[image: image12.emf] 
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	At what stage is this document in the process?
	

	iGT0XX:(iGT UNC Representative to insert number)
Improvements to the New Connections process
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	1.1 
	

	Various improvements to the new connections process to support data quality, robustness of process and competition in the metering market.
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	The Proposer recommends that this modification should be (delete as appropriate): 
· assessed by a workgroup
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About this document:

This modification will be present by the proposer to the panel on 15 April 2015
The panel will consider the proposer’s recommendation, and agree whether this modification should be subject to self-governance; and whether it should be issued for consultation or be referred to a workgroup for assessment.
Guidance on the use of this Template:

This is an iGT UNC Modification Proposal template that the Proposer is asked to complete. All parts other than the Solution (which is “owned” by the Proposer) will be refined by the workgroup process. A separate checklist is also available to help identify impacts that, if material, should be recorded in this template.
The iGT UNC Representative is available to help and support the drafting of any Modification Proposals, including guidance on completion of this template and the wider modification process. Contact igt-unc@gemserv.co.uk or 0207 090 1044.
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	Any questions?

	
	Contact:

Code Administrator
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igt-unc@gemserv.com 
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0207 090 1044

	
	Proposer:

Kristian Pilling
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Kristian.Pilling@ sse.com
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078 76836734

	
	Workgroup Chair:
iGT UNC
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	Additional contacts:
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1. Plain English Summary
The following summary should be completed in plain English, and should be as brief as possible. A more detailed exposition should be provided in the following sections.

Is this a Self-Governance Modification?

Clearly state if self-governance does or does not apply and why. 
The proposer does not believe this meets self-governance criteria on the grounds that the new connections market impacts competition and consumers.
If so, will this be progressed as a Fast Track Modification?

Clearly state if Fast Track does or does not apply and why. 

N/A
Rationale for Change

Concisely explain why the change is proposed i.e. the defect in the code that is to be addressed. 
There are existing issues regarding the accuracy of new connections information that will not be resolved as part of Single Service Provision (iGT039).  These matters should be addressed to (a) rectify existing arrangements and (b) protect the accuracy of data held in the UK Link estate by avoiding inaccurate or incomplete information entering those systems.  Accurate data is required to support competition in the retail markets.
The existing arrangements for using iGT metering services at a new connection should be amended to ensure Suppliers can make informed and commercial decisions based on the quality of the MAM service.  SLAs and an appropriate ‘opt-in’ to MAM services are required.
Solution

Concisely explain the modification that is proposed to address the identified defect.
Introduce an appropriate level of governance to the PSR (Project Summary Report) meter installation stage of the new connection 
Relevant Objectives

Concisely state the impact the modification will have on the relevant objectives. Indicate an estimate of likely implementation costs (if known).

Objective D as accurate data (to support CoS), and processes that support competitive practices are the main drivers.
Implementation

Outline the likely implementation costs and any requirements for the implementation date.  If a particular implementation date is sought, outline why this is required. 
Insert text here
Aligned with SPAA CP 12/277 and Project Nexus go-live, scheduled for 1st October 2015.
2. Rationale for Change

Set out in plain English why the modification of the code is proposed – i.e. what is the defect in the existing code that has been identified and needs to be rectified. This may be either an issue with an existing code provision or an issue on which the iGT UNC is silent but should not be.

The root cause of various data quality issues can be traced back to the new connection.  It is at this stage that the address, MPRN and metering information are created.  If any aspect of this data is incomplete, inaccurate or subject to change then the consequences can impact many industry parties and consumers.  Increased incentives and obligations concerning data quality at this most early stage of the process mitigates the risk of labour-intensive rectification months or yearly after the supply and meter installation.  Issues such as Address to MPRN mismatches, crossed meters, incorrect plot-to-postal matches, missing/ incomplete/ incorrect meter details can lead to Erroneous Transfers, problems/ inability for Suppliers to charge consumers, back-billing of consumers and various other Supplier and consumer charging issues.  These issues all have the propensity to result in Suppliers receiving complaints and it could therefore be argued these matters contribute to public concern on the efficacy of existing industry arrangements.  It is the view of the proposer that additional responsibilities should be placed on the iGT to ensure the address data (Transporter owned data) is accurate.

