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RFI details
	RFI reference
	RG004

	RFI title
	Review of IGT Governance and administration arrangements

	Version Number
	V0.2

	Date issued to Industry
	18/07/2018

	Response deadline
	22/08/2018

	Affected Industry Participant roles
	IGTs, Shippers, Suppliers, CDSP


Respondent contact details
	Name
	John Cooper

	Company
	BUUK

	Email
	John.cooper@bu-uk.co.uk

	Telephone
	01359 302450

	Response Date
	22nd August 2018

	Anonymous response (Y/N)?
	N


Summary of Issue	

In March 2018, SSE raised a review group request (RG004 - Review of IGT Governance and administration arrangements). The rationale for raising the review group is that following implementation of Project Nexus, IGTs became signatories to the Central Data Service Provider arrangements, with all IGT Supply Meter Points being recorded and administered within a consolidated central system.  As a result of this, a majority of modifications in the UNC are resulting in corresponding changes requiring to be made in the IGT UNC. Consequently, since Project Nexus, significant IGT UNC Modification Workstream business has involved the assessment of the impacts of UNC modifications on the IGT UNC, resulting in parties raising mirror modifications to make the corresponding changes to the IGT UNC, or to make minor changes to IGT UNC references to the UNC due to the insertion or deletion of legal text within the UNC which has resulted from UNC modifications.  
The perceived problems for industry, as agreed by the June IGT UNC Workstream meeting are detailed below:
1. Much IGT UNC work is administrative and is resulting in industry resources not being used in the most efficient manner.
· It is perceived that an increasing number of modifications raised to the IGT UNC and its Ancillary Documents are raised to simply reflect changes to associated clauses in the UNC. It is considered that such changes may constitute a level of bureaucracy that could be avoided. Gemserv will carry out analysis to determine whether that perception is valid (see Appendix B).
· When changes are raised to the UNC that have an impact on the IGT UNC, it is not always possible to the proposer of the UNC change to raise the equivalent IGT UNC change (i.e. where the raising party is a Large Gas Transporter). This introduces a reliance on a third party (who is a party to the IGT UNC) raising the change to the IGT UNC when it may not be fully aligned to their interests.
· Due to the perceived administrative nature of much of the recent IGT UNC modification activity, it has been considered that engagement at Modification Workstream meetings has suffered, as parties may not prioritise meetings discussing changes of such nature (see Problem 2).
2. Engagement and attendance at IGT UNC Modification Workstreams has decreased, which could negatively impact the suitability of solutions developed by the group to be implemented by the market. 
· There is a perception that attendance at meetings of the Modification Workstream has decreased over recent months, which could be attributed to the implementation of Project Nexus changes, and the ‘pointing to’ approach.
· The Code Administrator will seek to confirm whether this perception is valid and whether any lower level of engagement is out of line with wider industry trends (see Appendix A).
3. Shipper positions on the IGT UNC Modification Panel are not being filled, creating a potential issue with quoracy.
· Since March 2018, there has been one Shipper vacancy on the IGT UNC Modification Panel, as no nominations were received to replace the previous incumbent. Whilst there remains a quoracy with two of three positions filled, there is a further Shipper position up for nomination in August 2018. If that position becomes vacant, quoracy cannot be obtained and Panel business will not be able to proceed. Code Administrator note – Whilst this is set out in Part L6.9, the Code does allow that where a Panel meeting is not quorate, a follow up Panel meeting can be scheduled at which the Voting Members present shall be a quorum. Whilst this may not be ideal, it does ensure that Panel business can continue regardless of the number of Panel positions filled. 
It is essential that this RFI is read alongside the appendices.
Assessment Request

We are asking all industry stakeholders to review this document including the detailed appendices and answer the 5 below questions. Where applicable please give detailed explanations, examples and where required a high-level cost/benefit analysis on all suggested solutions.	
Questions and responses
	Question 1
	

	The proposer of RG004 has outlined the following problem areas within the current IGT UNC governance:

· Much of IGT UNC work is administrative;
· Engagement and attendance has declined since Project Nexus Implementation; and
· Shipper positions on the Panel are not being filled. 

