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DSC Change Completion Report (CCR) 
	Change Title
	UK Link Release 2 Delivery

	Change reference number (XRN)
	XRN4361

	Xoserve Project Manager  
	Christina Francis

	Email address
	Christina.francis@xoserve.com

	Contact number
	01216232669

	Target Change Management Committee date
	[bookmark: _GoBack]7th  November 2018

	Date of Solution Implementation
	1st July 2018

	Section 1: Overview of Change Delivery

	As part of the Release 2 delivery, the following 16 changes were delivered:

EXTERNALLY FUNDED CHANGE REQUESTS:

Title: DDS/DDU  file amendment 
Change Proposal No. XRN4288 
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP147 
Description: A requirement for the following changes to the DN DDS and DDU files:
1. Twin stream Meters - For DDS and DDU files to only contain the first Asset for a twin stream Meter i.e. suppress any instances where there is a second record for an MPRN.  
2. Rolling AQ updates – For the DDU file to not include any records relating to rolling AQ updates.

Copy of Change Proposal document:






Title: Theft Risk Assessment Service Tip-off Hotline Data Provision – Enduring Solution
Change Proposal No. XRN3995 A
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP222 
Description: A requirement for an enduring solution for the Energy Theft Tip-Off Services provider to identify an MPRN for an address where they receive a tip-off/notification of a suspected theft of gas situation. Xoserve would provide a monthly report to the Energy Theft Tip-Off Services provider via a .csv file. 

Copy of Change Proposal document:




Title: Reports required under UNC TPD V16.1 in Nexus (reports required by MOD 520A)
Change Proposal No. XRN4299 
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP251
Description: A requirement for a number of reports.
DNs are to provide a number of reports both to the industry in general and also to Performance Assurance Committee members.

Copy of Change Proposal document:



As part of this change there was a change variation that was raised for ‘No Reads’ report. The report was delivered in August 2018, however, historic data load activity will be completed in October 2018. 

Title: Quarterly smart Metering reporting for HSE and DNs
Change Proposal No. XRN4248
Xoserve Change Request No. n/a
Description: A requirement to produce a quarterly report as a national report to the HS&E and as a DN level report to each network summarising Meter exchanges and installations.

Copy of Change Proposal document:



Title: New DN role for CMS
Change Proposal No. XRN3386
Xoserve Change Request No. n/a
Description: A requirement to create a new role that includes all activities that can be undertaken within DNs to facilitate more efficient working practices.

Copy of Change Proposal document:



Title: Missing Key Data Items from iGTs to Shippers (Plot Number)
Change Proposal No. XRN3477
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP112
Description: A requirement for the provision and amendment of Plot addresses to Shippers.

Copy of Change Proposal document:





Title: PSR Requirements – Vulnerable Customer Data Requirements
Change Proposal No. n/a
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP273
Description: There is a requirement for the following data items to be in place to assist customers in vulnerable situations.
1. Aligned vulnerable customer needs codes between gas and electricity
2. Mapping of existing vulnerable customer needs code to new vulnerable customer needs code
3. One of Shipper report and commercial Supplier report

Copy of Change Proposal document:




Title: Recording of DN Siteworks / New Network Connection Reference in Central Systems
Change Proposal No. XRN3283
Xoserve Change Request No. n/a
Description: DNs require Xoserve to be able to receive network connections reference numbers and be able to store these reference numbers in central systems.

Copy of Change Proposal document:




INTERNALLY FUNDED CHANGE REQUESTS:

Title: Remove ‘n’ as an allowable value from the .SFN file in ‘Fault corrected’ field and remove as allowable value from AMT & SAP ISU.
Change Proposal No. XRN4303
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP267
Description: A requirement to remove the allowable value ‘n’ in the file format so that the validation on the file format is corrected.

Copy of Change Proposal document:



Title: Amend referral rules for class 2 smaller LSP’s
Change Proposal No. XRN4304
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP270
Description: A requirement to accept Class 2 Meter Points and to be made a configurable upper value with the ability to increase/decrease if required. 

Copy of Change Proposal document:



Title: Back billing for domestic (SSP) sites needs to be reflect the correct adjustment start date
Change Proposal No. XRN4309
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP287
Description: A requirement to ensure correct adjustment period is billed for SSP sites as part of the back billing (GSR site visit) process.

Copy of Change Proposal document:





Title: Changes to the upper parameter of the XDO partial refresh file
Change Proposal No. XRN2831.5
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP292
Description: A requirement to remove upper limit on number of records in the input file while doing a partial refresh.
 
Copy of Change Proposal document:




Title: Meter Point Details Report & Sector Breakdown Report
Change Proposal No. XRN4316
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP315
Description: A requirement to develop two reports to validate the amendment invoices: 
1. Meter Point Details Report 
2. Sector Breakdown Report 

Copy of Change Proposal document:



Title: Change to validation of address fields
Change Proposal No. XRN4513
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP359

Description: A requirement to enhance the validation process of ADD and UNC contacts in CMS.


TiTle : MIV File Changes to MUR Invoice – CMS
Change Proposal No. XRN4514
Xoserve Change Request No. UKLP367

Description: A requirement to correct the MUR invoice to refelect the right information automatically.



Title: Address Maintenance Solution
Change Proposal No, XRN4249
Xoserve Change Request No. NA

Description: A requirement to reinstate the address updates in UK Link.




· Please provide details of any changes made to the service charges (RTB Costs). Make a comparison with section 4 of the BER, and populate the following table:

There is no RTB costs incurred as part of Release 2 delivery.

	Xoserve Service Area
	Xoserve Service Line
	(+/-) Projected Change in Annual Cost
	(+/-)Actual Change in Annual Cost 

	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA



Please provide details of any outstanding actions involving external parties to be completed following implementation (eg: outstanding defects) 
Currently there are no outstanding actions that are pending on external parties to be completed following implementation.

The total cost of the Release 2 Delivery = £810,044

The total cost of the Release 2 Delivery of Internal Changes = £465,455

Noted Internal Resource Costs for overall scope = £276,000





	Section 2: Confirmed Funding Arrangements

		Gas Industry Participant
	BER Share of  Cost
	Actual Share of Cost
	BER Cost Value
	Actual Cost Value

	Shippers
	47%
	54%
	£479,163
	£438,017

	IGTs
	0%
	0%
	£0
	£0

	DNOs
	34%
	30%
	£346,280
	£245,089

	Transmission
	3%
	3%
	£27,068
	£27,068

	DN’s & IGT
	16%
	12%
	£167,331
	£99,870



Please include any reasons for variation from Business Evaluation Report share of cost:
There is a slight  change to the Business Evaluation Report share of cost because of change requests required forfor XRN4449 – PSR Requirements – Vulnerable Customer Data Requirements and XRN4299 - Reports required under UNC TPD V16.1 in Nexus (reports required by MOD 520A)


	Section 3: Provide a summary of any agreed scope changes

	Please summarise any official decisions to either expand or reduce the project’s functionality. Such changes can be associated with the project’s cost, budget, timescales, quality criteria and the functionality of the product or service which was delivered by the project. 

There were 2 change requests raised for XRN4449 – PSR Requirements – Vulnerable Customer Data Requirements and  XRN4299 - Reports required under UNC TPD V16.1 in Nexus (reports required by MOD 520A). However, these costs were covered within the  cost specified in the Business Evaluation Report. 


	Section 4: Detail any changes to the Xoserve Service Description





	





Approvedv2.0
	Please describe any changes to the definition of the specific Xoserve service areas, and within them the service lines, which are associated with the project. Use the following link as a reference to the Xoserve service areas:

Service Description Table

	Existing Change Proposal  Number
	Xoserve Change Request Number
	Change Request Title
	Service Area Details
	Service Area Details

	
	
	
	
	Shipper Users
	Transporters

	
	
	
	
	
	National Grid NTS
	Distribution

	
	
	
	
	
	
	DN Operators and Independent Gas Transporters 
	DN Operators
	Independent Gas Transporters

	XRN4288
	UKLP147
	DDS/DDU  file amendment
	Service Area 21 - Data flows and services to Network Operators
	 
	
	
	100%
£168,396
	 

	XRN4290
	UKLP194
	Billing History by all NTS capacity / commodity related charges (from Nexus implementation onwards)
	Service Area 20 – Gemini System and Services
National Grid Gas Transmission voted to remove this change from R2 scope at 10th January 18 ChMC. (This cost is only for Detailed Design)
	
	100%
£27,068
	
	
	

	XRN3995A
	UKLP222
	Theft Risk Assessment Service Tip-off Hotline Data Provision – Enduring Solution 
	Service Area 18 - Provision of user reports and information – The percentage split was agreed at the ChMC meeting on 10th January  18
	
	
	100%
£17,487
	 
	 

	XRN4299
	UKLP251
	Reports required under UNC TPD V16.1 in Nexus (reports required by MOD 520A)
	Service Area 18 - Provision of user reports and information – The percentage split was agreed at the ChMC meeting on 10th January 18 
	100%
£146,667
	
	
	 
	 

	XRN4248
	 
	Quarterly smart Metering reporting for HSE and DNs
	Service Area 16 - Provision of supply point information services and other services required to be provided under condition of the GT Licence
	 
	 
	100%
£82,383
	 
	 

	XRN3386
	 
	New DN role for CMS
	Service Area 2 - Provide query management (to be discussed with DNs on 5th Oct 17 to agree 100% DN funding)
	 
	 
	 
	100%
£29,333
	 

	XRN3477 
	UKLP112
	Missing Key Data Item from iGTs to Shippers (Plot Number)
	Service Area 1 - Manage supply point registration
	100%
£94,047
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 XRN4449
	UKLP273
	PSR requirements - Vulnerable Customer Data Requirements
	Service Area 1 - Manage supply point registration
	100%
£197,303
	 
	 
	 
	 

	XRN3283
	 
	Recording of DN Siteworks / New Network Connection Reference in Central Systems
	Service Area 2 - Provide Query Management
	 
	
	
	 100%
£47,360
	

	
	
	
	
	 £438,017
	£27,068
	£99,870
	£245,089
	 £ - 






	Section 5: Provide details of any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual

	Where there are changes please insert the revised text of the UK Link manual or if there were no changes please state that this is the case in this section. 

There were no changes made to the UK Link Manual.

All the file format changes followed the formal Change Pack process to be reviewed and approved by the respective Customer constituent parties.



	Section 6: Lessons Learnt

	Lessons learned or lessons learnt are experiences distilled from a project that should be actively taken into account in future projects. Please insert the top 3 key learnings from the delivery of this change.

The top 3 key learnings from the delivery of this change are:

1. The cost benefit analysis for a change needs to be conducted earlier in the project lifecycle of the project so that there is clear understanding of whether a change has viable case for change or business benefit to avoid de-scoping  changes during the delivery stage of the project.
Recommendation going forward – Projects to consider the cost benefit analysis during the capture stage so that clear understanding of the benefit of delivering the change before taking it into delivery to avoid any de-scoping of changes. This is being covered by the current Capture process that has been introduced in the Xoserve Change Process

2. The file format changes were delivered slightly late for some changes due to the tight delivery time scales of the project. 
3. Recommendation going forward – The file format changes need to be planned in earlier to be able to submit the change packs to the Industry to meet the 6 month lead time. This has been built into the Capture Process During implementation of the project there were issues identified with XRN4449,  in-flight scenarios were not considered during the process of implementation. This resulted in work items being created which had to be data fixed. 
Recommendation going forward –Implementation planning for a Release needs to assess  in-flight scenarios for process change if so they have to be  handled correctly so that there no issues encountered

Positive learnings to be continued:

1. The Release 2 team worked in collaboration with Industry, Business SMEs and IS Operations to define the implementation approach which worked very effectively

2. The data migration plan for XRN4249 – Address Maintenance Solution was worked out along with the Industry needs and the migration activity was made lean by working with the Supplier (GB Group) to achieve a positive outcomes.

3. Communications during implementation via Twitter, email, mobile and Xoserve.com was very effective to aid Customers during the implementation plan

Appendix A: Business Benefits:

	Ref ID
	XRN Ref No
	Change Item No.
	Change Description
	Benefits Realised

	1
	XRN4249
	XRN4249
	Address Validation Solution - Part A reinstating the GB Mailing Monthly Update process
	 - Adherence to licence obligation.
 - Correct address information is being validated and used across the Industry
 - The improvement in data quality will also flow through to other stakeholders (e.g. M Number DVD to Price Comparison websites)
 - Identified that pre-Nexus the UK Link process was operating incorrectly

	2
	XRN4514
	UKLP367
	Must Read Invoice Change - CMS
	 - Removed the risk of customers being invoiced twice
 - The manual workaround has been removed that makes a saving of approximately £6,000 per year

	3
	XRN4513
	UKLP359
	Address Validation Change - CMS
	 - Increased trust by Customer in using the CMS system (iGTs)
 - Less time having to re-raise contacts that are being rejected
 - The manual workaround has been removed that makes a   saving of approximately £28,000 per year

	4
	XRN3477
	UKLP112
	Missing Key Data Items from iGTs to Shippers (Plot Number)
	 - Provides Shippers with the Plot Number to support business processes effectively

	5
	XRN4288
	UKLP147
	DDS/DDU  file amendment
	 - Reduced the size of files generated for DNs to process successfully every month

	6
	XRN3995
	UKLP222
	Theft Risk Assessment Service Tip-off Hotline Data Provision – Enduring Solution
	 - Ofgem requirement for  Suppliers has been met, Xoserve is providing the required data items to the service provider to provide the service 

	7
	XRN4299
	UKLP251
	Reports required under UNC TPD V16.1 in Nexus (reports required by MOD 520A)
	 - Ofgem driven requirement has been met by the reports delivered to help scrutinise the Industry behaviour by Performance Assurance committee
 - The report is providing the necessary information to PAFA. They distribute the reports to the wider Industry and the Performance Assurance Committee. 
 - During PIS it was identified that there was a missing requirement to exclude NTS sites from the 'No Reads' topic. This will be raised as a separate Change Request to  be delivered

	8
	XRN4303
	UKLP267
	Remove ‘n’ as an allowable value from the .SFN file in ‘Fault corrected’ field and remove as allowable value from AMT & SAP ISU.
	 - Shippers were performing a workaround which has been removed by the delivery of this change

	9
	XRN4304
	UKLP270
	Amend referral rules for class 2 smaller LSP’s
	 - The risk to DNs receiving high volume of referrals has been mitigated by the delivery of this change. A UNC obligation to respond to referrals is within a set period, if volumes were high this SLA may not be achieved. Also it would have impacted Shippers & consumers as it would have added time onto the transfer of ownership period (potentially up to 10 days)

	10
	XRN4449
	UKLP273
	PSR Requirements - Vulnerable Customer Data Requirements
	Customer licence obligation has been met by the delivery of this CP

	11
	XRN4309
	UKLP287
	Back billing for domestic (SSP) sites needs to be reflect the correct adjustment start date
	Increased invoice quality to Customers (Shippers)

	12
	XRN2831.1
	UKLP292
	Changes to the upper parameter of the XDO partial refresh file
	By delivering the change we are now better equipped to achieve our customers’ requirements, by delivering to our pre-existing GT/IGT DSC Service Lines, which in turn supports their ability to meet obligations that they have under the Smart Energy Code.  

Any risk we previously had is now significantly reduced, with requests to perform a refresh over 250,000 MPRNs being highly unlikely. We have also made DCC aware of this upper parameter and informed them to submit multiple requests if they require a partial refresh greater than 250,000 MPRNs – this is supported by DCC and aligns to the logic we currently have in place where we do not provide files to DCC greater than 50Mb.   

In terms of time / cost savings – The removal of the manual effort to generate the report by an operational resource, and prevent unnecessary delays to the customer. Approx. 1 FTE approx. 1-2 week’s effort, for every partial refresh request we could have potentially received

	13
	XRN4248
	XRN4248
	Quarterly smart Metering reporting for HSE and DNs
	Risk of not meeting HS&E request to send a quarterly report to monitor smart meter rollout has been mitigated by the delivery of this change

	14
	XRN4316
	UKLP315
	Meter Point Details Report & Sector Breakdown Report
	This change has helped the Business to identify issues with the Amendment invoice process

	15
	XRN3386
	NA
	New DN role for CMS
	The DNs can now use a single login to perform multiples roles within CMS, which saves them logging into multiple login accounts

	16
	XRN3283
	NA
	Recording of DN Siteworks / New Network Connection Reference in Central System
	This CP enables DNs to access the Siteworks Reference Number from a central system now as the data was not present earlier in SAP ISU






Please send completed form to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com
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Change Proposal 
 


 


DDS/DDU File Amendment 


Mod reference (where applicable): NA 


CDSP Reference: XRN4288  
 


 


Document Stage Version Date Author Status 


ROM Request / Change 
Proposal 


   Choose an item. 


ROM Response    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


EQR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


BER    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


CCR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 
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Document Purpose 
 
This document is intended to provide a single view of a change as it moves through the change journey. The 
document is constructed in a way that enables each section to build upon the details entered in the 
preceding section. The level of detail is built up in an incremental manner as the project progresses. 
 
The template is aligned to the Change Management Procedures, as defined in the CDSP Service Document. 
The template is designed to remove the need for duplication of information. Where information is required in 
one section but has been previously captured in a previous section, the previous section will be referenced. 
 
