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	Consultation Response

	IGT130: Applying password protection encryption to electronic communication

	Responses invited by: 03 Apr 2020

	Respondent Details
Name: Cher Harris
Organisation: Indigo Pipelines Ltd

	Support Implementation

☐
Qualified Support


☐
Neutral




☐
Do Not Support


Y

	Please briefly summarise the key reason(s) for your support / opposition
We feel the proposed solution is heavy-handed and not proportionate to the risk. Existing data protection regulations, including GDPR, adequately address the issue identified.
There are very few scenarios in which Shippers actually need to send customers’ personal data to the Transporter, and these should already be by protected means.  For example, Special Needs and Emergency Contact details are exchanged via Xoserve’s secure IX network and meter works booking forms are already emailed as password protected attachments.  Where Shippers are sending more general enquires, such as Supply Point or Meter data enquiries, there should be no need to send customer’s personal data in the query.  All parties should already be educating staff about data protection and ensuring they limit the exchange of personal data.
An MPRN is the unique reference number assigned to a gas service pipe, by itself it does not identify an individual or business occupying the property that is served by the gas service pipe; the occupier does not ‘own’ the MPRN and does not take it with them when they move out, as such the MPRN is ‘neutral’ to the identity of the occupier. 

We feel that mandating password protection of all and any communications containing an MPRN is not necessary as MPRNs are in the public domain and do not by themselves identify an individual.  Where the MPRN is being exchanged in conjunction with personal data then it must be protected, in compliance with existing rules.



	Self-Governance Statement
Do you agree with the Modification Panel’s determination with respect to whether or not this should be a self-governance modification? 

Yes, it should be self-governance

	Please state any new or additional issues that you believe should be considered



	Relevant Objectives
How would implementation of this modification impact the relevant objectives?
This proposal impact Objective F (Efficiency in the Implementation and Administration of the Code) but we do not agree with the Proposer that it is a Positive impact.  We feel that the additional burden will hinder efficiency in administration of the Code.

	Impacts and Costs
What development and ongoing costs would you face if this modification was implemented?
This would make communications between parties more complicated and time-consuming, potentially necessitating additional staff to manage the process due the additional tasks involved in encrypting/decrypting files, exchanging additional emails with password information, etc.  Shippers will need to share their passwords internally more widely than they currently do to ensure all departments who might send queries to the Transporter are fully briefed and aware of the new process and passwords

	Implementation
What lead time would you wish to see prior to this modification being implemented, and why?

This could be implemented 3 months after approval

	Legal Text
Are you satisfied that the legal text will deliver the intent of the modification?

The draft legal text meets the intent of the Modification

	Further Comments
Is there anything further you wish to be taken into account?


	Responses should be submitted by email to iGTUNC@gemserv.com
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