In a more commercial context there are instances where developments change ownership without the associated PSR being revised and communicated to the relevant Shipper(s).  This can result in a Shipper being registered to a site despite the customer having made other arrangements with a separate Supplier.  The customer is not obliged to agree a contract and therefore is not charged for their energy, rather there is lost revenue to the Supplier.

It is accepted that developments may have a long lead time and the project may change between the initial plans through to the completion of all premises.  Plot number may change or be added/ removed, and the plot numbers may bear little to no identifiable pattern to match them against the registered postal address.  This is why it is important for there to be governance of procedure to account for these realities and help mitigate the risk of incorrect address data entering into industry/ party systems.

Nexus arrangements are expected to result in address queries (raised by Suppliers) being managed via the IGT Agency Service, i.e. Xoserve CMS, where previously the Supplier would contact the IGT directly. This process of managing address queries should be an improvement; however the aim should be to avoid address queries needing to be raised in the first place. Furthermore, there have been extensive data cleansing exercises completed by industry parties in the lead up to Nexus.  The proposer is keen to keep such data clean through avoiding inaccurate or incomplete data entering the estate through the iGT new connection process.
The iGT UNC could also add clarity and support to the process of Supplier selection of a preferred MAM.  In some cases the current arrangements require Suppliers to 'opt-out' of using iGT (as MAM) services.  Furthermore, the way in which a Supplier 'opts-out' varies across iGTs and can therefore introduce inefficiencies in engaging with the MAM market.  It could be argued this does not support competition on the basis that at the point the Supplier seeks services it is not immediately free to make those arrangements itself.  If a Supplier seeks the services of an iGT (as MAM) then it should be permitted to procure those services by 'opting-in' as it would for any other Supplier agent in a competitive market.
The following also appears in iGTxx and has been included in this Modification as the rationale and solution are relevant to the implementation of both modifications and the proposer does not wish on Mod to be dependent upon the other:

A successful delivery and ongoing management of RGMA could be prejudiced if there is ambiguity or conflict across the two codes.  Specifically, iGT (as MAM) must be sufficiently assured in iGT UNC that they can engage Shippers and Suppliers in the provision of metering information as required under SPAA.  It is also important that small Suppliers who do not also have their own Shipper business are not prejudiced under the GT UNC framework.
3. Solution
Set out in detail the iGT UNC changes that are proposed – what, not why. This section is “owned” by the proposer and will not be altered by the workgroup and so should set out the change you, as proposer, wish to see made – which you can amend later to take into account issues raised by a workgroup. This is also the section that will be used to draft the legal text that changes the iGT UNC. It should therefore be in sufficient detail to act as legal instructions and support the drafting of text. In general, the provision of business rules is recommended.

Applicable to multi-site (2 or more) for Domestic

IGT MAM and 3rd party metering arrangements

Supplier and Shipper must be detailed on PSR

The Shipper and Supplier must be able to back out of PSR if it becomes aware the information is not valid, for example where a developer has made the decision to change their plans and not build on all the plots.  After which the iGT must send de-appointment of Shipper flow

PSR has a validity of [12] months before needing to be re-confirmed and agreed.

PSR applies to a developer and not for meter points.  Where a developer changes a new PSR must be agreed.

PSR must have been signed by a Supplier prior to instruction being given to Xoserve

Supplier must opt-in to using iGT (as MAM) metering as part of PSR.

IGT MAM only

At least 2 working days notice prior to meter install (C&D Regulations) using ONJOB

Notice meter has been fitted within 2 working days. 

IGT to remedy ONJOB rejections in [3] working days 

SWN issued 15 w-days from meter notice (not installation date) to Xoserve. 

3rd party meters/ Non iGT MAM only

Shipper to send meter install information to Xoserve with 5 working days of Registration Effective Date/ Meter Installation Date

Register MPRN (initiate) before meter installation 

Process for withdrawal if meter has not been fitted

Applicable to one - off connections (domestic) and all I&C

A more fluid approach is proportional when dealing a more bespoke set of circumstances. The risk and consequential impact of data quality issues are greatly reduced where a single site is concerned. In the case of domestic infill, the postal addresses are set at the point of installing the supply and steps to triangulate can be taken more easily.  The existing process (outside of PSR arrangements) is therefore fit for purpose and should remain. 