For each of these, do you agree these are a problem? Where you answer yes please indicate if you believe reform is required and any urgency/timeline required for any reform. 

Initial analysis of data can be found in Appendix B and C, and should be considered alongside the perceived problem statements above. [footnoteRef:1]Please provide a detailed justification of your position.  [1:  Appendix B and Appendix C] 



	


Much of IGT UNC work is administrative 

BUUK have reviewed the evidence provided in Appendix C (Modification Analysis) and it is based on this evidence that we give our response. In itself, we do not see much of the IGT UNC work being administrative as an issue. This is a natural aspect of the code but, in our view, does not indicate a failing within or of it. 

Looking at the modification statistics categorised by type, there has been a total of 42 modifications since 2015. Exactly half of these were IGT-specific with only 10 of these being ‘administrative’ changes in that they are aligning the IGT UNC with the UNC. The trend year on year also shows that at least half of the yearly volume of modifications are derived from IGT specific modifications. It is not until you view the first six months of 2018 where this trend seems to be less apparent. From these statistics, BUUK make the following points and comments:

· Project Nexus was fully implemented as of June 2017 and completely changed how IGTs carried out many of their core processes, working with new system providers in the form of the CDSP, whilst also essentially aligning many IGT and GT processes. Several points can be made from this:
1. IGTs could be seen as ‘bedding down’ after such a major change, working to adjust their business models and processes internally to work towards a business-as-usual state. In doing so the focus has been less so on influencing new code arrangements, but on ensuring that we are currently compliant with the post Nexus arrangements. It may be the case that, once all IGTs have reached this steady state of operations, we have the resource and desire to raise further IGT-specific modifications, if relevant to do so.
2. As many of the processes have become more closely aligned between IGTs and GTs, more house keeping changes are naturally going to fall out from this. In addition, the creation of the Data Service Contract (DSC) with the CDSP in which IGTs, GTs and Shippers are all party to mean that changes are more likely to take place in this arena whereby once they would have been included in the IGT UNC and UNC respectively.
3. The fact that there has only been 1 IGT-specific modification raised in the first 6 months of 2018 doesn’t necessarily mean that IGTs and Shippers are becoming disengaged with the IGT UNC. Change is often viewed as being a good thing, but a lack of change can equally be viewed as a positive. The code could be going through a stage of stabilisation whereby IGTs and Shippers alike see no reason for continued, high volumes of change and are happy with the current state, especially given the recent impacts of Project Nexus. 

BUUK conclude that 6 months’ worth of modification data is insufficient to draw out firm and meaningful arguments that the perceived problem that much of the IGT UNC work is administrative is indeed a failing. However, BUUK believe that there could be valid reasons for this dip in IGT-specific modifications, as described above, and don’t agree that it necessarily has a negative impact upon governance.
[bookmark: _GoBack]


Engagement and attendance has declined since Project Nexus Implementation 

BUUK have reviewed the attendance figures provided in Appendix B and provide our response based on the data and experiences from IGT UNC Workgroup meetings. To aid in our response we have broken attendance out in to Pre and Post Nexus, see tables below. 


[image: ][image: ]





















Average attendance in the 10 months leading up to Project Nexus was 9, peaking in November (13) and December (12). The agenda at these meetings included RG001 (FGO review implications for the IGT UNC) and RG002 (Code governance review 3), both key preparatory pieces of work needed to be done ahead of Nexus the following June. The next meeting in February shows a sharp decline in attendance, where both RG001 and RG002 were not on the agenda. The point to be made here is that attendance is never consistent from workstream to workstream and is entirely reliant and affected by external, industry influences and change. 

Looking at attendance either side of the November and December 2016 workstreams; before (June – September) and afterwards (Feb 17 – May 17), the average attendance is 8. Compare this against the attendance figures Post Nexus, whereby attendance has been consistent, up until April and May-18 when RG004 review group has been on the agenda. The average attendance excluding April and May-18 works out at 7.2. This evidence suggests that a normal range for attendance lies between 7 to 9. Attendance has only been below this for 5 of the 12 months post Nexus. As stated previously, attendance within the IGT UNC workstream is driven by industry change and influences, there will always, naturally, be periods of low activity and these should always be expected, no matter what the code or governance arena. 