The summary table on the front page shows the history and the current status of the Change Proposal. 
 
 


Section Title Responsibility 


1 Proposed Change Proposer / Mod Panel 


2 ROM Request / Change Proposal Proposer / Mod Panel 


3 ROM Request Rejection CDSP 


4 Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Analysis CDSP 


5 Change Proposal: Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


6 EQR: Change Proposal Rejection CDSP 


7 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Notification of delivery date CDSP 


8 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) CDSP 


9 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


10 Business Evaluation Report (BER) CDSP 


11 Business Evaluation Report (BER): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


12 Change Completion Report (CCR) CDSP 


13 Change Completion Report (CCR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


14 Document Template Version History CDSP 


Appendix 


A1 Glossary of Key Terms N/A 
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Section 1: Proposed Change 
Please complete section 1 and 2 and specify within section 2 the output that is required from the CDSP 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Matthew Smith  Contact Number 0121 623 2347 


Email Address matthew.c.smith@xoserve.com 


Customer 
Representative 


Matthew Smith  Contact Number 0121 623 2347 


Email Address matthew.c.smith@xoserve.com 


Subject Matter 
Expert/Network 
Lead 


Matthew Smith  Contact Number 0121 623 2347 


Email Address matthew.c.smith@xoserve.com 


Customer Class ☐ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☒ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ iGT 


 


Overview of proposed change 


Change Details Change Description: 


 


Change to the DN DDS and DDU files: 


 Rolling AQ updates – For the DDU file to not include any 


records relating to rolling AQ updates. 


This CP has been generated on the back of deferred UKPL change 
UKLP147 


 


Requirements Discussion Output: 


Twin streams must not be reported via DDS and DDU files (as now).  


To add clarity on change requirement, only rolling AQ updates should 
be excluded. EUC change on new gas year 1


st
 Oct should be included 


as current functionality. 


Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 


 
1. How does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 


Response: No 
 


2. How does this requirement impact Unique sites? 
Response: No 


 
3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this 


change? 
Response: Performance Testing 


 



mailto:matthew.c.smith@xoserve.com

mailto:matthew.c.smith@xoserve.com

mailto:matthew.c.smith@xoserve.com
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4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 
Response: None 


 
5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration 


based on the class of site? 
Response: None 


 
6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 


Response: UKLP142 
 


7. Does this CR have any downstream impacts: 
Response: No 


 


Query Register Output: 


S.No.12. In case of twin stream , which meter details should go in DDU 
file ?Can we pick any latest meter details ? 
Response: There is no requirement to report a specific Meter, you only 
need to be able to report one Meter(any) 
 
S.No.13. Changes to be omitted in DDU wrt Rolling AQ process are 
pertaining to changes to AQ values only or any other values due to this 
process such as SOQ, EUC etc as well? Pls specify if other applicable 
value changes to be omitted, if any 
1. Check if EUC is in the DDU files 
2. Check Networks still want to keep AQ reporting within the file 
3. To add clarity on EUC question; On 1st Oct, there will be a large 
number of sites which will have EUC change without AQ change, in that 
instance, should those sites be reported in DDU/DDS as per this 
change? 
Response: 
1. EUC is present in the DDU file. 
2. AQ is still a required field it is just the rolling AQ updates that are not 
required. Formula Year AQ and corrections to it should be reported 
3. Yes the sites changing EUC should be reported in the DDU for 1st 
October. 


 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: None 


Reason(s) for proposed 
service change 


 


Rolling AQ updates all become effective on the 1st of the month and if 


included in the DDU file would result in an exceptionally large DDU file 


on that day.  DN systems would struggle to process these files in a 


timely manner. 


Status of related UNC Mod  


Full title of related UNC Mod  


Benefits of change New Requirement 


Required Change 
Implementation Date 


Nov 2017 


Please provide an assessment 
of the priority of this change 
from the perspective of the 
industry. 


☐High 


☐Medium 


☐Low 


Rationale for assessment: 
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Section 2: Initial Assessment / ROM Request / 
Change Proposal 
 


Service Level of 
Quote/Estimate Robustness 
Requested 


 


 


Evaluation Services 


☐Initial Assessment (Mod related changes only) 


☐ROM estimate for Analysis and Delivery 


CDSP Change Services 


☐Firm Quote for Analysis 


☐Firm Quote for both Analysis and Delivery  


Has any initial assessment 
been performed in support of 
this change? 


☐Yes 


☒No 


 


Is this considered to be a Priority Service 
Change? 


☐Yes (Mod Related) 


☐Yes (Legislation Change Related) 


☐No 


Is this change considered to relate to a 
‘restricted class’ of customers? 
 
Consider if the particular change is only likely 
to impact those who fall under a particular 
customer class 
 
If it impacts all customer classes (i.e. 
Transmission, Distribution & Shippers) then 
choose ‘No’. 


☐Yes (please mark the customer class(es) to whom this 


is restricted) 


☐No 


----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


☐Shippers 


☐National Grid Transmission 


☐Distribution Network Operators 


☐iGT’s 


Is it anticipated that the change would have 
an adverse impact on customers of any 
other customer classes? 
 


Please refer to appendix one for the definition 
of an ‘adverse impact’ 


☐Yes (please give details) 


☐No 


 


General Service Changes Only (please ensure that either A or B below is completed) 


A) Customer view of impacted service area(s) 
For a definition of the Service Areas, please see the ‘Charge Base Apportionment Table’ within the Budget 
and Charging Methodology. Please indicate the service area(s) that are understood to be impacted by the 
change. Please enter ‘unknown’ if relevant. Where the change is likely to impact more than one service 
area please indicate the percentage split of the impact across the impacted service areas. For example if it 
is split equally across two service areas then enter 50% in the ‘split’ against each service area. 


 


B) If the change is anticipated to require the creation of a new service area and service line please 
give further details stating proposed name of new service area and title of service line: 


 



http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf

http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf
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Specific Service Changes Only: 


Please detail the proposed methodology (or amendment to the existing methodology) for determining 
Specific Service Change Charges.  


 


Please detail the proposed basis (that is, Charging Measure and Charging Period) for determining Specific 
Service Change Charges in respect of the Specific Service. 


 


Impacts to UKLink System or File Formats 


Please mention if there are any expected impacts to UK Link Systems/File Formats. Any changes to it will 
need UK Link Committee approval 


If it has already been through UK Link committee then please mention the date it was taken to the 
committee and detail the outcome 


Impacts UKL Manual Appendix 5b 


Mention the updates to be captured in the Appendix 5B of the UK Link Manual due to this Change 


Impacts to Gemini System 
 


Please give any other relevant information. 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 3: ROM Request Acceptance 


 


Is there sufficient detail within the 
ROM Request to enable a ROM 
Analysis to be produced? 


☐Yes 


☐No 


If no, please define the additional 
details that are required. 


 


 
If the ROM Request is not accepted. Please forward this document to the Portfolio Office for onward 
transmission to the Change Management Committee 
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Section 4: ROM Analysis 
 


This ROM is Xoserve’s response to the above Evaluation Service Request. The response is intended to 
support customer involvement in the development of industry changes. 


Should the request obtain approval for continuance then a Change Proposal must be raised for any further 
analysis / development. 


 
Disclaimer: 


This ROM Analysis has been prepared in good faith by Xoserve Limited but by its very nature is only able to 
contain indicative information and estimates (including without limitation those of time, resource and cost) 


based on the circumstances known to Xoserve at the time of its preparation.  Xoserve accordingly makes no 
representations of accuracy or completeness and any representations as may be implied are expressly 


excluded (except always for fraudulent misrepresentation). 
Where Xoserve becomes aware of any inaccuracies or omissions in, or updates required to, this Report it 


shall notify the Network Operators’ Representative as soon as reasonably practicable but Xoserve shall have 
no liability in respect of any such inaccuracy or omission and any such liability as may be implied by law or 


otherwise is expressly excluded. 
This Report does not, and is not intended to; create any contractual or other legal obligation on Xoserve. 


 
© 2017 Xoserve Ltd 


 
All rights reserved. 


 


ROM Analysis 


Change Assessment 


High level indicative assessment of the change on the CDSP service description, on UKLink and any 
alternative options if applicable 


 


Change Impact: 


Initial assessment of whether the service change is / would have: 


 a restricted class change,  


 a priority service change  


 an adverse impact on any customer classes 
 


Change Costs (implementation): 


An approximate estimate of the costs (or range of costs) where options are identified 


 


Change Costs (on-going): 


The approximate estimate of the impact of the service change on service charges 


 


Timescales: 


Details of timescale for the change i.e. 3months etc. 
Details of when Xoserve could start this change i.e. the earliest is release X. 


Assumptions: 


Any key assumptions that have been made by Xoserve when providing the cost and or timescale 


 


Dependencies: 


Any material dependencies of the implementation on any other service changes 
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Constraints: 


Any key constraints that are expected to impact the delivery of the service change 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Requesting Party As specified in ROM Request 
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Section 5: Change Proposal: Committee Outcome  
 


The Change Proposal is approved. An EQR is 
requested 


 


Approved Change Proposal version  


The change proposal shall not proceed  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
Change Proposal until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires the proposer to make 
updates to the Change Proposal: 


 


Updates required: 
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Section 6: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Yes  No 


Is there sufficient detail within the Change Proposal to enable an EQR to be 
produced? 


If no, please provide further details below. 


Further details required: 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 7: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Notification of Delivery Date 


 


Notification of EQR Delivery Date 


Original EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Revised EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Rationale for revision 
of delivery date: 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 8: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) 
 


Project Manager  Contact Number  


Email Address  


Project Lead  Contact Number  


Email Address  


 


Please provide an indicative assessment of the  
impact of the proposed change on: 


i. CDSP Service Description 
ii. CDSP Systems 


 


 


Approximate timescale for delivery of ‘business 
evaluation report’  
(N.b this is from the date on which the EQR is 
approved.) 


 


Estimated cost of business evaluation report 
preparation 
This can be expressed as a range of costs i.e. ‘at 
least £xx,xxx but probably not more than £xx,xxx’. 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Restricted class 
change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Adverse Impact’ 
assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Priority Service 
Change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


General service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the assessment made 
in the Change Proposal regarding impacted service 
areas? 


This should refer to whether the proposing party 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 
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considers the service change to relate to an 
existing service area or whether is constitutes a 
new service area. 


 


Specific service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the proposal made in 
the Change Proposal regarding specific change 
charges? 


This should refer to the proposed methodology (or 
amendment to existing methodology) for 
determining the specific service charges and the 
proposed basis for determining the specific service 
change charges. 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Please provide a draft amendment of the Specific 
Service Change Charge Annex setting out the 
methodology for determining Specific Service 
Change Charges proposed in the Change Proposal 


 


EQR validity period:  


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 9: Evaluation Quotation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 


The EQR is approved  


Approved EQR version  


The Change Proposal shall not 
proceed. The Change Proposal and 
this EQR shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its 
decision on the EQR until a later 
meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting  


The committee requires updates to 
the EQR: 


 


Updates required:  


General service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the change proposal and potentially 
commented upon in the subsequent EQR)  


1.) Does the committee agree with 
the assessment of the service 
area(s) to which the service line 
belongs and the weighting of the 
impact? 


☐ Yes 


☐No 


2.) If no, please enter the agreed 
service area(s) and the 
weighting: 


 


Specific service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the Change Proposal and 
potentially commented upon in the subsequent EQR) 


1.) Please confirm the methodology 
for the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 


 


2.) Please confirm the charging 
measure and charging period for 
the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 
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Section 10: Business Evaluation Report (BER) 
 


Change Implementation Detail 


1.) Detail changes required to the CDSP Service Description 


 


2.) Detail modifications required to UK Link 


 


3.) Detail changes required to appendix 5b of the UK Link Manual 


 


4.) Detail impact on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP 


 


5.) Implementation Plan 


 


6.) Estimated implementation costs 


 


6a.) How will the charging for the costs be allocated to different customer classes? 
 (General Service Changes only) 


Please mark % against each customer class: 


 National Grid Transmission 


 Distribution Network Operators and IGT’s 


 DN Operator 


 IGT’s 


 Shippers 


100%  
 


7.) Estimated impact of the service change on service charges 


 


8.) Please detail any pre-requisite activities that must be completed by the customer prior to receiving or being 
able to request the service. 


 


Implementation Options 


Please provide details on any alternative solution/implementation options: 
This should include: 
(i) a description of each Implementation Option; 
(ii) the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
(iii) the CDSP preferred Implementation Option 







   


Page 17 of 24 


 


Restricted Class Changes only 


Is there any change in the view of the CDSP on whether there would be an ‘Adverse Impact’ on customers 
outside the relevant customer class(es)? 


☐Yes (please give detail below) 


☐No 


Dependencies: 


 


Constraints: 


 


Benefits: 


 


Impacts: 


 


Risks: 
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Assumptions: 


 


Information Security: 


 


Out of scope: 


 


Please provide any additional information relevant to the proposed service change: 


 


 
 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 11: Business Evaluation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 
 


The BER is approved and the change can proceed  


Modification Changes Only 
Please ensure that the Transporters are formally informed of the Target Implementation Date 


Approved BER version  


The change proposal shall not proceed and the BER 
shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
BER until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires updates to the BER:  


Updates required: 
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Section 12: Change Completion Report (CCR) 
 


Change Overview 


Please include detail on the following for the chosen implementation option: modifications to UKLink, impact 
on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP.  
Actions required of the customer prior to the commencement date 


Please detail any differences between the solution that was implemented and what was defined in the BER. 


 


Detail the revised text of the CDSP Service Description reflecting the change that has been made 


 


Were there any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual? 


☐Yes (please insert the revised text of the UK Link manual below) 


☐No 


 


Proposed 
Commencement Date 


 Actual  
Commencement Date 


 


Please provide an explanation of any variance 


Please detail the main lessons learned from the project 
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Service change costs 


 


Approved Costs (£)  Actual Costs (£)  


Reasons for variance between approved and actual costs: 


 


 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary enquiries@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 13: Change Completion Report: 
Committee Outcome 


 
 


The implementation is complete and the CCR is 
approved 


 


Approved CCR version  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
CCR until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting: 


 


The committee requires further information  


Further information required: 


The committee considers that the implementation is 
not complete 


 


Further action(s) required: 


The proposed changes to the CDSP Service 
Description or UK Link Manual are not correct 


 


Amendments to CDSP service description / UKLink manual required: 
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Section 14: Document Template Version History 
 


The purpose of this section is to keep a record of the changes to the overall version template and the 
individual sections within. It will be updated by the CDSP following approval of the template update by the 
Change Management Committee.  


 


Version History: 


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1.0 Approved  CDSP Version Approved by Change Committee 


     


 


--- END OF DOCUMENT --- 
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Appendix One: Glossary 
 


Term Definition 


Adverse Impact A Service Change has or would have an Adverse Impact on Customers of a particular 


Customer Class if: 


(a) Implementing the Service Change would involve a modification of UK Link which 


would conflict with the provision of existing Services for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class; 


(b) the Service Change would involve the CDSP disclosing Confidential Information 


relating to such Customers to Customers of another Customer Class or to Third Parties; 


(c) Implementing the Service Change would conflict to a material extent with the 


Implementation of another Service Change (for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class) with an earlier Proposal Date and which remains Current, 


unless the Service Change is a Priority Service Change which (under the Priority 


Principles) takes priority over the other Proposed Service Change; or 


(d) Implementing the Service Change would have an Adverse Interface Impact for such 


Customers. 


General Service A service provided under the DSC to Customers or Customers of a Customer Class on 


a uniform basis. 


Non-Priority 


Service Change 


A Service Change which is not a Priority Service Change 


Priority Service 


Change 


A Modification Service Change;  


or 


A Service Change in respect of a Service which allows or facilitates compliance by a 


Customer or Customers with Law or with any document designated for the purposes of 


Section 173 of the Energy Act 2004 (including any such Law or document or change 


thereto which has been announced but not yet made). 


Relevant 


Customer class 


A Customer Class is a Relevant Customer Class in relation to a Service or a Service 


Change where Service Charges made or to be made in respect of such Service, or the 


Service subject to such Service Change, are or will be payable by Customers of that 


Customer Class 


Restricted Class 


Change 


Where, in relation to a Service Change, not all Customer Classes are Relevant 


Customer Classes, the Service Change is a Restricted Class Change; 


Service Change A change to a Service provided under the DSC (not being an Additional Service), 
including: 
(i) the addition of a new Service or removal of an existing Service; and 
(ii) in the case of an existing Service, a change in any feature of the Service specified in 
the CDSP Service Description, 
and any related change to the CDSP Service Description 


Specific Service A service (other than Additional Services) available under the DSC to all Customer or 


Customers of a Customer Class but provided to a particular Customer only upon the 


order of the Customer. 
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID: UKLP IADBI222 


XRN log Number (if applicable): Assigned by UK Link Programme management Office (PMO) 


Change Title: Energy Tip-off Service Data Provision – Enduring Solution 


  


XM1 Owner Lorraine Cave 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): N 


Date Raised: 22/07/16 


Raised By: Charlie Haley 


Originator: There are three industry changes supporting this: 


 UNC Modification 0584 and 0574 


 SPAA CP16/325  


 COR3995 


Source of Change: 


 


New requirement to reduce break in service. 