Customer contacts Shipper

Shipper registration with Xoserve

IGT fits service when registration is complete 

-> contacts customer
-> contacts supplier
-> meter fitted same day. 

Supplier requests meter fit (from IGT MAM or other)

The following also appears in iGTxx and has been included in this Modification as the rationale and solution are relevant to the implementation of both modifications and the proposer does not wish on Mod to be dependent upon the other:

1) For the purposes of competitive metering arrangements where an iGT acting as Meter Asset Manager communicates with a Shipper a deed will be introduced to link the Shipper to the Supplier to ensure iGT is permitted to provide metering information to the Supplier directly.

4. Relevant Objectives
	Impact of the modification on the Relevant Objectives:

	Relevant Objective
	Identified impact

	a) 
Efficient and economic operation of the pipe-line system.
	None

	b) 
Coordinated, efficient and economic operation of 

(i)
the combined pipe-line system, and/ or

(ii)
the pipe-line system of one or more other relevant gas transporters.
	None

	c) 
Efficient discharge of the licensee's obligations.
	None

	d) 
Securing of effective competition:

(i)
between relevant shippers;

(ii)
between relevant suppliers; and/or

(iii)
between DN operators (who have entered into transportation arrangements with other relevant gas transporters) and relevant shippers.
	Positive

	e) 
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.
	None

	f) 
Promotion of efficiency in the implementation and administration of the Code.
	Non

	g)  Compliance with the Regulation and any relevant legally binding decisions of the European Commission and/or the Agency for the Co-operation of Energy Regulators.
	None


The following paragraphs should explain in detail and plain English how each of the impacts identified above would arise and how this impacts the relevant objective identified.
The Workgroup consider that this Modification would facilitate: 

Objective D
More accurate data will support the CoS process and thus support competition between Suppliers.  A move to ‘opting-in’ to use iGT (as MAM) services also promotes competition between iGTs (as MAM).
5. Impacts and Costs
This section should list the industry impacts and costs associated with the implementation of this Modification, as identified by the Workgroup. Potential areas impacted include Transporter and Shipper systems and processes, Code Administration and impact on the Code itself. Further guidance on completing this section is available in the Modification Checklist.
6. Likely Impact on Consumers
Please detail any anticipated impacts of the proposed Modification specifically on consumers.
Future customers should have less risk when moving into new developments of having problems with switching suppliers or being billed incorrectly.
7. Likely Impact on Environment
Please detail any anticipated impacts of the proposed Modification on the environment (e.g. increased carbon emissions).
None identified
8. Implementation
Provide any views you have on the anticipated impact of the proposed Modification on all parties (such as Transporters, Shippers, central systems, customers) in terms of the costs and benefits of a range of implementation options where appropriate. 
If a suggested implementation date is not provided and the decision is to accept the modification, then the Transporters will set the implementation date.  
The proposer anticipates there would be some cost in on IGTs in reconfirming PSRs with developers, and for Shippers and Suppliers processing the updated PSR. This would be outweighed by those benefits of addressing the issues outlined in the rational to this modification.

Implementation should align with Nexus go-live to ensure the Nexus arrangements and significant data cleansing are not progressively unwound due to incorrect new connections data entering central systems. The proposer considers this as fully achievable given the lack of system impact of this modification.
9. Legal Text

While the Proposer is welcome to put forward suggested legal text, text will be provided by the Transporters when requested by the Modification Panel.

Insert text here

10. Recommendation 
If it is recommended that the modification is issued directly to consultation, the Proposer should provide a justification. If workgroup assessment is recommended, the proposer may outline a recommended timetable and indicate any particular areas that a workgroup is asked to consider. 

The Proposer invites the Panel to: 

· Determine that this modification should not be subject to self-governance;
· Determine that this modification should progress to Workgroup assessment
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