Equally, since Nexus the industry has also seen the progression of another large industry project, Ofgem’s Faster Switching Programme. The lower than average attendance could also be attributed to resources being diverted away from the IGT UNC workstream to other Faster Switching related forums that were taking place during this period e.g. Regulation Design User Group, Design Forum, JMDG, UNC 0630. 

Although not directly attributable to attendance in IGT UNC workstream, the vacant Shipper Panel Member position since March 2018 could be seen as a consequence for low attendance at some workstreams. There appears to be a difficulty in filling the Shipper Panel seat which could, ultimately, result in the inability in ensuring a fully represented and well attended workstream, and we would hope that, through the upcoming Panel member nomination process, Shippers will see the benefit of their involvement at Panel and workgroup. 

Overall it is evident that since the start of 2018 there has been a slight dip in attendance at IGT UNC workstream, but at this stage it is difficult to determine that there has been a long-term, significant drop in attendance to suggest that this has become an issue for the code. Moreover, from the evidence it is clear that attendance is affected by the level of change underway at a given time. 


Shipper positions at Panel are not being filled 

Whilst it is clearly evident that one Shipper position at Panel has remained vacant for a number of months, we understand that this is as a result of Shipper resource restrictions and is not an indication of a failing code.  We would be disappointed to think that lack of Shipper Panel representation is an attempt to influence a change in IGT UNC governance arrangements and would, therefore, like to understand whether a lack of representation at UNC forums would immediately trigger a UNC governance review. As above, we would hope that the upcoming Panel member nomination process will address this lack of Shipper Panel member situation. Furthermore, we would argue that the potential disengagement of some parties should not alone be cause for a total change of governance framework.  Not only would this be an over-reaction but there would be a danger that parties also disengage with the UNC, which could similarly cause a significant risk to current Shipper-GT arrangements.  It would be good to understand the actual reasons for any decline in interest in the IGT UNC, if this is the case, rather than act on assumptions.


	



	Question 2

	The Review proposer and the review group have discussed a number of suggested solutions, these being:

1. To amalgamate all common areas of the IGT UNC and the UNC into the UNC and to make all those areas that are not common to both Codes an Ancillary Document to the UNC
1. To create a common UNC and IGT UNC modification process so that when a modification is raised under the UNC it considers the IGT UNC, and requires any changes to the IGT UNC legal text to be produced simultaneously
1. To amend the IGT UNC to reference the UNC at a much higher ‘section type’ level rather than at the clause level
1. To put the IGT UNC (and its Ancillary documents) in their entirety into the UNC as a separate section, akin to the IGTAD
1. Allowing the Code Administrator to raise non-material modification proposals on behalf of industry in order to cut down on duplicated resource, and reduction in the frequency of modification workstream meetings.
1. ‘Do nothing approach’ 

Please provide your view on each solution including where possible the anticipated costs / benefits for each solution?
Some detailed analysis of these solutions can be found in Appendix A.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Appendix A. ] 


	Option 1.  To amalgamate all common areas of the IGT UNC and the UNC into the UNC and to make all those areas that are not common to both Codes an Ancillary Document to the UNC

BUUK believe that the solution needs to be appropriate to the size of the issue or problem aiming to be tackled. The amalgamation of the two codes is a huge undertaking, in terms of governance, resource and potential cost, and would not just be a bolt-on of one code to the other. Whilst this may well be a beneficial long-term aim, given the current resource demands placed on the industry with Ofgem’s Faster Switching Programme and that of the current code landscape it would appear sensible that this option not be considered at this time. Particularly whilst there is no real quantification of the issue(s).  This paper intimates a potential attendance concern at current workgroups.  Introducing additional change and workgroup forums at this time could well compound such concerns. The amalgamation could also mean:

· The governance surrounding the processes and operational activities specific to the larger new connection sites, predominantly carried out by IGTs, would require particular consideration.
· Would require a re-tendering exercise to determine the most appropriate Code Administrator/Code Manager.  This would be a significant piece of work and would require considerable resource.  There may well be a requirement for a full review of the governance relating to procurement activity, given that the IGT UNC Secretariat is a procured service, unlike that of the UNC Secretariat.   
· Large costs would be incurred, when no real benefit has been identified, at this stage. 
· Consideration should be given as to the most appropriate means of amalgamation of the two codes.

