queries to allow more clarity. 
2. Shippers to approach iGTs individually to consolidate current queries outstanding (if 

appropriate) 
3. Shippers to confirm that operatives are able to interrogate other sources of 

information before raising queries with the iGT (where applicable). CLOSED 
4. iGTs to confirm whether they always receive and respond with the shipper reference 

number. CLOSED 
5. GH to consider how categories can be improved for reporting purposes. CLOSED 
6. JR and AL to consider the addition of query codes. CLOSED 

 
Addtional actions arising 
 

7. DS to circulate matrix to help with definition of bulk and project 
8. GH to finalise new reporting structure. 
9. DS to produce draft proposal for SoS document. 

 
Next steps 
 
The group agreed that a marked up draft for the next iteration of the SoS ancillary document 
should be provided to the panel for agreement and subsequent replacement in network code.  
If no agreement is reached by the panel, this would form the basis of a code modification.  
 
It was not considered that a further meeting was required at this stage, but the Panel is 
asked to consider and agree this based on the further output documentation when it is 
produced. 