Raised following discussions with the SAP BW Team (Lee Chambers) 


Date Approval Required By: 29/07/16 


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): 


 


No. 


Portfolio Impact Details: 


 


N/A. 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): Yes.  


A Change Request has been raised and approved for the report to be built in 


legacy systems. 


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


2 


Requested Implementation By Date: A maximum of 6 months after PNID, however it would be ideal to have the 


report developed as soon as possible to prevent a break in service to 


Crimestoppers. 


 


Due to the deferral of project Nexus; The report will continue to be produced 


monthly in legacy systems. This is covered by the CR approved at ICAF. 


Change Description: 


An enduring solution is required for the ETTOS provider to identify an MPRN for an address where they receive a tip-


off/notification of a suspected theft of gas situation. Xoserve would provide a monthly report to the ETTOS provider, via 


a .csv file, containing the following data for all Meter Points on UK Link, including iGT data:  


 


- MPRN, GT ID, BUILDING_NUMBER, BUILDING_NAME, SUB_BUILDING_NAME, PRINCIPAL_STREET, 


DELIVERY_POINT_ALIAS, DEPENDENT_LOCALITY, DBL_DPNDT_LOCALITY, POSTCODE 


 


LPG sites should be excluded from the report as they are not part of the Theft of Gas process. 


 


Due to the size of the report, it will need to be split out into manageable files. We have provided a test file to 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Crimestoppers containing circa 20m records, and they have notified us that they start having system issues at the point 


of loading 9m records, so the files must contain less than that. They have also highlighted that the maximum file size 


they can receive via email is 10MB. 


 


For reference, the legacy solution is a report split by GT ID (5 files), burned to a DVD, and delivered to Crimestoppers. 


 


Upon receiving a tip-off, the ETTOS provider would identify an MPRN using the report, before contacting Xoserve’s 


contact centre to identify the Supplier of the site. The ETTOS provider would then liaise with the Supplier to commence 


investigations. 


 


Requirements Discussion Output: 


The requirement in change description is clear and adequate. 


The report should be generated on 1st of every month and should be split by GT ID as was done in legacy. 


 


Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 


1. How does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 
Response: Now that iGT sites are on the new UK Link system, they should be included in the monthly report. 
 
2. How does this requirement impact Unique sites? 
Response: Now that Unique sites are on the new UK Link system, they should be included in the monthly report. 
 
3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 
Response: NA 
 
4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 
Response: NA 
 
5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration based on the class of site? 
Response: None 
 
6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 
Response: None 
 
7. Does this change have any downstream impact? 
Response: No 
 


Query Register Output: None 


 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: 


1. The output files will be in CSV format. This will be burned to DVD and issued to relevant parties by the Business 
team. 
Response: The output must be in a CSV format. However, it was my understanding that other means of delivery 
would be explored such as email, web portal, or SharePoint. If via DVD is the most efficient method, I’m happy to 
go with that providing other means have been explored. 


 
2. The file produced at any time will provide a snapshot view and there is not requirement for capturing audit trail or 


change history. 
Response: This assumption is correct. 


 
3. IGTs and US not to be included as part of this report 


Response: Incorrect, iGT sites and US sites will be included now that they’re managed on UK Link rather than 
separately. 


 
4. Address valid on the date of report generation will be provided irrespective of any address amendment in progress or 


any change of address within a month 
Response: This assumption is correct. 


 
5. POST_TOWN is not part of the existing list of fields to be populated in the report 


Response: This assumption is correct. 
 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


Ofgem have mandated Suppliers to develop a TRAS, which includes Energy Theft Tip-off Services (ETTOS). The 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


requirements of the ETTOS stipulate access to data that will allow the ETTOS provider to correctly direct the information 


they receive to the relevant Supplier, and in cases where a correct address has been identified with no Supplier 


attached, the Transporter as a last resort. 


Impacted System(s): 


This is a reporting requirement, therefore we are not making any changes to any systems. 
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1.1 Flash Validation Form 
 


Section 2: To be completed by the TL flash validator 


UK Link Programme Flash Validation Form 


Reviewer Emma Smith 


Flash Validation 


Approved/Rejected 


Approve / Reject to proceed 


Comments/Notes The following checklist should be completed for each flash validation: 


 


Is the IA is an existing Source rule/Requirement - Yes 


= Solution Design Gap (SDG) / No – change 


No 


Is the IA is already in design scope (Covered by 


existing FS/CRD/BPDD/Arch design doc) 


No 


Is there is a confirmed industry requirement for the 


change 


Yes 


Is the scope of the IA already covered by an approved 


‘position’ for an industry change – E.g. A change 


allocated to a future release 


No 


Does this change contravene Agency Contractual 


obligations and is not supported by the required 


governance (E.g Modifications) 


No 


The IA is judged to be a defect rather than a Change No 


Does the increased risk profile outweigh the benefits 


of delivery 


No 


Is the IA judged to be deliverable within current 


release timescales (Recommendation to defer to future 


release) 


No 


Does the IA contravene a confirmed Programme scope 


‘position’ E.g. Agreement that no more industry 


Changes will be accepted into the current release 


Yes 


Has the Commercial team confirmed and approved. No 


OUTCOME Proceed as Change / 


Proceed as SDG / Reject / 


Escalate/Defer 


 


Date Accepted/Rejected: 15th June 2016 


 


 


 


.  
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1.2 Impact Assessment Response Form 
A following section is to be completed by the impact assessors to whom the UK Link (or Portfolio) 


Programme Management Office has distributed the IA to. 


 


Section 3: To be completed by the impact assessors: 


UK Link Programme – Impact Assessment Response Form 


Team Area Responding: 


 


Joint review group or other workstream 


Planned Impact Analysis 


Completion Date: 


(10 day SLA in place) 


Impact Analysis Completion 


Date: 


 


Impact Analysis 


Summary: 


 


 


Artefacts/Modules Impacted: 


 


 


Costs: 


 


(Please provide a breakdown of the costs in the table below) 


Hardware (£)  


Software  (£)  


Programme (£)  
 


Resource Requirements:  


Schedule Impacts: 


 


 


Contract / Schedules  Impacted: 


 


 (Please attach the changed schedules) 


Other Workstream / Delivery 


Towers Impacted: 


 


 


Benefits Impacted: 


 


 


Proposed Implementation Date: 


 


 


Risks/Issues/Dependencies: 
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1.3 Change Request Approvals Form 
A following section is to be completed by the programme/portfolio approvers as well as the Wipro and 


impacted Xoserve delivery leads. 


 


UK Link Programme – Change Request Approvals Form 


Accepted (Yes/No / Deferred 


for Future Release): 


 


If deferred, at what stage of 


the process was this decision 


made? 


 


Rejected (Please state reason for rejection from the options below) 


 No impact to Uk Link 
 Invalid CR - Already in Scope 
 Covered by another CR 
 Deferred to future release 
 Referral to CRB 
 Other – Please describe 


Date Approval 


(Accepted/Rejected): 


(Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


Programme Director 


Approver(s): 


 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Planned Delivery Date:  


Agreed Contractual 


Amendments: 


 


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Xoserve): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Wipro): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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Change Proposal 
 


 


Reports required under UNC TPD V16.1 in Nexus 
(reports required by Mod 520A) 


 


Mod reference (where applicable): 520A 


CDSP Reference: XRN4299 
 


 


Document Stage Version Date Author Status 


ROM Request / Change 
Proposal 


   Choose an item. 


ROM Response    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


EQR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


BER    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


CCR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 
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Document Purpose 
 
This document is intended to provide a single view of a change as it moves through the change journey. The 
document is constructed in a way that enables each section to build upon the details entered in the 
preceding section. The level of detail is built up in an incremental manner as the project progresses. 
 
The template is aligned to the Change Management Procedures, as defined in the CDSP Service Document. 
The template is designed to remove the need for duplication of information. Where information is required in 
one section but has been previously captured in a previous section, the previous section will be referenced. 
 
The summary table on the front page shows the history and the current status of the Change Proposal. 
 
 


Section Title Responsibility 


1 Proposed Change Proposer / Mod Panel 


2 ROM Request / Change Proposal Proposer / Mod Panel 


3 ROM Request Rejection CDSP 


4 Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Analysis CDSP 


5 Change Proposal: Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


6 EQR: Change Proposal Rejection CDSP 


7 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Notification of delivery date CDSP 


8 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) CDSP 


9 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


10 Business Evaluation Report (BER) CDSP 


11 Business Evaluation Report (BER): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


12 Change Completion Report (CCR) CDSP 


13 Change Completion Report (CCR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


14 Document Template Version History CDSP 


Appendix 


A1 Glossary of Key Terms N/A 
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Section 1: Proposed Change 
Please complete section 1 and 2 and specify within section 2 the output that is required from the CDSP 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Rachel Hinsley Contact Number 01216232854 


Email Address rachel.hinsley@xoserve.com 


Customer 
Representative 


Rachel Hinsley Contact Number 01216232854 


Email Address rachel.hinsley@xoserve.com 


Subject Matter 
Expert/Network 
Lead 


Rachel Hinsley Contact Number 01216232854 


Email Address rachel.hinsley@xoserve.com 


Customer Class ☒ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☐ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ iGT 


 


Overview of proposed change 


Change Details Change Description: 


The CDSP are to provide a number of reports as part of schedule two 
for modification 0520A. One set of reports is anonymized for the 
industry. The other set of reports are not anonymized and are only 
provided to Performance Assurance Committee members. 


The requirements for Schedule 2 are attached in the following report 
register: 


 


The reports are to be provided at the earliest opportunity and are 
required to be back dated to PNID.  


Requirements Discussion Output: 
 
The requirement on these reports is retrospective reporting from 1


st
 


Jun 2017 as the change request could not be implemented as day 1 
change – Jun 1


st
. 


 
Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 
 
1. Does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 


Response: No, not to be included as part of this change, however 
consider the design options to enable easy switch for inclusion of IGTs 
sites in future, whenever required.  
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2. Does this requirement impact Unique sites? 
Response: No 
 
3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 
Response: None identified 
 
4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 
Response: Defined at report level 
 
5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration based 


on the class of site? 
Response: Defined at report level as each report covers different 
requirement 
 
6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 
Response: None, Part of MOD520A 
 
7. Does this change have any downstream impact? 
Response: None 
 
Query Register Output: 
S.No. 33: There is not enough information in the CR document for 
analysis. It only states that there are new reports required as part of 
MOD520A. There is no futher information on the nature or structure of 
these report(s). Please provide more details on the content, format, 
frequency etc. 
Response: Meeting held and additional queries captured separately 
 


 
S.No.38: For 2A.1 – Estimated & Check Reads used for Gas 
Allocation, and consumption adjustments for Product Classes 1 & 2, 
how many reads are expected within the month? 
Response: The number of reads expected is a read per day per site. 
 
S.No. 39: Report 2A.2 Are EUC bands required 
Response: Use AQ Bands instead of EUC Bands 
 
S.No.40:  
2A.3 – No Meter Recorded in the Supply Point Register and data flows 
received by Xoserve - Q1 When should the report be run – the last day 
of the month? 
Response: The report should be run when it is easiest for the team but 
the data needs to be for the whole month. 
 
2A.3 – Please define what you mean by data flow, is CND store update 
in scope? 
Response: Meter installed, Meter reads, Meter updates, Inspection 
visits and C & D updates 
 
S.No. 41: 2A.5 – Read Performance - Class 1 & 2  do not have a 
submission window. 
Response: Class 1 reads need to be submitted by 2pm and Class 2 
have a slightly longer grace. Should contain all reads for class 1 and 2. 
Not only early reads or anything to do with liabilities. Run report after 
close-out. 
 
S.No. 42: 2A.5 – Read Performance - Do we need to take into account 
expected read dates? Are class / frequency / Shipper Ownership 
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changes is a consideration for this report? 
Response: Yes, take expected read dates in account. Ignore shipper 
and class changes 
 
S.No. 43: 2A.5 – Read Performance - Do we factor in Meter Read 
Frequency and Changes between sectors? 
Response: Yes, only for what applies in the UNC (monthly/annually). 
Should still report on changes that happen based on the class that it is 
when the report is run. If the meter changes class the class should 
reflect the class for when its report is run (for changes mid month) 
 
S.No. 44: 2A.5 – Read Performance - How do we account for re-
confirmations between Shippers and Rolling AQ – Do Shipper Transfer 
reads count towards performance measures? 
Response: Reads will only count if they are actual and not estimate. 
 
S.No. 45: 2A.5 – Read Performance - What is meter read performance 
to be assessed on? 
Response: For all sites meter read performance is 100%. Therefore 
the result is percentage of performance. There should be one read 
used per site (ignore multiple reads for one site) per month and class 
changes and shipper changes can be ignored 
 
S.No. 46: 2A.5 – Read Performance - This Calculation can be possible 
for Class 3 & 4, clarify if it is sufficient?  
o % of B & A 
o B: Total number of reads accepted 
o A: Total number of rejected Reads for submission validation 
Response:There is a possibility that a read could be counted in B and 
A. E.g. if a read is rejected, reworked and resubmitted, it would count 
to both? Should the calculation be B only? 
 
S.No.47: 2A.5 – Read Performance - When is the report to be run – a 
month in arrears? 
Response: It’s a rolling 12 month view which runs a month in arrears 
but shows 12 months of data 
 
S.No. 48: 2A.7 – No Reads received for 1, 2, 3 or 4 years (excludes 
estimated transfer readings) 
Response: This report is a count of replacement reads, it does not 
show reconciliation reads. EUC bands are across all reports and you 
were going to access if it was possible as thats what the MOD asks for 
 
S.No. 49: 2A.10 – Replaced Meter Reads - This report is a count of 
replacement reads, it does not show reconciliation reads. 
Response: Count all replacement reads, regardless of if they're in a 
sequence 
 
Below are the attached clarifications that have been sought out as part 
of Performance Assurance Committee. 


 
 
Tier 2 IA Assumptions: 
 
1. For 2A.1 – Estimated & Check Reads used for Gas Allocation, and 


consumption adjustments for Product Classes 1 & 2 - We have 
assumed it’s a month report and they are looking at class 1 / 2 the 
number reads got estimated, class changes will not be considered. 
The % will be wrong if they change through the month. One part of 
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report goes to the Shipper if the site changes both Shipper will 
have counted in their report 


Response: Ok, valid assumption 
 


Reason(s) for proposed service 
change 


 


Change Order has been raised to meet the reporting requirements as 
defined in MOD0520A 


Status of related UNC Mod Implemented 


Full title of related UNC Mod 0520A – Performance Assurance Reporting 


Benefits of change New Requirement 


Required Change 
Implementation Date 


May 2018 


Please provide an assessment 
of the priority of this change 
from the perspective of the 
industry. 


☒High 


☐Medium 


☐Low 


Rationale for assessment: 
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Section 2: Initial Assessment / ROM Request / 
Change Proposal 


 


Service Level of 
Quote/Estimate Robustness 
Requested 


 


 


Evaluation Services 


☐Initial Assessment (Mod related changes only) 


☐ROM estimate for Analysis and Delivery 


CDSP Change Services 


☐Firm Quote for Analysis 


☐Firm Quote for both Analysis and Delivery  


Has any initial assessment 
been performed in support of 
this change? 


☐Yes 


☒No 


 


Is this considered to be a Priority Service 
Change? 


☒Yes (Mod Related) 


☐Yes (Legislation Change Related) 


☐No 


Is this change considered to relate to a 
‘restricted class’ of customers? 
 
Consider if the particular change is only likely 
to impact those who fall under a particular 
customer class 
 
If it impacts all customer classes (i.e. 
Transmission, Distribution & Shippers) then 
choose ‘No’. 


☒Yes (please mark the customer class(es) to whom this 


is restricted) 


☐No 


----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


☒Shippers 


☐National Grid Transmission 


☐Distribution Network Operators 


☐iGT’s 


Is it anticipated that the change would have 
an adverse impact on customers of any 
other customer classes? 
 


Please refer to appendix one for the definition 
of an ‘adverse impact’ 


☐Yes (please give details) 


☒No 


 


General Service Changes Only (please ensure that either A or B below is completed) 


A) Customer view of impacted service area(s) 
For a definition of the Service Areas, please see the ‘Charge Base Apportionment Table’ within the Budget 
and Charging Methodology. Please indicate the service area(s) that are understood to be impacted by the 
change. Please enter ‘unknown’ if relevant. Where the change is likely to impact more than one service 
area please indicate the percentage split of the impact across the impacted service areas. For example if it 
is split equally across two service areas then enter 50% in the ‘split’ against each service area. 


 


B) If the change is anticipated to require the creation of a new service area and service line please 
give further details stating proposed name of new service area and title of service line: 



http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf

http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf





   


Page 8 of 26 


 


Specific Service Changes Only: 


Please detail the proposed methodology (or amendment to the existing methodology) for determining 
Specific Service Change Charges.  


 


Please detail the proposed basis (that is, Charging Measure and Charging Period) for determining Specific 
Service Change Charges in respect of the Specific Service. 