Option 2. To create a common UNC and IGT UNC modification process so that when a modification is raised under the UNC it considers the IGT UNC, and requires any changes to the IGT UNC legal text to be produced simultaneously

This solution is viewed by BUUK as a good transitionary step to formulate improvements where there are currently gaps or holes between the two modification processes in the IGT UNC and UNC. It makes sense to produce IGT UNC text in line with UNC modifications, where appropriate, as it has been apparent in some cases that there has been a lack of cross-code working, leading to misalignment of the codes. However, we would question whether this should be a two-way approach and that changes raised to the IGT UNC should also be considered whether appropriate to the UNC.  

BUUK believe that this option should be explored first before any option to amalgamate codes is undertaken. It may even be the case that simple changes to current practices can help to bridge any gaps and improve processes. The industry needs to remain mindful that the solution option chosen, if any, should be appropriate to address the actual issue rather than any perceived issue. 


Option 3. To amend the IGT UNC to reference the UNC at a much higher ‘section type’ level rather than at the clause level

BUUK would not support this option as it remains unclear how this option looks to address the perceived issues. Amending the IGT UNC to reference the UNC at a much higher level could introduce huge ambiguity and, thereby, inefficient code management


Option 4. To put the IGT UNC (and its Ancillary documents) in their entirety into the UNC as a separate section, akin to the IGTAD

BUUK see this option as almost identical to that of option 1 and, therefore, our reasons for rejecting this option are the same.


Option 5. Allowing the Code Administrator to raise non-material modification proposals on behalf of industry in order to cut down on duplicated resource, and reduction in the frequency of modification workstream meetings

BUUK do see the benefits of this option.  However, further work would be required to determine if the industry views that ‘alignment’ modifications are as burdensome as perceived. Only 10 of the 42 modifications that have gone through the IGT UNC since 2015 have been alignment changes. This suggests that due to the frequency, these may not be causing a real issue to the industry and is more of a perceived issue.

   
Option 6. ‘Do nothing approach’

Whilst a ‘Do nothing approach’ is often viewed as an unfavourable approach, the attendance and modification data provided indicates that there is insufficient data to accurately determine whether in fact the persevered issues are indeed issues. Increases and decreases in attendance and modifications correlate with industry change and therefore BUUK are of the belief that we should not rush into changing processes, procedures and governance. Couple this with the introduction of Faster Switching and the Retail Energy Code, perhaps a preferred approach might be to keep a watching brief on how things pan out over the next 6-12 months and review again.  



	Question 3

	Does your organisation have a preferred option? Please advise which and any rationale for this. 


	BUUK propose that a 7th option is tabled. This option would be to set up a cross-code working group to review the modification process of both the IGT UNC and the UNC, to see where there are failings and where improvements can be made in the process. BUUK recognises that there may be issues with the current modification processes and, without understanding what these issues are, we are unable to reliably determine the correct course of action. It is our view that even option 2 goes too far in assuming what the issues are and would itself be a significant change. Therefore, the proposed Option 7 looks to draw out further discussions specifically related to the modification processes but should be careful to formulate solutions that are reflective of the size of the issue(s).






	Question 4

	Do you believe there are any key areas of concern that the Review Group has not identified? Or do you have any other solutions that you would like the Review Group to consider?

	Not at this time.



	Question 5

	Any other comments or questions?

	BUUK feel it worth highlighting that, whilst we would support a full IGT UNC and UNC governance review at the right time and for the right reasons, there is no evidence that suggests today that the IGT UNC is broken and not working as a code should be working.  Until and unless that evidence is forthcoming we would be reluctant to support a large scale review and change of current governance arrangements.



Returning the RFI

Please return your RFI response to the Code Administrator at igtunc@gemserv.com.
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