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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
	15/08/2018

	Affected Industry Participant roles
	IGTs, Shippers, Suppliers, CDSP


Respondent contact details
	Name
	Anon

	Company
	Anon 1

	Email
	N/A 

	Telephone
	N/A

	Response Date
	

	Anonymous response (Y/N)?
	Y


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] 



	1) We agree that since the developing Single Service Provision there appears to be an increase in alignment modifications to ensure things are in keeping with the UNC text. Some issues require solutions to have slight differences so cannot be identical to the UNC but the principle of the changes are in fact identical. 
It is difficult to know what changes are needed but ideally one modification which resolves the issue would be our preference, to discuss developments in multiple arenas doesn’t feel constructive but it is how the governance is currently structured. We would prefer to have an effective governance and solution development process which has minimal development requirements and minimal costs. 
We think there may be an opportunity for the CACoP to be utilised more or for there to be shared leadership with the Code Administrators (although unsure how this would work in detail). The main issue we see with this is the IGT UNC is at the mercy of the legal text provision from the UNC (as a lot of the IGT UNC now points to the UNC) and when the UNC drafting is pulled together there isn’t engagement with the IGT UNC, we believe the process would benefit from earlier legal text drafting and allowing the IGT UNC to provide a response on the codes behalf. If there is an impact the Secretariat can raise a change for review but follow maybe a bespoke fast track style to deliver the changes. 
2) [bookmark: _GoBack]Attendance appears to increase when there is a subject of interest, this workgroup for example has seen more participation than other review groups or modifications in recent months. Our view is that parties are participating where there is something of interest rather than consistently attending month on month. 
Engagement from parties is different from change to change and even other groups have seen participation go up and down, there is nothing to stop this nor do we have a solution on how to promote participation. We do believe the amalgamation of groups and discussions to minimise the number of meetings could have a positive impact for those with minimal resource to cover multiple subjects/codes. 
3) We agree this is accurate because there is currently only two Shippers representing rather than the 3 allowed  
Parties have to prioritise their participation and with a 2-year term it is a longer-term commitment when the energy landscape is forever changing. We do not have a solution to this as it is based on bandwidth and volunteers to the post. Other panels/boards have spare slots so it is not a new issue, the thing we are more interested in are the ramifications if a) another Shipper was to drop from the panel or b) no Shippers were to be on the panel. 




	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. ] 


	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
As an aspiration the amalgamation of the common areas so there is reduced link between codes seems sensible the costs to do this through development and legal text may not provide the tangible benefit. Currently if parties have an interest they feed in, otherwise the change just gets approved and the legal text implemented. We would prefer to amalgamate the codes totally rather than partial amalgamation. 

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
In theory a single modification process would be ideal but if there is not a single code it still has complexities on things like the final work group report, how the meetings are led and how the governance on this would work. We would prefer to fully amalgamate codes rather than just amalgamate the modification process. 

3) To amend the IGT UNC to reference the UNC at a much higher ‘section type’ level rather than at the clause level
This may have a benefit for change governance, however, when reading the IGT UNC and being pointed to the UNC the lower level clauses aid with direct linking, to move things to a higher level could remove the explicit nature of the links put in place by IGT039. This could be used for changes going forward but the activity required to change the current IGT UNC drafting may not meet the required cost/benefit analysis for parties to seek to move this forward. The effort used to change the links could be used towards full amalgamation. 

4) To put the IGT UNC (and its Ancillary documents) in their entirety into the UNC as a separate section, akin to the IGTAD
We support the amalgamation of the codes and the creation of any necessary ancillary documents; REC is seeking to achieve this for Suppliers so we would support a similar approach for Shippers/Transporters. We however recognise that this is no simple task and with the current issues there is not a huge direct impact (currently drawn out) for anything, including competition in the market, but instead an increase in admin changes and varied participation levels. We support a joined-up approach but consider this may be something considered in the future (post REC implementation) to see if further consolidated governance has the merits to move forward. There are also totally differ working and commercial dynamics between the UNC and the IGT UNC so these would need to be investigated before the codes could merge. 
We are supportive of clearer and simpler governance and believe the UNC could benefit from this but recognise this is an IGT UNC RFI.  

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.
To empower the code administrator to sponsor required changes to maintain the alignment of the codes would be a sensible solution, the changes will go through the change process so would outline issues, it just removes the need of requiring a named sponsor. It would also mean that if anything is spotted via the CACoP the Secretariats can work together to ensure alignment. This can also be used to build up a stronger case on making more radical changes like full amalgamation but it is depending on which options is preferred overall. 

6) ‘Do nothing approach’
With the current level of change and the impacts of the issues mentioned are more balanced through parties picking and choosing what they participate in, the amendment of current drafting or the amalgamation of changes seems to bigger change compared to the issues. We support code efficiencies and amalgamation but this may be the long-term preference due to complexity. Rather than do nothing we would support empowering the Code Administrator to take a proactive role for purely governance changes. 




	Question 3

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


	Option 4 – We would prefer to have amalgamated and streamlined codes, however, for the issues raised in this workgroup so far, we recognise this is a large governance development and difficult to quantify the benefits currently. We however believe with the creation of the REC for Suppliers a similar principle should be applied for Shippers/Transporters. The IGT UNC only has a few’ IGT only’ areas, the rest mainly points to the UNC, therefore it would be sensible to amalgamate but it would be no simple task. Currently the governance arrangements for the UNC are different because it is delivered by the Transporters via the Joint Office, compared to the IGT UNC who Gemserv deliver it on their behalf. We would prefer that both the IGT UNC and the UNC were delivered by a licenced Secretariat but appreciate this is more for the UNC governance work rather than for this IGT UNC RFI. 

After full amalgamation we support Option 5 as it promotes the CACoP principles via Secretariat empowerment. 



	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?

	We are interested in Ofgem’s future view of Industry Codes and if they foresee similar activities to REC for Shippers/Transporters. It was the original direction to have the IGT as an independent code, but with such similarities between the codes today compared to then it could be something already considered as part of their forward work plan. If it is then could it better to park the review group until such time as it is required.  



	Question 5

	Any other comments or questions?

	No further comments. 



Returning the RFI

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