The Modification was approved as a User Pays modification, this needs to be transferred into the  


Impacts to UKLink System or File Formats 


None 


Impacts UKL Manual Appendix 5b 


No 


Impacts to Gemini System 
None 


Please give any other relevant information. 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 3: ROM Request Acceptance 


 


Is there sufficient detail within the 
ROM Request to enable a ROM 
Analysis to be produced? 


☐Yes 


☐No 


If no, please define the additional 
details that are required. 


 


 
If the ROM Request is not accepted. Please forward this document to the Portfolio Office for onward 
transmission to the Change Management Committee 
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Section 4: ROM Analysis 
 


This ROM is Xoserve’s response to the above Evaluation Service Request. The response is intended to 
support customer involvement in the development of industry changes. 


Should the request obtain approval for continuance then a Change Proposal must be raised for any further 
analysis / development. 


 
Disclaimer: 


This ROM Analysis has been prepared in good faith by Xoserve Limited but by its very nature is only able to 
contain indicative information and estimates (including without limitation those of time, resource and cost) 


based on the circumstances known to Xoserve at the time of its preparation.  Xoserve accordingly makes no 
representations of accuracy or completeness and any representations as may be implied are expressly 


excluded (except always for fraudulent misrepresentation). 
Where Xoserve becomes aware of any inaccuracies or omissions in, or updates required to, this Report it 


shall notify the Network Operators’ Representative as soon as reasonably practicable but Xoserve shall have 
no liability in respect of any such inaccuracy or omission and any such liability as may be implied by law or 


otherwise is expressly excluded. 
This Report does not, and is not intended to; create any contractual or other legal obligation on Xoserve. 


 
© 2017 Xoserve Ltd 


 
All rights reserved. 


 


ROM Analysis 


Change Assessment 


High level indicative assessment of the change on the CDSP service description, on UKLink and any 
alternative options if applicable 


 


Change Impact: 


Initial assessment of whether the service change is / would have: 


 a restricted class change,  


 a priority service change  


 an adverse impact on any customer classes 
 


Change Costs (implementation): 


An approximate estimate of the costs (or range of costs) where options are identified 


 


Change Costs (on-going): 


The approximate estimate of the impact of the service change on service charges 


 


Timescales: 


Details of timescale for the change i.e. 3months etc. 
Details of when Xoserve could start this change i.e. the earliest is release X. 


Assumptions: 


Any key assumptions that have been made by Xoserve when providing the cost and or timescale 


 


Dependencies: 


Any material dependencies of the implementation on any other service changes 
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Constraints: 


Any key constraints that are expected to impact the delivery of the service change 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Requesting Party As specified in ROM Request 
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Section 5: Change Proposal: Committee Outcome  
 


The Change Proposal is approved. An EQR is 
requested 


 


Approved Change Proposal version  


The change proposal shall not proceed  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
Change Proposal until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires the proposer to make 
updates to the Change Proposal: 


 


Updates required: 
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Section 6: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Yes  No 


Is there sufficient detail within the Change Proposal to enable an EQR to be 
produced? 


If no, please provide further details below. 


Further details required: 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 7: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Notification of Delivery Date 


 


Notification of EQR Delivery Date 


Original EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Revised EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Rationale for revision 
of delivery date: 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 


  







   


Page 15 of 26 


Section 8: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) 
 


Project Manager  Contact Number  


Email Address  


Project Lead  Contact Number  


Email Address  


 


Please provide an indicative assessment of the  
impact of the proposed change on: 


i. CDSP Service Description 
ii. CDSP Systems 


 


 


Approximate timescale for delivery of ‘business 
evaluation report’  
(N.b this is from the date on which the EQR is 
approved.) 


 


Estimated cost of business evaluation report 
preparation 
This can be expressed as a range of costs i.e. ‘at 
least £xx,xxx but probably not more than £xx,xxx’. 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Restricted class 
change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Adverse Impact’ 
assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Priority Service 
Change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


General service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the assessment made 
in the Change Proposal regarding impacted service 
areas? 


This should refer to whether the proposing party 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 
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considers the service change to relate to an 
existing service area or whether is constitutes a 
new service area. 


 


Specific service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the proposal made in 
the Change Proposal regarding specific change 
charges? 


This should refer to the proposed methodology (or 
amendment to existing methodology) for 
determining the specific service charges and the 
proposed basis for determining the specific service 
change charges. 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Please provide a draft amendment of the Specific 
Service Change Charge Annex setting out the 
methodology for determining Specific Service 
Change Charges proposed in the Change Proposal 


 


EQR validity period:  


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 9: Evaluation Quotation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 


The EQR is approved  


Approved EQR version  


The Change Proposal shall not 
proceed. The Change Proposal and 
this EQR shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its 
decision on the EQR until a later 
meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting  


The committee requires updates to 
the EQR: 


 


Updates required:  


General service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the change proposal and potentially 
commented upon in the subsequent EQR)  


1.) Does the committee agree with 
the assessment of the service 
area(s) to which the service line 
belongs and the weighting of the 
impact? 


☐ Yes 


☐No 


2.) If no, please enter the agreed 
service area(s) and the 
weighting: 


 


Specific service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the Change Proposal and 
potentially commented upon in the subsequent EQR) 


1.) Please confirm the methodology 
for the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 


 


2.) Please confirm the charging 
measure and charging period for 
the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 
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Section 10: Business Evaluation Report (BER) 
 


Change Implementation Detail 


1.) Detail changes required to the CDSP Service Description 


 


2.) Detail modifications required to UK Link 


 


3.) Detail changes required to appendix 5b of the UK Link Manual 


 


4.) Detail impact on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP 


 


5.) Implementation Plan 


 


6.) Estimated implementation costs 


 


6a.) How will the charging for the costs be allocated to different customer classes? 
 (General Service Changes only) 


Please mark % against each customer class: 


 National Grid Transmission 


 Distribution Network Operators and IGT’s 


 DN Operator 


 IGT’s 


 Shippers 


100%  
 


7.) Estimated impact of the service change on service charges 


 


8.) Please detail any pre-requisite activities that must be completed by the customer prior to receiving or being 
able to request the service. 


 


Implementation Options 


Please provide details on any alternative solution/implementation options: 
This should include: 
(i) a description of each Implementation Option; 
(ii) the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
(iii) the CDSP preferred Implementation Option 
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Restricted Class Changes only 


Is there any change in the view of the CDSP on whether there would be an ‘Adverse Impact’ on customers 
outside the relevant customer class(es)? 


☐Yes (please give detail below) 


☐No 


Dependencies: 


 


Constraints: 


 


Benefits: 


 


Impacts: 


 


Risks: 
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Assumptions: 


 


Information Security: 


 


Out of scope: 


 


Please provide any additional information relevant to the proposed service change: 


 


 
 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 11: Business Evaluation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 
 


The BER is approved and the change can proceed  


Modification Changes Only 
Please ensure that the Transporters are formally informed of the Target Implementation Date 


Approved BER version  


The change proposal shall not proceed and the BER 
shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
BER until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires updates to the BER:  


Updates required: 
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Section 12: Change Completion Report (CCR) 
 


Change Overview 


Please include detail on the following for the chosen implementation option: modifications to UKLink, impact 
on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP.  
Actions required of the customer prior to the commencement date 


Please detail any differences between the solution that was implemented and what was defined in the BER. 


 


Detail the revised text of the CDSP Service Description reflecting the change that has been made 


 


Were there any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual? 


☐Yes (please insert the revised text of the UK Link manual below) 


☐No 


 


Proposed 
Commencement Date 


 Actual  
Commencement Date 


 


Please provide an explanation of any variance 


Please detail the main lessons learned from the project 
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Service change costs 


 


Approved Costs (£)  Actual Costs (£)  


Reasons for variance between approved and actual costs: 


 


 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary enquiries@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 13: Change Completion Report: 
Committee Outcome 


 
 


The implementation is complete and the CCR is 
approved 


 


Approved CCR version  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
CCR until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting: 


 


The committee requires further information  


Further information required: 


The committee considers that the implementation is 
not complete 


 


Further action(s) required: 


The proposed changes to the CDSP Service 
Description or UK Link Manual are not correct 


 


Amendments to CDSP service description / UKLink manual required: 
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Section 14: Document Template Version History 
 


The purpose of this section is to keep a record of the changes to the overall version template and the 
individual sections within. It will be updated by the CDSP following approval of the template update by the 
Change Management Committee.  


 


Version History: 


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1.0 Approved  CDSP Version Approved by Change Committee 


     


 


--- END OF DOCUMENT --- 
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Appendix One: Glossary 
 


Term Definition 


Adverse Impact A Service Change has or would have an Adverse Impact on Customers of a particular 


Customer Class if: 


(a) Implementing the Service Change would involve a modification of UK Link which 


would conflict with the provision of existing Services for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class; 


(b) the Service Change would involve the CDSP disclosing Confidential Information 


relating to such Customers to Customers of another Customer Class or to Third Parties; 


(c) Implementing the Service Change would conflict to a material extent with the 


Implementation of another Service Change (for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class) with an earlier Proposal Date and which remains Current, 


unless the Service Change is a Priority Service Change which (under the Priority 


Principles) takes priority over the other Proposed Service Change; or 


(d) Implementing the Service Change would have an Adverse Interface Impact for such 


Customers. 


General Service A service provided under the DSC to Customers or Customers of a Customer Class on 


a uniform basis. 


Non-Priority 


Service Change 


A Service Change which is not a Priority Service Change 


Priority Service 


Change 


A Modification Service Change;  


or 


A Service Change in respect of a Service which allows or facilitates compliance by a 


Customer or Customers with Law or with any document designated for the purposes of 


Section 173 of the Energy Act 2004 (including any such Law or document or change 


thereto which has been announced but not yet made). 


Relevant 


Customer class 


A Customer Class is a Relevant Customer Class in relation to a Service or a Service 


Change where Service Charges made or to be made in respect of such Service, or the 


Service subject to such Service Change, are or will be payable by Customers of that 


Customer Class 


Restricted Class 


Change 


Where, in relation to a Service Change, not all Customer Classes are Relevant 


Customer Classes, the Service Change is a Restricted Class Change; 


Service Change A change to a Service provided under the DSC (not being an Additional Service), 
including: 
(i) the addition of a new Service or removal of an existing Service; and 
(ii) in the case of an existing Service, a change in any feature of the Service specified in 
the CDSP Service Description, 
and any related change to the CDSP Service Description 


Specific Service A service (other than Additional Services) available under the DSC to all Customer or 


Customers of a Customer Class but provided to a particular Customer only upon the 


order of the Customer. 
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BLUE TEXT SHOULD BE OVERTYPED, PURPLE TEXT IS FOR INFORMATION/GUIDANCE 


Title Quarterly smart metering reporting for HS&E and GDNs 


Submission date 22 March 2017 


Service & Level of Quote/Estimate 


Robustness Requested 


Please insert an X in the appropriate box: 


Evaluation Services 


 RULE Analysis 


 ROM estimate for Analysis & Delivery 


 High Level Estimate for Analysis & Delivery 


 


ASA Change Order Services 


 Firm quote for Analysis 


X Firm quote for both Analysis & Delivery 
 


Additional Information required 


If applicable. 


{Please overtype with any additional information that is required in 


addition to the service type selected above} 


Customer’s change reference 


If applicable. 


{Insert GPINS number or any linked / previous xoserve reference 


number for example} 


Impact & Communication 


Indicate the impacted Networks. 
 


Those marked as X would receive output 


documentation such as EQR, BER etc. 


Where not all Networks are selected 


(excluding Other) it is taken that the item is 


confidential to that party and would not 


appear within CMSG reports. However, 


items marked as funded from categories 


1 to 4 (below) appear in CMSG reports 


regardless of the selection made here.  
 


To restrict reporting of this item at the initial 


Evaluation Service stage, select ‘No’. 


Please insert an X in the appropriate box(es): 


 All Networks (Transmission & Distribution) 


Or select as follows: 


 National Grid Transmission 


X National Grid Distribution 


X Scottish & Southern Gas Networks 


X Wales & West Utilities 


X Northern Gas Networks 


 Other – {please specify here} 
 


Report to all Industry Users (i.e. publication via the Joint Office)? 


 Yes X No 
 


Customer view of change funding  


 


Items with a number indicates the External 


Spend Spreadsheet Category; for those 


items the proportion payable by 


Transmission/Distribution Networks is also 


shown in brackets 


 


 


 


NB:  If change is User Pays, also select the 


funding pot which will fund the change prior 


to recovery of costs from Users. 


Please insert an X in the appropriate box(es): 


 1 – RGTA Functionality (100/0) 


 2 – AT Link Functionality (20/80) 


 3 – Distribution Network Only Change (0/100) 


 4 – Core Changes – All Networks (11/89) 


 5 – Individual Network Changes (Not from Change Budget) 
        (Assumes network selected above receives 100% of charges) 


X 5 – Multi-Network Changes (Not from Change Budget) 


       {Please specify here how the charges should be split} 


 User Pays - Also select the appropriate funding pot  


 Other {please specify here} 
 


Change Budget approved by all Change 


Managers: 
Please insert an X in the appropriate box: 


 Yes X No 
 


Customer representative Joanna Ferguson 


Customer representative contact details jferguson@northerngas.co.uk 


Subject matter expert / Network Lead Joanna Ferguson 


Subject matter expert contact details jferguson@northerngas.co.uk 


xoserve contact {Name, if applicable} 



mailto:jferguson@northerngas.co.uk
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Change Details 


Change priority : 


High 


 


Change driver / origin:  


The HS&E has requested reporting to enable better monitoring of the smart meter roll-out, in particular to enable 


them to monitor for geographic hot-spots that they can match to RIDDOR reports associated with meter installations. 


 


Change overview:   


Quarterly report to be provided as a national report to the HS&E and as a GDN level report to each network 


summarising meter exchanges and installations. 
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Change information: 


 Report to be set out in post code town or outcode level – i.e. HD3 or HD. As it needs to be split into GDN the 


outcode level is likely most appropriate and more effective for postal towns with large geographic spread. 


 Report to provide the following statistical summary associated with meter exchanges and installations: 


o Traditional to smart 


o Traditional to traditional 


o Smart to traditional 


o Smart to smart 


o New traditional (first installation at MPRN) 


o New smart (first installation at MPRN) 


 The report should be delivered quarterly to a defined distribution list that includes the HS&E and each of the 


GDN contract managers or their named delegate for the purposes of this report. 


 


 Additional, in order to ensure that a rolling position can be maintained, the HS&E has requested a historic 


report to provide a baseline to add to. For these purposes a single report for the 12 months prior to delivery 


of the new report is requested to be provided to all parties. 


 


 


Requirements Discussion Output: 


The requirement is to create 3 new reports.  


 


1. DN Level Report (same format as National Level report but split at DN level) 


2. National Level Report  


3. One time historic report 


 


The first set of quarterly reports (retrospective) were generated from legacy. The enduring solution in new SAP system 


is seeked as part of this change request. Below attached are the first set of (legacy) reports for reference. 


 


 
 


Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 


 


1. Does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 


Response: Yes, with the caveat that costs for this report will be amended due to the inclusion of iGTs – 


this could be via a new change order or amendment to the existing change order. 
 


2. Does this requirement impact Unique sites? 


Response: Yes, Unique sites should be included 


 


3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 


Response: None 


 


4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 


Response: None 


 


5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration based on the class of site? 


Response: No 


 


6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 


Response: None 


 


7. Does this change have any downstream impact? 


Response: None 


 


Query Register Output: None 


 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: None 
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BLUE TEXT SHOULD BE OVERTYPED, PURPLE TEXT IS FOR INFORMATION/GUIDANCE 


Title Create new “role” for CMS to cover all activities undertaken by a 


Distribtion Network 


Submission date {dd/mm/yy} 


Service & Level of Quote/Estimate 


Robustness Requested 


Please insert an X in the appropriate box: 


Evaluation Services 


 RULE Analysis 


 ROM estimate for Analysis & Delivery 


 High Level Estimate for Analysis & Delivery 


 


ASA Change Order Services 


 Firm quote for Analysis 


X Firm quote for both Analysis & Delivery 
 


Additional Information required 


If applicable. 


{Please overtype with any additional information that is required in 


addition to the service type selected above} 


Customer’s change reference 


If applicable. 


{Insert GPINS number or Any linked / previous xoserve reference 


number for example} 


Impact & Communication 


Indicate the impacted networks 
 


Those marked as X would receive output  


documentation such as EQR, BER etc 


Where not all networks are selected 


(excluding Other) it is taken that the item is 


confidential to that party and would not 


appear within CMSG reports. However, 


items marked as funded from categories 1 


to 4 (below) appear in CMSG reports 


regardless of the selection made here. 


Please insert an X in the appropriate box(es): 


 All Networks (Transmission & Distribution) 


Or select as follows: 


 National Grid Transmission 


X National Grid Distribution 


X Scottish & Southern Gas Networks 


X Wales & West Utilities 


X Northern Gas Networks 


 Other – {please specify here} 
 


Customer view of change funding  


 


Items with a number indicates the External 


Spend Spreadsheet Category; for those 


items the proportion payable by 


Transmission/Distribution Networks is also 


shown in brackets 


Please insert an X in the appropriate box(es): 


 1 – RGTA Functionality (100/0) 


 2 – AT Link Functionality (20/80) 


X 3 – Distribution Network Only Change (0/100) 


 4 – Core Changes – All Networks (11/89) 


 5 – Individual Network Changes (Not from Change Budget) 
        (Assumes network selected above receives 100% of charges) 


 5 – Multi-Network Changes (Not from Change Budget) 


       {Please specify here how the charges should be split} 


 User Pays 


 Other {please specify here} 
 


Change Budget approved by all Change 


Managers: 
Please insert an X in the appropriate box: 


 Yes X No 
 


Customer representative Joanna Ferguson 


Customer representative contact details jferguson@northerngas.co.uk Mobile: 07883099616 


Subject matter expert / Network Lead Ian Cooper 


Subject matter expert contact details icooper@northerngas.co.uk; Mobile: 07807 726613 


xoserve contact {Name, if applicable} 



mailto:jferguson@northerngas.co.uk

mailto:icooper@northerngas.co.uk
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Change Details 


Change priority : 


Normal 


 


Change driver / origin:  


Current functionality in CMS is split into roles based on assumptions made about what activities would be undertaken 


by which entities, however, the Network role does not include all activities that are carried out within the DNs. This 


means that some individuals need multiple accounts to access CMS for different workstreams.  


 


Change overview:   


A new role is required that includes all activities that can be undertaken within DNs to facilitate more efficient 


working practices.  


 


Requirements Discussion Output: 


The requirement is clear and adequate 


 


Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 


 


1. Does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 


Response: Yes 


 


2. Does this requirement impact Unique sites? 


Response: No 


 


3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 


Response: Performance Testing. They should be able to do what they did before – Regression test 


 


4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 


Response: Currently its 3 stakeholders roles to manage all the activities listed(in section change information), as 


part of this change a single stakeholder is required. 


 


5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration based on the class of site? 


Response: No 


 


6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 


Response: None 


 


7. Does this change have any downstream impact? 


Response: None 


 


Query Register Output: None 


 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: 


1. Assignment of users to new role will be carried out by relevant LSO. 


Response: Valid assumption 


 


2. No requirement for mass migration of user roles. 


Response: Not at this point as part of this CR 
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Change information: 


 Activities undertaken by DN staff are: 


o New M Number creation 


o Theft of gas 


o Must reads 


o Prime & sub reads 


o Prime & sub queries 


o Address amendment 


o New Mod424/410A/425 processes 


o ISO site visits 


 


Template Version 6.2 - 12/03/09 
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID: UKLP IADBI112 


XRN log Number (if applicable): 3477 


Change Title: Missing Key Data Item from iGT’s to Shippers (Plot Number) 


  


XM1 Owner Lee Chambers 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): Yes 


Date Raised: 07/07/15 


Raised By: Steve Nunnington 


Originator: IE 


Source of Change: Solution Design Gap – Missing Requirement in Design 


Date Approval Required By: ASAP – To be aligned to CR’s 81, 82 & 107 and completed in the same 


timelines 


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): No 


Portfolio Impact Details: No 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): No 


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


2 


Requested Implementation By Date: Go Live 


Required for Market Trials 


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Change Description: 


Following the completion of the File Format Detailed Design,  Shippers have identified that there is no flow within the 


current Shipper File Formats of the Plot Number that is required.  The requirement under consideration is the provision 


and amendment of Plot addresses to Shippers. 


 


In current iGT world the plot number is first provided to a Shipper by the iGT in a report known as the PSR (Project 


Summary Report) and is also provided to Shippers by the iGT at the point of a meter installation in a file known as the 


Meter Fit Report. Shippers use the data provided in both flows to ensure the meter installation and address details are 


correct before registering the site.  


 


Under Single Service Provision proposals, iGTs will request Xoserve to create Meter Points once the PSR is in place, with 


all the associated data flowing through Xoserve to the Shipper. The Meter Fit Report will no longer be provided by iGTs 


to Shippers, with this flow being replaced by an RGMA ‘Onjob’ file. In order to conform to existing UK Link address 


format, iGTs were advised by Xoserve to populate plot number data in the Delivery Point Alias field. Industry 


requirements state that the shipper will be made aware of iGT meter point address data captured during the iGT meter 


point creation & amendment process, which we will be doing via the AES file, however Delivery Point Alias is not 


contained within this file. The upshot is that under the current design proposals the Shipper will not be made aware of 


the plot details on iGT sites. 


 


 


 


Xoserve performed a flash assessment back in July 2015 and presented the following options for consideration by the 


industry.  


 


Following several meetings in August / September 2015, Shippers and iGTs were unable to reach a mutual decision on 


the most appropriate option to take forward. Therefore these options were not progressed at the time and it was agreed 


to revisit following Nexus Implementation.  


 


  


Requirements Discussion Output: 


The above change description is clear and adequate. Two options suggested as per change request are as: 


1. Create a new filed for plot address on AES file format – This option will lead to major changes to industry 


flows as the file flow would be needed in several processes. It is identified as complex and potentially costly to 


industry 


2. Utilise existing field ‘Building Name’ to populate plot address. – This option is not recommended for data 


quality issues.  


Aditionally Wipro technical team has recommended a 3rd option which is create a new address record format similar to  


S70 record format but with plot address added onto it. This is ensure that it not impact several other processes that use 


S70 record format. This new address record format should only be part of AES, IMC and IMA file formats.  
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Options that were presented and considered by stakeholders endeavoured to resolve the primary issue of 


missing plot information within the AES. When considering possible options which deliver this 


requirement, we will need to consider the wider impacts on other interfaces and processes. Where options 


include re-using an existing data item other than Delivery Point Alias, migration of data that may be 


present in this field will need to be considered. Where options include creating a new data item we will 


again need to understand how data will be migrated to this new field, as well as how this data is intended 


to be captured / amended by iGTs and displayed to stakeholders in reports and Data Enquiry.   


 


Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 


1. Does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 
Response: Yes 


 
2. Does this requirement impact Unique sites? 


Response: Yes 
 


3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 
Response: None 


 
4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 


Response: None 
 


5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration based on the class of site? 
Response: None 


 
6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 


Response: None 
 


7. Does this CR have any downstream impacts: 
Response: No 


 


Query Register Output: None 


 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: 


1. Based on the options previously proposed to stakeholders this change needs to consider the requirement to ensure 


plot information is provisioned in the AES file, and the associated consequential impacts of any viavle options. 


Response: Valid assumptions 


 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


This is a missed file format requirement from Wipro’s initial file format baseline and is a requirement for 


Shippers to receive from Xoserve to support their business processes.  Dependent on options, their may be 


a need to amend file formats, changes of which will need to be  documented with its hierarchy and Wipro 


will need to build this into SAP ISU, PO, AMT Marketflow etc, along with data being created /amended and 


displayed appropriately to Users 


Impacted System(s): 


SAP ISU, SAP PO, AMT Marketflow and EFT – potentially CMS, Data Enquiry and SAP BW  
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID: UKLP IADBI273V2 


XRN log Number (if applicable): Assigned by UK Link Programme management Office (PMO) 


Change Title: PSR requirements – Vulnerable Customer data requirements 


  


XM1 Owner Steve Nunnington 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): (Guidance note: XM2 approval is required to fast track IA) 


Date Raised: 11/11/16 


Raised By: Tahera Choudhury 


Originator: OFGEM 


Source of Change: 


 


- Requirement clarification (For CR249) 


Date Approval Required By: ASAP 


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): 


 


No 


Portfolio Impact Details: 


 


N/A 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): No 


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


High 


Requested Implementation By Date: 1st June 2017 or no later than 3 months after Nexus go live  


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Section 1: Completed by Requestor (page1-2) 


Section 2: Completed by Flash Validators (page 3) 


Section 3: Completed by Supplier of Change / UAT Testing Team (page 4) 


Section 4: Completed by Impact Assessment Approvers (page 5) 


Section 5: Completed by Development Team 


Section 6: Completed by SIT Team 


Section 7: Completed by UAT Team 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Change Description: 


Ofgem within their PSR consultation have mandated the following data requirements to be in place to assist customers 


in vulnerable situations;  


- Aligned vulnerable customer needs codes between Gas and electricity 


- Mapping of existing vulnerable customer needs code to new vulnerable customer needs code 


 


The final decision can be found here; 


https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/system/files/docs/2016/10/decision_to_modify_gas_and_electricity_supply_electricity_distrib


ution_and_gas_transporter_licences_for_psr_arrangements.pdf 


 


In order to meet the Ofgem requirements the following steps will need to be completed;  


 Add / amend, additional values (Needs codes) to the ‘as is’ tables which hold the data for the following records: 


a. S84 (SPECIAL_CONDITIONS) – CONDITION_TYPE (CNF, CNC, CFR, CNR) b. E24 (CONTACT) – 


SPECIAL_NEED_TYPES – (EWS file to EMWS) c. B39 (CONTACT_UPDATES_TO_EMW) - 


SPECIAL_NEED_TYPES (EDL and EQL) and related iGT files – IDL & IQL. 


 Please attribute new numbers to the new needs code retaining the 2 character format – the numbering 
formation can be found on the mapping of codes spreadsheet attached. 


 After implementation of the new needs code – old needs codes should not be accepted in the above files 


(unless the 2 character format is retained). 


 Any reference to the term ‘SPECIAL_CONDITIONS’ should be replaced by ‘priority services’, should this be 


imbedded within systems. 


 Mapping of data from existing needs codes to new needs category codes (the detailsare as attached within the 


spreadsheet). 


 Legacy needs codes should be in use until the new needs codes are implemented.  


 


A further change to the above is being considered within SPAA governance, it is possible that the following requirements 


may also be required (for clarity the above requirements also apply) 


 A new data field / indicator is required to demonstrate explicit consent has been obtained. Conditions should 


be made within systems that if the indictor is ‘N’ (No consent has been obtained); that all related special 


conditions data is not shared. 


 A new data field is also required for ‘additional contact details’ related to Priority Needs Condition Notes. 


 A new data item is required for ‘effective end date’ – will be used for new data entries 


 A new data item is required for language  


 


The mapping rules associated to this change are attached here;  


 


SSE mapping 
170317.xlsx


 


 


This is an Ofgem lead initiative, their final consultation requires the new needs codes to be in use from 1
st
 June 2017 or 3 


months are PNID (the number of effort days and change prioritisation will determine the appropriate implementation 


timescale), this will be reiterated through licence condition changes to Transporter licences.  


We would also like the definite number of days effort required to complete this CR post Nexus implementation meeting 


the critical 3 months PNID deadline.  


 


For information – A formal Change Order has been raised by Northern Gas.  


 


Systems understood to be impacted are; AMT / SAP ISU / SAP BW. 


 



https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/system/files/docs/2016/10/decision_to_modify_gas_and_electricity_supply_electricity_distribution_and_gas_transporter_licences_for_psr_arrangements.pdf

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/system/files/docs/2016/10/decision_to_modify_gas_and_electricity_supply_electricity_distribution_and_gas_transporter_licences_for_psr_arrangements.pdf
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Requirements Discussion Output: 


The above change description is clear and adequate. The following are  changes (brief) that are required: 


 
1. Cleanse existing needs code [details on attached spreadsheet above] – Existing needs code are required to 


be stopped. These codes should no longer be accepted as valid codes into the system, but no action is 
required on historic data. Industry will cleanse them during re-confirmation 
 


2. Modify existing needs code description [details on attached spreadsheet above] – Description is required to 
be changed in file formats and on SAP system. 
 


3. Add new  needs codes [details on attached spreadsheet above] 
 


4. Make existing needs code redundant [details on attached spreadsheet above] –Remap existing needs code 
to the new ones. Need codes / descriptions should be amended accordingly 
 


5. Any reference to ‘SPECIAL_CONDITIONS’ should be replaced by ‘PRIORITY SERVICES’ within the system. 
 


6. Introduce new data items – effective end date for special needs, consent flag, language and additional 
contact information. A facility to validate and record them in the system are to be included as well as 
mentioned in the above change description section.. 


 


Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 


 


1. Does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 


Response: Yes 


 


2. Does this requirement impact Unique sites? 


Response: No 


 


3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 


Response: No specific requirement 


 


4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 


Response: None, special need codes only apply for domestic sites 


 


5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration based on the class of site? 


Response: No 


 


6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 


Response: UKLP249 


 


7. Does this have any downstream impacts? 


Response: BW, Portal and Portfolio reports 


 


Query Register Output: 


S.no.24: Are there any validations that should be applied on the newly proposed effective end date 


field? 


Response: Not anything in specific. The end date should be in future and disassociate/delete those 


needs codes on that end date. 


 


S.no.25: How will the end date be populated for historic data? 


Response: Data currently held does not require an end date, this data will be mapped to new NEEDS 


codes and is expected to be cleansed by the industry 


 


S.no. 26: Is there a requriement to change the file format to accept the end date field? 


Response: Yes 


 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: None 
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UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


Ofgem are driving an initiative that is looking at improvements to the Priority Services Register (PSR) and part of this 


relates to Vulnerable customers. The industry already communicates data around the vulnerability of end consumers via 


the CNF and CNC files to Shippers and EDL / EQL to Transporters and the EWS file to EMWS. 


 


Suppliers and Transporters license conditions ensure that vulnerable customer data is recorded. The Ofgem Solution 


implementation is currently under review at 1st June 2017 or 3 months after PNID. To advise Ofgem accordingly it is 


critical this change request is prioritised and requirements are understood and communicated to the Industry. 


Requirement relevant to the Request: 


N/A 


Impacted System(s): 


All SAP associated systems 
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1.1 Flash Validation Form 
 


Section 2: To be completed by the TL flash validator 


UK Link Programme Flash Validation Form 


Reviewer Emma Smith 


Flash Validation 


Approved/Rejected 


Approve / Reject to proceed 


Comments/Notes The following checklist should be completed for each flash validation: 


 


Is the IA is an existing Source rule/Requirement - Yes 


= Solution Design Gap (SDG) / No – change 


No 


Is the IA is already in design scope (Covered by 


existing FS/CRD/BPDD/Arch design doc) 


No 


Is there is a confirmed industry requirement for the 


change 


Yes 


Is the scope of the IA already covered by an approved 


‘position’ for an industry change – E.g. A change 


allocated to a future release 


Yes 


Does this change contravene Agency Contractual 


obligations and is not supported by the required 


governance (E.g Modifications) 


No 


The IA is judged to be a defect rather than a Change No 


Does the increased risk profile outweigh the benefits 


of delivery 


Possibly yes 


Is the IA judged to be deliverable within current 


release timescales (Recommendation to defer to future 


release) 


No 


Does the IA contravene a confirmed Programme scope 


‘position’ E.g. Agreement that no more industry 


Changes will be accepted into the current release 


Yes 


Has the Commercial team confirmed and approved. No 


OUTCOME Proceed as Change / 


Proceed as SDG / Reject / 


Escalate  


 


Date Accepted/Rejected: Accepted 17th January 2017 


 


 


 


.  
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1.2 Impact Assessment Response Form 
A following section is to be completed by the impact assessors to whom the UK Link (or Portfolio) 


Programme Management Office has distributed the IA to. 


 


Section 3: To be completed by the impact assessors: 


UK Link Programme – Impact Assessment Response Form 


Team Area Responding: 


 


Joint review group or other work stream 


Planned Impact Analysis 


Completion Date: 


(10 day SLA in place) 


Impact Analysis Completion 


Date: 


 


Impact Analysis 


Summary: 


 


 


Artefacts/Modules Impacted: 


 


 


Costs: 


 


(Please provide a breakdown of the costs in the table below) 


Hardware (£)  


Software  (£)  


Programme (£)  
 


Resource Requirements:  


Schedule Impacts: 


 


 


Contract / Schedules  Impacted: 


 


 (Please attach the changed schedules) 


Other Workstream / Delivery 


Towers Impacted: 


 


 


Benefits Impacted: 


 


 


Proposed Implementation Date: 


 


 


Risks/Issues/Dependencies: 


 


 


Regression Testing 


Recommendation/Details: 
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1.3 Impact Assessment Approvals Form 
A following section is to be completed by the programme/portfolio approvers as well as the Wipro and 


impacted Xoserve delivery leads. 


 


Section 4: Completed by Impact Assessment Approvals 


UK Link Programme – Change Request Approvals Form 


Accepted (Yes/No / Deferred 


for Future Release): 


 


If deferred, at what stage of 


the process was this decision 


made? 


 


Rejected (Please state reason for rejection from the options below) 


 No impact to Uk Link 
 Invalid CR - Already in Scope 
 Covered by another CR 
 Deferred to future release 
 Referral to CRB 
 Other – Please describe 


Date Approval 


(Accepted/Rejected): 


(Please state date DD/MM/YY) 


Programme Director 


Approver(s): 


 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Planned Delivery Date:  


Agreed Contractual 


Amendments: 


 


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Xoserve): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  


Delivery Lead Agreement 


(Wipro): 


Name  


Title  


Date  


Signature  
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1.4Changes to deliver Impact Assessment  
A following section is to be completed by the development team supplying the changes noting all 


changes made to implement this Impact Assessment. 


 


Section 5: Completed by Development Team 


UK Link Programme – Changes to deliver Impact Assessment Form 


Application Changes (list all changes made in applications) 


Infrastructure Changes (list all changes made in applications) 


Configuration Changes (list all changes made in applications) 


 


Approved By (managers approval of above information) 
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1.5 System Integration Testing to deliver Impact Assessment  
A following section is to be completed by the SIT team showing the testing that has been carried out 


to ensure the change works as required. 


 


Section 6: Completed by SIT Team 


UK Link Programme – Form 


Testing Executed  (reference to HPQC or other documents detailing the testing) 


Any areas unable to test (list any areas unable to test due to constrates of the environment) 


Approved By (managers approval of above information) 
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1.6 User Acceptance Testing to deliver Impact Assessment  
A following section is to be completed by the UAT team showing the process affected, the regression 


testing and user acceptance testing to be preformed 


 


Section 6: Completed by UAT Team 


UK Link Programme  


Processes Impacted (processes impacted and description of impact) 


User Acceptance Testing (user acceptance testing for the full CR) 


Regression Testing (regression testing for the full CR) 


Approved By (managers approval of above information) 
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Change Order Form 
for 


Recording of DN Siteworks’ / New Network Connection 


Reference in Central systems. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


This document contains confidential or privileged information; it should not be copied or 


disclosed to any third party without the express permission of xoserve Ltd. All rights reserved. 


 


Copyright © 2017 xoserve Ltd 
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BLUE TEXT SHOULD BE OVERTYPED, PURPLE TEXT IS FOR INFORMATION/GUIDANCE 


Title Recording of DN Siteworks’ Reference in Central systems. 


Submission date 13/12/13 


Service & Level of Quote/Estimate 


Robustness Requested 


Please insert an X in the appropriate box: 


Evaluation Services 


 RULE Analysis 


 ROM estimate for Analysis & Delivery 


 High Level Estimate for Analysis & Delivery 


 


ASA Change Order Services 


 Firm quote for Analysis 


x Firm quote for both Analysis & Delivery 
 


Additional Information required 


If applicable. 


None 


Customer’s change reference 


If applicable. 


None. 


Impact & Communication 


Indicate the impacted Networks. 
 


Those marked as X would receive output 


documentation such as EQR, BER etc. 


Where not all Networks are selected 


(excluding Other) it is taken that the item is 


confidential to that party and would not 


appear within CMSG reports. However, 


items marked as funded from categories 


1 to 4 (below) appear in CMSG reports 


regardless of the selection made here.  
 


To restrict reporting of this item at the initial 


Evaluation Service stage, select ‘No’. 


Please insert an X in the appropriate box(es): 


 All Networks (Transmission & Distribution) 


Or select as follows: 


 National Grid Transmission 


x National Grid Distribution 


x Scottish & Southern Gas Networks 


x Wales & West Utilities 


x Northern Gas Networks 


 Other – {please specify here} 
 


Report to all Industry Users (i.e. publication via the Joint Office)? 


 Yes x No 
 


Customer view of change funding  


 


Items with a number indicates the External 


Spend Spreadsheet Category; for those 


items the proportion payable by 


Transmission/Distribution Networks is also 


shown in brackets 


 


 


 


NB:  If change is User Pays, also select the 


funding pot which will fund the change prior 


to recovery of costs from Users. 


Please insert an X in the appropriate box(es): 


 1 – RGTA Functionality (100/0) 


 2 – AT Link Functionality (20/80) 


x 3 – Distribution Network Only Change (0/100) 


 4 – Core Changes – All Networks (11/89) 


 5 – Individual Network Changes (Not from Change Budget) 
        (Assumes network selected above receives 100% of charges) 


 5 – Multi-Network Changes (Not from Change Budget) 


       {Please specify here how the charges should be split} 


 User Pays - Also select the appropriate funding pot  


 Other {please specify here} 
 


Change Budget approved by all Change 


Managers: 
Please insert an X in the appropriate box: 


 Yes x No 
 


Customer representative David Mitchell  


Customer representative contact details  Mitchell, David <david.mitchell@sgn.co.uk> 


Subject matter expert / Network Lead David Mitchell  


Subject matter expert contact details N/A 


xoserve contact Tahera Choudhury 
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Change Details 


Change priority : 


 HIgh 


 


Change driver / origin:  


 Improving transparency of mprn creation history and also improving efficiency of capacity referral requests. 


Change overview:   


DNs require Xoserve to be able to receive network connections’ reference numbers and also to be able to store these 


reference numbers in central systems and amend them where appropriate. The DN reference number may relate to a 


new network connection or a capacity increase request. 
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Change information: 


 DNs create a network reference number in relation to planned works to facilitate a new connection to the 


network or capacity increase. DNs perceive there to be value in being able to link the DN network reference 


number to the mprn recorded in central systems. Providing a link between the network reference number and 


the mprn would allow the DN to trace the historical steps relating to the original mprn creation request and 


would in turn enable more accurate assessment of unregistered mprns. 


 DNs request that Xoserve conduct analysis to provide a firm cost for analysis and delivery to implement the 


following requirements: 


 Provide the ability for DNs to record a network reference number (alpha numeric) against each new mprn 


creation request currently undertaken in the CMS system. These requests are coded under the FOM work type. 


 Once the network reference number has been submitted by the DN via CMS, the DN reference number is 


required to be recorded against the mprn in Sites and Meters (or equivalent central system). 


 The network reference number should also be displayed on the Data Enquiry System. 


 


Requirements Discussion Output: 


 


The requirements as per the discussion as below: 


 The existing data field Stakeholder reference number which is captured through CMS FOM contact type 


during creation of the SMP should be stored on SAP ISU and subsequently displayed on SAP Portal Screen. 
The reference to be held in the Meter Point Information screen and only visible to the ‘portfolio’ organisation. 


 This field should also be included on Shipperless and Unregistered Sites Reports (e.g. GSR Shipperless Sites 


Report (BB_GSR_Report_Shipper), BB_AUGE_Report, BB_GSR_report_Network, Shipper and unregistered 


site reporting (BB_MUS_Report_1)) and Plot Address Reports (e.g. Plot_Report 2017-08-01-13-00-19). 


 Requirement to migrate historic Stakeholder Reference Number from CMS to SAP ISU. Additionally it was 


identified that this reference number was stored as Siteworks Reference Number on Legacy UK Link (with 


input from ConQuest).  


 There is an additional requirement to provide a capability for DNs to update reference number in SAP ISU for 


SMPs which do not currently have the reference number stored on the Xoserve systems. Also GTs would like 


the functionality to update a present stakeholder reference number (say in scenarios where the present 


stakeholder reference number is incorrect).These numbers should then subsequently show on SAP Portal. 


 


Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 


 


Does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 


Response: No 


 


Does this requirement impact Unique sites? 


Response:  


 


Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 


Response: 


 


Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 


Response: 


 


Does the requirement require any additional consideration based on the class of site? 


Response: 


 


Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 


Response: 


 


Does this change have any downstream impact? 


Response: 


 


Query Register Output: None 


 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: 


 


1. This new attribute (DN Siteworks reference) will be an optional field in QMP file and CMS and DES screens. 


Response: 


 


2. There is not to be reported in any portfolio files. 


Response: 


 


3. Once recorded, this will be a display only field and there is no operational significance for this attribute for any 


existing processes.  


Response: 
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Change Proposal 
 


 


Remove ‘n’ as an allowable value from the .SFN file in 
‘Fault corrected’ field and remove as allowable value 


from AMT & SAP ISU 


Mod reference (where applicable): NA 


CDSP Reference: XRN4303 
 


 


Document Stage Version Date Author Status 


ROM Request / Change 
Proposal 


   Choose an item. 


ROM Response    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


EQR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


BER    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


CCR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 
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Document Purpose 
 
This document is intended to provide a single view of a change as it moves through the change journey. The 
document is constructed in a way that enables each section to build upon the details entered in the 
preceding section. The level of detail is built up in an incremental manner as the project progresses. 
 
The template is aligned to the Change Management Procedures, as defined in the CDSP Service Document. 
The template is designed to remove the need for duplication of information. Where information is required in 
one section but has been previously captured in a previous section, the previous section will be referenced. 
 
The summary table on the front page shows the history and the current status of the Change Proposal. 
 
 


Section Title Responsibility 


1 Proposed Change Proposer / Mod Panel 


2 ROM Request / Change Proposal Proposer / Mod Panel 


3 ROM Request Rejection CDSP 


4 Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Analysis CDSP 


5 Change Proposal: Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


6 EQR: Change Proposal Rejection CDSP 


7 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Notification of delivery date CDSP 


8 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) CDSP 


9 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


10 Business Evaluation Report (BER) CDSP 


11 Business Evaluation Report (BER): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


12 Change Completion Report (CCR) CDSP 


13 Change Completion Report (CCR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


14 Document Template Version History CDSP 


Appendix 


A1 Glossary of Key Terms N/A 
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Section 1: Proposed Change 
Please complete section 1 and 2 and specify within section 2 the output that is required from the CDSP 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Emma Smith Contact Number 01216232386 


Email Address emma.smith@xoserve.com 


Customer 
Representative 


 Contact Number  


Email Address  


Subject Matter 
Expert/Network 
Lead 


Emma Smith Contact Number 01216232386 


Email Address emma.smith@xoserve.com 


Customer Class ☒ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☐ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ iGT 


 


Overview of proposed change 


Change Details Change Description: 


The current file format allows the User to set ‘n’ when providing site 
visit reads via the SFN file, this indicates that, following site visit, the 
reads taken have not fixed the fault. The SAP functionality does not 
allow for these reads to be loaded and will reject the file, therefore 
need to remove as an allowable value in order the file format is aligned 
to the functionality.   


 


Requirements Discussion Output: 


The current allowable values for field DRE_FAULT_CORRECTED in 
O15 record type in SFN file are Y, Blanks and N. It is an optional field ( 
hence blanks is also an allowable value). 
 
If the provided value is N, then it indicates that following site visit, the 
reads taken have not fixed the fault. The SAP functionality does not 
allow for these reads to be loaded and will reject the file. 
 
The change requirement is to remove N as an allowable value from the 
file format. 


 


Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 


1. How does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 
Response: Yes 


 
2. How does this requirement impact Unique sites? 


Response: No, as it is applicable to only class 3 and 4 sites 
 
3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 
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Response: None 
 
4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 


Response: None 
 
5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration based 


on the class of site? 
Response: Applicable to only class 3 and 4 sites 


 
6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 


Response: None 
 
7. Does this change have any downstream impact? 


Response: None 


 


Query Register Output: None 


 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: None 


Reason(s) for proposed service 
change 


 


To ensure the file format and the system functionality are compatible.  
Should not allow for an update via a file format (that is allowable in a 
file format) that will reject every time as no the functionality will not 
allow these reads to be accepted. 


There was an IA previously related to this IA235, to correct the 
functionality however it has been agreed that the functionality is correct 
and it’s the file format that needs amendment, therefore IA235 has now 
been closed and this IA has been raised. 


Status of related UNC Mod  


Full title of related UNC Mod  


Benefits of change Service Sustaining 


Required Change 
Implementation Date 


May 2018 


Please provide an assessment 
of the priority of this change 
from the perspective of the 
industry. 


☐High 


☐Medium 


☐Low 


Rationale for assessment: 
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Section 2: Initial Assessment / ROM Request / 
Change Proposal 


 


Service Level of 
Quote/Estimate Robustness 
Requested 


 


 


Evaluation Services 


☐Initial Assessment (Mod related changes only) 


☐ROM estimate for Analysis and Delivery 


CDSP Change Services 


☐Firm Quote for Analysis 


☐Firm Quote for both Analysis and Delivery  


Has any initial assessment 
been performed in support of 
this change? 


☐Yes 


☒No 


 


Is this considered to be a Priority Service 
Change? 


☐Yes (Mod Related) 


☐Yes (Legislation Change Related) 


☐No 


Is this change considered to relate to a 
‘restricted class’ of customers? 
 
Consider if the particular change is only likely 
to impact those who fall under a particular 
customer class 
 
If it impacts all customer classes (i.e. 
Transmission, Distribution & Shippers) then 
choose ‘No’. 


☐Yes (please mark the customer class(es) to whom this 


is restricted) 


☐No 


----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


☐Shippers 


☐National Grid Transmission 


☐Distribution Network Operators 


☐iGT’s 


Is it anticipated that the change would have 
an adverse impact on customers of any 
other customer classes? 
 


Please refer to appendix one for the definition 
of an ‘adverse impact’ 


☐Yes (please give details) 


☐No 


 


General Service Changes Only (please ensure that either A or B below is completed) 


A) Customer view of impacted service area(s) 
For a definition of the Service Areas, please see the ‘Charge Base Apportionment Table’ within the Budget 
and Charging Methodology. Please indicate the service area(s) that are understood to be impacted by the 
change. Please enter ‘unknown’ if relevant. Where the change is likely to impact more than one service 
area please indicate the percentage split of the impact across the impacted service areas. For example if it 
is split equally across two service areas then enter 50% in the ‘split’ against each service area. 


 


B) If the change is anticipated to require the creation of a new service area and service line please 
give further details stating proposed name of new service area and title of service line: 



http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf

http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf
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Specific Service Changes Only: 


Please detail the proposed methodology (or amendment to the existing methodology) for determining 
Specific Service Change Charges.  


 


Please detail the proposed basis (that is, Charging Measure and Charging Period) for determining Specific 
Service Change Charges in respect of the Specific Service. 


 


Impacts to UKLink System or File Formats 


Please mention if there are any expected impacts to UK Link Systems/File Formats. Any changes to it will 
need UK Link Committee approval 


If it has already been through UK Link committee then please mention the date it was taken to the 
committee and detail the outcome 


Impacts UKL Manual Appendix 5b 


Mention the updates to be captured in the Appendix 5B of the UK Link Manual due to this Change 


Impacts to Gemini System 
 


Please give any other relevant information. 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 3: ROM Request Acceptance 


 


Is there sufficient detail within the 
ROM Request to enable a ROM 
Analysis to be produced? 


☐Yes 


☐No 


If no, please define the additional 
details that are required. 


 


 
If the ROM Request is not accepted. Please forward this document to the Portfolio Office for onward 
transmission to the Change Management Committee 
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Section 4: ROM Analysis 
 


This ROM is Xoserve’s response to the above Evaluation Service Request. The response is intended to 
support customer involvement in the development of industry changes. 


Should the request obtain approval for continuance then a Change Proposal must be raised for any further 
analysis / development. 


 
Disclaimer: 


This ROM Analysis has been prepared in good faith by Xoserve Limited but by its very nature is only able to 
contain indicative information and estimates (including without limitation those of time, resource and cost) 


based on the circumstances known to Xoserve at the time of its preparation.  Xoserve accordingly makes no 
representations of accuracy or completeness and any representations as may be implied are expressly 


excluded (except always for fraudulent misrepresentation). 
Where Xoserve becomes aware of any inaccuracies or omissions in, or updates required to, this Report it 


shall notify the Network Operators’ Representative as soon as reasonably practicable but Xoserve shall have 
no liability in respect of any such inaccuracy or omission and any such liability as may be implied by law or 


otherwise is expressly excluded. 
This Report does not, and is not intended to; create any contractual or other legal obligation on Xoserve. 


 
© 2017 Xoserve Ltd 


 
All rights reserved. 


 


ROM Analysis 


Change Assessment 


High level indicative assessment of the change on the CDSP service description, on UKLink and any 
alternative options if applicable 


 


Change Impact: 


Initial assessment of whether the service change is / would have: 


 a restricted class change,  


 a priority service change  


 an adverse impact on any customer classes 
 


Change Costs (implementation): 


An approximate estimate of the costs (or range of costs) where options are identified 


 


Change Costs (on-going): 


The approximate estimate of the impact of the service change on service charges 


 


Timescales: 


Details of timescale for the change i.e. 3months etc. 
Details of when Xoserve could start this change i.e. the earliest is release X. 


Assumptions: 


Any key assumptions that have been made by Xoserve when providing the cost and or timescale 


 


Dependencies: 


Any material dependencies of the implementation on any other service changes 
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Constraints: 


Any key constraints that are expected to impact the delivery of the service change 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Requesting Party As specified in ROM Request 
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Section 5: Change Proposal: Committee Outcome  
 


The Change Proposal is approved. An EQR is 
requested 


 


Approved Change Proposal version  


The change proposal shall not proceed  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
Change Proposal until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires the proposer to make 
updates to the Change Proposal: 


 


Updates required: 
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Section 6: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Yes  No 


Is there sufficient detail within the Change Proposal to enable an EQR to be 
produced? 


If no, please provide further details below. 


Further details required: 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 7: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Notification of Delivery Date 


 


Notification of EQR Delivery Date 


Original EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Revised EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Rationale for revision 
of delivery date: 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 8: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) 
 


Project Manager  Contact Number  


Email Address  


Project Lead  Contact Number  


Email Address  


 


Please provide an indicative assessment of the  
impact of the proposed change on: 


i. CDSP Service Description 
ii. CDSP Systems 


 


 


Approximate timescale for delivery of ‘business 
evaluation report’  
(N.b this is from the date on which the EQR is 
approved.) 


 


Estimated cost of business evaluation report 
preparation 
This can be expressed as a range of costs i.e. ‘at 
least £xx,xxx but probably not more than £xx,xxx’. 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Restricted class 
change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Adverse Impact’ 
assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Priority Service 
Change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


General service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the assessment made 
in the Change Proposal regarding impacted service 
areas? 


This should refer to whether the proposing party 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 
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considers the service change to relate to an 
existing service area or whether is constitutes a 
new service area. 


 


Specific service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the proposal made in 
the Change Proposal regarding specific change 
charges? 


This should refer to the proposed methodology (or 
amendment to existing methodology) for 
determining the specific service charges and the 
proposed basis for determining the specific service 
change charges. 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Please provide a draft amendment of the Specific 
Service Change Charge Annex setting out the 
methodology for determining Specific Service 
Change Charges proposed in the Change Proposal 


 


EQR validity period:  


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 9: Evaluation Quotation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 


The EQR is approved  


Approved EQR version  


The Change Proposal shall not 
proceed. The Change Proposal and 
this EQR shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its 
decision on the EQR until a later 
meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting  


The committee requires updates to 
the EQR: 


 


Updates required:  


General service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the change proposal and potentially 
commented upon in the subsequent EQR)  


1.) Does the committee agree with 
the assessment of the service 
area(s) to which the service line 
belongs and the weighting of the 
impact? 


☐ Yes 


☐No 


2.) If no, please enter the agreed 
service area(s) and the 
weighting: 


 


Specific service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the Change Proposal and 
potentially commented upon in the subsequent EQR) 


1.) Please confirm the methodology 
for the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 


 


2.) Please confirm the charging 
measure and charging period for 
the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 
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Section 10: Business Evaluation Report (BER) 
 


Change Implementation Detail 


1.) Detail changes required to the CDSP Service Description 


 


2.) Detail modifications required to UK Link 


 


3.) Detail changes required to appendix 5b of the UK Link Manual 


 


4.) Detail impact on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP 


 


5.) Implementation Plan 


 


6.) Estimated implementation costs 


 


6a.) How will the charging for the costs be allocated to different customer classes? 
 (General Service Changes only) 


Please mark % against each customer class: 


 National Grid Transmission 


 Distribution Network Operators and IGT’s 


 DN Operator 


 IGT’s 


 Shippers 


100%  
 


7.) Estimated impact of the service change on service charges 


 


8.) Please detail any pre-requisite activities that must be completed by the customer prior to receiving or being 
able to request the service. 


 


Implementation Options 


Please provide details on any alternative solution/implementation options: 
This should include: 
(i) a description of each Implementation Option; 
(ii) the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
(iii) the CDSP preferred Implementation Option 
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Restricted Class Changes only 


Is there any change in the view of the CDSP on whether there would be an ‘Adverse Impact’ on customers 
outside the relevant customer class(es)? 


☐Yes (please give detail below) 


☐No 


Dependencies: 


 


Constraints: 


 


Benefits: 


 


Impacts: 


 


Risks: 
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Assumptions: 


 


Information Security: 


 


Out of scope: 


 


Please provide any additional information relevant to the proposed service change: 


 


 
 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 11: Business Evaluation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 
 


The BER is approved and the change can proceed  


Modification Changes Only 
Please ensure that the Transporters are formally informed of the Target Implementation Date 


Approved BER version  


The change proposal shall not proceed and the BER 
shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
BER until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires updates to the BER:  


Updates required: 
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Section 12: Change Completion Report (CCR) 
 


Change Overview 


Please include detail on the following for the chosen implementation option: modifications to UKLink, impact 
on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP.  
Actions required of the customer prior to the commencement date 


Please detail any differences between the solution that was implemented and what was defined in the BER. 


 


Detail the revised text of the CDSP Service Description reflecting the change that has been made 


 


Were there any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual? 


☐Yes (please insert the revised text of the UK Link manual below) 


☐No 


 


Proposed 
Commencement Date 


 Actual  
Commencement Date 


 


Please provide an explanation of any variance 


Please detail the main lessons learned from the project 
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Service change costs 


 


Approved Costs (£)  Actual Costs (£)  


Reasons for variance between approved and actual costs: 


 


 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary enquiries@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 13: Change Completion Report: 
Committee Outcome 


 
 


The implementation is complete and the CCR is 
approved 


 


Approved CCR version  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
CCR until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting: 


 


The committee requires further information  


Further information required: 


The committee considers that the implementation is 
not complete 


 


Further action(s) required: 


The proposed changes to the CDSP Service 
Description or UK Link Manual are not correct 


 


Amendments to CDSP service description / UKLink manual required: 
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Section 14: Document Template Version History 
 


The purpose of this section is to keep a record of the changes to the overall version template and the 
individual sections within. It will be updated by the CDSP following approval of the template update by the 
Change Management Committee.  


 


Version History: 


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1.0 Approved  CDSP Version Approved by Change Committee 


     


 


--- END OF DOCUMENT --- 
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Appendix One: Glossary 
 


Term Definition 


Adverse Impact A Service Change has or would have an Adverse Impact on Customers of a particular 


Customer Class if: 


(a) Implementing the Service Change would involve a modification of UK Link which 


would conflict with the provision of existing Services for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class; 


(b) the Service Change would involve the CDSP disclosing Confidential Information 


relating to such Customers to Customers of another Customer Class or to Third Parties; 


(c) Implementing the Service Change would conflict to a material extent with the 


Implementation of another Service Change (for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class) with an earlier Proposal Date and which remains Current, 


unless the Service Change is a Priority Service Change which (under the Priority 


Principles) takes priority over the other Proposed Service Change; or 


(d) Implementing the Service Change would have an Adverse Interface Impact for such 


Customers. 


General Service A service provided under the DSC to Customers or Customers of a Customer Class on 


a uniform basis. 


Non-Priority 


Service Change 


A Service Change which is not a Priority Service Change 


Priority Service 


Change 


A Modification Service Change;  


or 


A Service Change in respect of a Service which allows or facilitates compliance by a 


Customer or Customers with Law or with any document designated for the purposes of 


Section 173 of the Energy Act 2004 (including any such Law or document or change 


thereto which has been announced but not yet made). 


Relevant 


Customer class 


A Customer Class is a Relevant Customer Class in relation to a Service or a Service 


Change where Service Charges made or to be made in respect of such Service, or the 


Service subject to such Service Change, are or will be payable by Customers of that 


Customer Class 


Restricted Class 


Change 


Where, in relation to a Service Change, not all Customer Classes are Relevant 


Customer Classes, the Service Change is a Restricted Class Change; 


Service Change A change to a Service provided under the DSC (not being an Additional Service), 
including: 
(i) the addition of a new Service or removal of an existing Service; and 
(ii) in the case of an existing Service, a change in any feature of the Service specified in 
the CDSP Service Description, 
and any related change to the CDSP Service Description 


Specific Service A service (other than Additional Services) available under the DSC to all Customer or 


Customers of a Customer Class but provided to a particular Customer only upon the 


order of the Customer. 
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Change Proposal 
 


 


Amend referral rules for class 2 smaller LSP’s 


 


Mod reference (where applicable): NA 


CDSP Reference: XRN4304 
 


 


Document Stage Version Date Author Status 


ROM Request / Change 
Proposal 


   Choose an item. 


ROM Response    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


EQR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


BER    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


CCR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 
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Document Purpose 
 
This document is intended to provide a single view of a change as it moves through the change journey. The 
document is constructed in a way that enables each section to build upon the details entered in the 
preceding section. The level of detail is built up in an incremental manner as the project progresses. 
 
The template is aligned to the Change Management Procedures, as defined in the CDSP Service Document. 
The template is designed to remove the need for duplication of information. Where information is required in 
one section but has been previously captured in a previous section, the previous section will be referenced. 
 
The summary table on the front page shows the history and the current status of the Change Proposal. 
 
 


Section Title Responsibility 


1 Proposed Change Proposer / Mod Panel 


2 ROM Request / Change Proposal Proposer / Mod Panel 


3 ROM Request Rejection CDSP 


4 Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Analysis CDSP 


5 Change Proposal: Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


6 EQR: Change Proposal Rejection CDSP 


7 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Notification of delivery date CDSP 


8 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) CDSP 


9 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


10 Business Evaluation Report (BER) CDSP 


11 Business Evaluation Report (BER): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


12 Change Completion Report (CCR) CDSP 


13 Change Completion Report (CCR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


14 Document Template Version History CDSP 


Appendix 


A1 Glossary of Key Terms N/A 
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Section 1: Proposed Change 
Please complete section 1 and 2 and specify within section 2 the output that is required from the CDSP 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Emma Smith Contact Number 01216232386 


Email Address emma.smith@xoserve.com 


Customer 
Representative 


 Contact Number  


Email Address  


Subject Matter 
Expert/Network 
Lead 


Emma Smith Contact Number 01216232386 


Email Address emma.smith@xoserve.com 


Customer Class ☐ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☒ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ iGT 


 


Overview of proposed change 


Change Details Change Description: 


It was agreed with DN’s during 2014 that for smaller LSP MPRN’s 
(>73,200 kWh / <732,000kWh) there would be no requirement for a 
capacity referral in any circumstance (NOM or SPC).  Unfortunately, 
this requirement did not get appropriately communicated and therefore 
was not considered for design. 


This would need to be a configurable upper value in order this could be 
changed to increase/decrease if required.  Would possibly be 
appropriate to set at DN level therefore can have differing values if 
required. 


 


Requirements Discussion Output: 


A business configurable upper range is required to be built into the 
current SAP system. Any MPRNs falling in this range of AQ; should not 
be subjected to DN capacity referral either via nomination or capacity 
revision. The DN referral scenarios should be considered as accepted 
for MPRNs falling in this range. 


 Enable each DNO to define a threshold AQ below which SMPs 
(including IGT SMPs) are not referred to the relevant DNO for 
capacity regardless of capacity values.  It is anticipated that 
DNOs could set a value for each LDZ. 


 Discontinue referring IGT LSPs below relevant DNO defined 
threshold AQ to relevant DNO who thereby implicitly approve 
all such capacity requests, but must explicitly approve referred 
capacities if AQ is above this threshold. 


 Continue referring all IGT LSPs to relevant IGT regardless of 
AQ.  IGT must explicitly approve capacity. This is in affect no 
change for IGTs. Note: There is already no referral to IGTs for 
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capacity changes at IGT Small SMPs. 


 Provide Offer only if both IGT and DNO explicitly or implicitly 
approves the referred capacities.  


Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 
 


 How does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 
Response: Yes, iGT sites can be class 2. Please refer to 
above section for their impact. 


 


 How does this requirement impact Unique sites? 
Response: No 


 


 Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this 
change? 
Response: No 


 


 Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 
Response:  Configurable range to be built in 


 


 Does the requirement require any additional consideration 
based on the class of site? 
Response: Applicable only to class 2 


 


 Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 
Response: No 
 


 Does this change have any downstream impact? 
Response: No 


 


Query Register Output: None 


 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: 


 iGT referral is not impacted by this change and the excluded 
Response: Invalid assumption. iGT sites (class 2) will be 
impacted. 
 


 AQ referenced in CR is rolling AQ and not Formula Year AQ 
Response: Valid assumption 
 


 System will work based on the current live AQ at the time of 
processing the request and will not consider any pending AQ 
correction or future time slice of rolling AQ. 
Response: Valid assumption 
 


Reason(s) for proposed service 
change 


 


There could be a significant number of Class 2 meter points, some of 
which will have lower AQ/SOQ value (LSP’s that still require 
nomination), however the DN’s had confirmed they did not wish these 
MPRN’s to be referred as the loads were not significant and would not 
pose any safety issues on the network so were not required to approve 
requested loads.  If all were to refer this could create a large volume of 
work clearing referrals 


Status of related UNC Mod  


Full title of related UNC Mod  


Benefits of change Design Gap 
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Required Change 
Implementation Date 


May 2018 


Please provide an assessment 
of the priority of this change 
from the perspective of the 
industry. 


☐High 


☐Medium 


☐Low 


Rationale for assessment: 
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Section 2: Initial Assessment / ROM Request / 
Change Proposal 


 


Service Level of 
Quote/Estimate Robustness 
Requested 


 


 


Evaluation Services 


☐Initial Assessment (Mod related changes only) 


☐ROM estimate for Analysis and Delivery 


CDSP Change Services 


☐Firm Quote for Analysis 


☐Firm Quote for both Analysis and Delivery  


Has any initial assessment 
been performed in support of 
this change? 


☐Yes 


☒No 


 


Is this considered to be a Priority Service 
Change? 


☐Yes (Mod Related) 


☐Yes (Legislation Change Related) 


☐No 


Is this change considered to relate to a 
‘restricted class’ of customers? 
 
Consider if the particular change is only likely 
to impact those who fall under a particular 
customer class 
 
If it impacts all customer classes (i.e. 
Transmission, Distribution & Shippers) then 
choose ‘No’. 


☐Yes (please mark the customer class(es) to whom this 


is restricted) 


☐No 


----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


☐Shippers 


☐National Grid Transmission 


☐Distribution Network Operators 


☐iGT’s 


Is it anticipated that the change would have 
an adverse impact on customers of any 
other customer classes? 
 


Please refer to appendix one for the definition 
of an ‘adverse impact’ 


☐Yes (please give details) 


☐No 


 


General Service Changes Only (please ensure that either A or B below is completed) 


A) Customer view of impacted service area(s) 
For a definition of the Service Areas, please see the ‘Charge Base Apportionment Table’ within the Budget 
and Charging Methodology. Please indicate the service area(s) that are understood to be impacted by the 
change. Please enter ‘unknown’ if relevant. Where the change is likely to impact more than one service 
area please indicate the percentage split of the impact across the impacted service areas. For example if it 
is split equally across two service areas then enter 50% in the ‘split’ against each service area. 


 


B) If the change is anticipated to require the creation of a new service area and service line please 
give further details stating proposed name of new service area and title of service line: 



http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf

http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf
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Specific Service Changes Only: 


Please detail the proposed methodology (or amendment to the existing methodology) for determining 
Specific Service Change Charges.  


 


Please detail the proposed basis (that is, Charging Measure and Charging Period) for determining Specific 
Service Change Charges in respect of the Specific Service. 


 


Impacts to UKLink System or File Formats 


Please mention if there are any expected impacts to UK Link Systems/File Formats. Any changes to it will 
need UK Link Committee approval 


If it has already been through UK Link committee then please mention the date it was taken to the 
committee and detail the outcome 


Impacts UKL Manual Appendix 5b 


Mention the updates to be captured in the Appendix 5B of the UK Link Manual due to this Change 


Impacts to Gemini System 
 


Please give any other relevant information. 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 3: ROM Request Acceptance 


 


Is there sufficient detail within the 
ROM Request to enable a ROM 
Analysis to be produced? 


☐Yes 


☐No 


If no, please define the additional 
details that are required. 


 


 
If the ROM Request is not accepted. Please forward this document to the Portfolio Office for onward 
transmission to the Change Management Committee 
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Section 4: ROM Analysis 
 


This ROM is Xoserve’s response to the above Evaluation Service Request. The response is intended to 
support customer involvement in the development of industry changes. 


Should the request obtain approval for continuance then a Change Proposal must be raised for any further 
analysis / development. 


 
Disclaimer: 


This ROM Analysis has been prepared in good faith by Xoserve Limited but by its very nature is only able to 
contain indicative information and estimates (including without limitation those of time, resource and cost) 


based on the circumstances known to Xoserve at the time of its preparation.  Xoserve accordingly makes no 
representations of accuracy or completeness and any representations as may be implied are expressly 


excluded (except always for fraudulent misrepresentation). 
Where Xoserve becomes aware of any inaccuracies or omissions in, or updates required to, this Report it 


shall notify the Network Operators’ Representative as soon as reasonably practicable but Xoserve shall have 
no liability in respect of any such inaccuracy or omission and any such liability as may be implied by law or 


otherwise is expressly excluded. 
This Report does not, and is not intended to; create any contractual or other legal obligation on Xoserve. 


 
© 2017 Xoserve Ltd 


 
All rights reserved. 


 


ROM Analysis 


Change Assessment 


High level indicative assessment of the change on the CDSP service description, on UKLink and any 
alternative options if applicable 


 


Change Impact: 


Initial assessment of whether the service change is / would have: 


 a restricted class change,  


 a priority service change  


 an adverse impact on any customer classes 
 


Change Costs (implementation): 


An approximate estimate of the costs (or range of costs) where options are identified 


 


Change Costs (on-going): 


The approximate estimate of the impact of the service change on service charges 


 


Timescales: 


Details of timescale for the change i.e. 3months etc. 
Details of when Xoserve could start this change i.e. the earliest is release X. 


Assumptions: 


Any key assumptions that have been made by Xoserve when providing the cost and or timescale 


 


Dependencies: 


Any material dependencies of the implementation on any other service changes 
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Constraints: 


Any key constraints that are expected to impact the delivery of the service change 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Requesting Party As specified in ROM Request 
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Section 5: Change Proposal: Committee Outcome  
 


The Change Proposal is approved. An EQR is 
requested 


 


Approved Change Proposal version  


The change proposal shall not proceed  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
Change Proposal until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires the proposer to make 
updates to the Change Proposal: 


 


Updates required: 
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Section 6: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Yes  No 


Is there sufficient detail within the Change Proposal to enable an EQR to be 
produced? 


If no, please provide further details below. 


Further details required: 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 7: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Notification of Delivery Date 


 


Notification of EQR Delivery Date 


Original EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Revised EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Rationale for revision 
of delivery date: 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 8: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) 
 


Project Manager  Contact Number  


Email Address  


Project Lead  Contact Number  


Email Address  


 


Please provide an indicative assessment of the  
impact of the proposed change on: 


i. CDSP Service Description 
ii. CDSP Systems 


 


 


Approximate timescale for delivery of ‘business 
evaluation report’  
(N.b this is from the date on which the EQR is 
approved.) 


 


Estimated cost of business evaluation report 
preparation 
This can be expressed as a range of costs i.e. ‘at 
least £xx,xxx but probably not more than £xx,xxx’. 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Restricted class 
change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Adverse Impact’ 
assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Priority Service 
Change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


General service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the assessment made 
in the Change Proposal regarding impacted service 
areas? 


This should refer to whether the proposing party 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 
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considers the service change to relate to an 
existing service area or whether is constitutes a 
new service area. 


 


Specific service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the proposal made in 
the Change Proposal regarding specific change 
charges? 


This should refer to the proposed methodology (or 
amendment to existing methodology) for 
determining the specific service charges and the 
proposed basis for determining the specific service 
change charges. 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Please provide a draft amendment of the Specific 
Service Change Charge Annex setting out the 
methodology for determining Specific Service 
Change Charges proposed in the Change Proposal 


 


EQR validity period:  


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 9: Evaluation Quotation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 


The EQR is approved  


Approved EQR version  


The Change Proposal shall not 
proceed. The Change Proposal and 
this EQR shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its 
decision on the EQR until a later 
meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting  


The committee requires updates to 
the EQR: 


 


Updates required:  


General service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the change proposal and potentially 
commented upon in the subsequent EQR)  


1.) Does the committee agree with 
the assessment of the service 
area(s) to which the service line 
belongs and the weighting of the 
impact? 


☐ Yes 


☐No 


2.) If no, please enter the agreed 
service area(s) and the 
weighting: 


 


Specific service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the Change Proposal and 
potentially commented upon in the subsequent EQR) 


1.) Please confirm the methodology 
for the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 


 


2.) Please confirm the charging 
measure and charging period for 
the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 
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Section 10: Business Evaluation Report (BER) 
 


Change Implementation Detail 


1.) Detail changes required to the CDSP Service Description 


 


2.) Detail modifications required to UK Link 


 


3.) Detail changes required to appendix 5b of the UK Link Manual 


 


4.) Detail impact on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP 


 


5.) Implementation Plan 


 


6.) Estimated implementation costs 


 


6a.) How will the charging for the costs be allocated to different customer classes? 
 (General Service Changes only) 


Please mark % against each customer class: 


 National Grid Transmission 


 Distribution Network Operators and IGT’s 


 DN Operator 


 IGT’s 


 Shippers 


100%  
 


7.) Estimated impact of the service change on service charges 


 


8.) Please detail any pre-requisite activities that must be completed by the customer prior to receiving or being 
able to request the service. 


 


Implementation Options 


Please provide details on any alternative solution/implementation options: 
This should include: 
(i) a description of each Implementation Option; 
(ii) the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
(iii) the CDSP preferred Implementation Option 
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Restricted Class Changes only 


Is there any change in the view of the CDSP on whether there would be an ‘Adverse Impact’ on customers 
outside the relevant customer class(es)? 


☐Yes (please give detail below) 


☐No 


Dependencies: 


 


Constraints: 


 


Benefits: 


 


Impacts: 


 


Risks: 
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Assumptions: 


 


Information Security: 


 


Out of scope: 


 


Please provide any additional information relevant to the proposed service change: 


 


 
 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 11: Business Evaluation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 
 


The BER is approved and the change can proceed  


Modification Changes Only 
Please ensure that the Transporters are formally informed of the Target Implementation Date 


Approved BER version  


The change proposal shall not proceed and the BER 
shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
BER until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires updates to the BER:  


Updates required: 
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Section 12: Change Completion Report (CCR) 
 


Change Overview 


Please include detail on the following for the chosen implementation option: modifications to UKLink, impact 
on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP.  
Actions required of the customer prior to the commencement date 


Please detail any differences between the solution that was implemented and what was defined in the BER. 


 


Detail the revised text of the CDSP Service Description reflecting the change that has been made 


 


Were there any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual? 


☐Yes (please insert the revised text of the UK Link manual below) 


☐No 


 


Proposed 
Commencement Date 


 Actual  
Commencement Date 


 


Please provide an explanation of any variance 


Please detail the main lessons learned from the project 
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Service change costs 


 


Approved Costs (£)  Actual Costs (£)  


Reasons for variance between approved and actual costs: 


 


 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary enquiries@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 13: Change Completion Report: 
Committee Outcome 


 
 


The implementation is complete and the CCR is 
approved 


 


Approved CCR version  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
CCR until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting: 


 


The committee requires further information  


Further information required: 


The committee considers that the implementation is 
not complete 


 


Further action(s) required: 


The proposed changes to the CDSP Service 
Description or UK Link Manual are not correct 


 


Amendments to CDSP service description / UKLink manual required: 
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Section 14: Document Template Version History 
 


The purpose of this section is to keep a record of the changes to the overall version template and the 
individual sections within. It will be updated by the CDSP following approval of the template update by the 
Change Management Committee.  


 


Version History: 


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1.0 Approved  CDSP Version Approved by Change Committee 


     


 


--- END OF DOCUMENT --- 
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Appendix One: Glossary 
 


Term Definition 


Adverse Impact A Service Change has or would have an Adverse Impact on Customers of a particular 


Customer Class if: 


(a) Implementing the Service Change would involve a modification of UK Link which 


would conflict with the provision of existing Services for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class; 


(b) the Service Change would involve the CDSP disclosing Confidential Information 


relating to such Customers to Customers of another Customer Class or to Third Parties; 


(c) Implementing the Service Change would conflict to a material extent with the 


Implementation of another Service Change (for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class) with an earlier Proposal Date and which remains Current, 


unless the Service Change is a Priority Service Change which (under the Priority 


Principles) takes priority over the other Proposed Service Change; or 


(d) Implementing the Service Change would have an Adverse Interface Impact for such 


Customers. 


General Service A service provided under the DSC to Customers or Customers of a Customer Class on 


a uniform basis. 


Non-Priority 


Service Change 


A Service Change which is not a Priority Service Change 


Priority Service 


Change 


A Modification Service Change;  


or 


A Service Change in respect of a Service which allows or facilitates compliance by a 


Customer or Customers with Law or with any document designated for the purposes of 


Section 173 of the Energy Act 2004 (including any such Law or document or change 


thereto which has been announced but not yet made). 


Relevant 


Customer class 


A Customer Class is a Relevant Customer Class in relation to a Service or a Service 


Change where Service Charges made or to be made in respect of such Service, or the 


Service subject to such Service Change, are or will be payable by Customers of that 


Customer Class 


Restricted Class 


Change 


Where, in relation to a Service Change, not all Customer Classes are Relevant 


Customer Classes, the Service Change is a Restricted Class Change; 


Service Change A change to a Service provided under the DSC (not being an Additional Service), 
including: 
(i) the addition of a new Service or removal of an existing Service; and 
(ii) in the case of an existing Service, a change in any feature of the Service specified in 
the CDSP Service Description, 
and any related change to the CDSP Service Description 


Specific Service A service (other than Additional Services) available under the DSC to all Customer or 


Customers of a Customer Class but provided to a particular Customer only upon the 


order of the Customer. 
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Change Proposal 
 


 


Back billing for domestic (SSP) sites needs to be reflect 
the correct adjustment start date 


Mod reference (where applicable): NA 


CDSP Reference: XRN4309 
 


 


Document Stage Version Date Author Status 


ROM Request / Change 
Proposal 


   Choose an item. 


ROM Response    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


EQR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


BER    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


CCR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 
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Document Purpose 
 
This document is intended to provide a single view of a change as it moves through the change journey. The 
document is constructed in a way that enables each section to build upon the details entered in the 
preceding section. The level of detail is built up in an incremental manner as the project progresses. 
 
The template is aligned to the Change Management Procedures, as defined in the CDSP Service Document. 
The template is designed to remove the need for duplication of information. Where information is required in 
one section but has been previously captured in a previous section, the previous section will be referenced. 
 
The summary table on the front page shows the history and the current status of the Change Proposal. 
 
 


Section Title Responsibility 


1 Proposed Change Proposer / Mod Panel 


2 ROM Request / Change Proposal Proposer / Mod Panel 


3 ROM Request Rejection CDSP 


4 Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Analysis CDSP 


5 Change Proposal: Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


6 EQR: Change Proposal Rejection CDSP 


7 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Notification of delivery date CDSP 


8 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) CDSP 


9 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


10 Business Evaluation Report (BER) CDSP 


11 Business Evaluation Report (BER): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


12 Change Completion Report (CCR) CDSP 


13 Change Completion Report (CCR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


14 Document Template Version History CDSP 


Appendix 


A1 Glossary of Key Terms N/A 
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Section 1: Proposed Change 
Please complete section 1 and 2 and specify within section 2 the output that is required from the CDSP 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Kiran Kumar Contact Number 01216232381 


Email Address kiran.kumar2@xoserve.com 


Customer 
Representative 


 Contact Number  


Email Address  


Subject Matter 
Expert/Network 
Lead 


Kiran Kumar Contact Number 01216232381 


Email Address kiran.kumar2@xoserve.com 


Customer Class ☒ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☐ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ iGT 


 


Overview of proposed change 


Change Details Change Description: 


For a domestic (Small Supply meter point) which is isolated or Isolated 
and withdrawn, when the  back billing (BB) period is determined as part 
of GSR process, the start date for deeming (Commodity) adjustment is 
determined from the asset installation (reconnection) date.  


 


As per legacy rules in such a scenario for an SSP site, the start date 
for deeming adjustment must be from the Stop Commodity effective 
start date (set as part of the Isolation request), not from the asset 
installation date as the period from asset installation date till Stop 
Commodity effective start date -1 calendar day is already billed within 
the aggregated SSP. 


 


As part of this change request, for any SSPs that falls under this 
scenario with the back bill period spanning  over the go live date (i.e. 
isolation or I&W is processed in legacy) then for those adjustments the 
back bill period start date for the deeming adjustment must be 
determined  


a. from the stop commodity start date if the asset installation date 
is on or before the stop commodity start date OR 


b. from the asset installation date if the asset installation date is 
on or after the stop commodity start date 


For avoidance of doubt this is not applicable for any SSP site s for 
which the isolation is processed post go live in the new system where 
the current design/rules are correct for all meter points. Also this is not 
applicable for any Capacity adjustments required as part of back billing 
process. 


Requirements Discussion Output: 
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The change is clear and adequate 
 
Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 
 
1. Does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 


Response: No, since this is only pre go live 
 


2. Does this requirement impact Unique sites? 
Response: No 
 


3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 
Response: No 
 


4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 
Response: None 
 


5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration based 
on the class of site? 
Response:None 
 


6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 
Response: None 
 


7. Does this change have any downstream impact? 
Response: No, but end to end testing is expected to be completed 


 
Query Register Output: 
 
Tier 2 IA Assumptions: 


1. No changes are required in scenarios where asset is installed on 
or after stop commodity date. 
Response: Valid assumption  
 


2. There is no mention of shipper change in the CR and it is assumed 
that there are no additional considerations for same or different 
shipper scenarios. 
Response: All the shipper transfer scenarios considered in GSRs 
must remain as is. This change is to correct a billed position and all 
upstream rules and conditions continue. 
 


3. Class change scenarios excluded through shipper reconfirmation 
Response: Valid assumption 
 


4. Not applicable for any SSP sites for which the isolation is 
processed post go live in the new system 
Response: Valid assumption 


Impact of Not Implementing This Change: 


 If not implemented, shippers will be billed incorrectly from the period. 
Resulting in over charging of transportation and energy charges from 
meter installation date until stop commodity effective start date. 


Reason(s) for proposed service 
change 


 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


Change required to ensure correct adjustment period is billed for SSP 
sites as part of back billing (GSR site visit) 


Status of related UNC Mod  


Full title of related UNC Mod  
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Benefits of change Design Gap 


Required Change 
Implementation Date 


May 2018 


Please provide an assessment 
of the priority of this change 
from the perspective of the 
industry. 


☐High 


☐Medium 


☐Low 


Rationale for assessment: 
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Section 2: Initial Assessment / ROM Request / 
Change Proposal 


 


Service Level of 
Quote/Estimate Robustness 
Requested 


 


 


Evaluation Services 


☐Initial Assessment (Mod related changes only) 


☐ROM estimate for Analysis and Delivery 


CDSP Change Services 


☐Firm Quote for Analysis 


☐Firm Quote for both Analysis and Delivery  


Has any initial assessment 
been performed in support of 
this change? 


☐Yes 


☒No 


 


Is this considered to be a Priority Service 
Change? 


☐Yes (Mod Related) 


☐Yes (Legislation Change Related) 


☐No 


Is this change considered to relate to a 
‘restricted class’ of customers? 
 
Consider if the particular change is only likely 
to impact those who fall under a particular 
customer class 
 
If it impacts all customer classes (i.e. 
Transmission, Distribution & Shippers) then 
choose ‘No’. 


☐Yes (please mark the customer class(es) to whom this 


is restricted) 


☐No 


----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


☐Shippers 


☐National Grid Transmission 


☐Distribution Network Operators 


☐iGT’s 


Is it anticipated that the change would have 
an adverse impact on customers of any 
other customer classes? 
 


Please refer to appendix one for the definition 
of an ‘adverse impact’ 


☐Yes (please give details) 


☐No 


 


General Service Changes Only (please ensure that either A or B below is completed) 


A) Customer view of impacted service area(s) 
For a definition of the Service Areas, please see the ‘Charge Base Apportionment Table’ within the Budget 
and Charging Methodology. Please indicate the service area(s) that are understood to be impacted by the 
change. Please enter ‘unknown’ if relevant. Where the change is likely to impact more than one service 
area please indicate the percentage split of the impact across the impacted service areas. For example if it 
is split equally across two service areas then enter 50% in the ‘split’ against each service area. 


 


B) If the change is anticipated to require the creation of a new service area and service line please 
give further details stating proposed name of new service area and title of service line: 



http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf

http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf
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Specific Service Changes Only: 


Please detail the proposed methodology (or amendment to the existing methodology) for determining 
Specific Service Change Charges.  


 


Please detail the proposed basis (that is, Charging Measure and Charging Period) for determining Specific 
Service Change Charges in respect of the Specific Service. 


 


Impacts to UKLink System or File Formats 


Please mention if there are any expected impacts to UK Link Systems/File Formats. Any changes to it will 
need UK Link Committee approval 


If it has already been through UK Link committee then please mention the date it was taken to the 
committee and detail the outcome 


Impacts UKL Manual Appendix 5b 


Mention the updates to be captured in the Appendix 5B of the UK Link Manual due to this Change 


Impacts to Gemini System 
 


Please give any other relevant information. 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 3: ROM Request Acceptance 


 


Is there sufficient detail within the 
ROM Request to enable a ROM 
Analysis to be produced? 


☐Yes 


☐No 


If no, please define the additional 
details that are required. 


 


 
If the ROM Request is not accepted. Please forward this document to the Portfolio Office for onward 
transmission to the Change Management Committee 
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Section 4: ROM Analysis 
 


This ROM is Xoserve’s response to the above Evaluation Service Request. The response is intended to 
support customer involvement in the development of industry changes. 


Should the request obtain approval for continuance then a Change Proposal must be raised for any further 
analysis / development. 


 
Disclaimer: 


This ROM Analysis has been prepared in good faith by Xoserve Limited but by its very nature is only able to 
contain indicative information and estimates (including without limitation those of time, resource and cost) 


based on the circumstances known to Xoserve at the time of its preparation.  Xoserve accordingly makes no 
representations of accuracy or completeness and any representations as may be implied are expressly 


excluded (except always for fraudulent misrepresentation). 
Where Xoserve becomes aware of any inaccuracies or omissions in, or updates required to, this Report it 


shall notify the Network Operators’ Representative as soon as reasonably practicable but Xoserve shall have 
no liability in respect of any such inaccuracy or omission and any such liability as may be implied by law or 


otherwise is expressly excluded. 
This Report does not, and is not intended to; create any contractual or other legal obligation on Xoserve. 


 
© 2017 Xoserve Ltd 


 
All rights reserved. 


 


ROM Analysis 


Change Assessment 


High level indicative assessment of the change on the CDSP service description, on UKLink and any 
alternative options if applicable 


 


Change Impact: 


Initial assessment of whether the service change is / would have: 


 a restricted class change,  


 a priority service change  


 an adverse impact on any customer classes 
 


Change Costs (implementation): 


An approximate estimate of the costs (or range of costs) where options are identified 


 


Change Costs (on-going): 


The approximate estimate of the impact of the service change on service charges 


 


Timescales: 


Details of timescale for the change i.e. 3months etc. 
Details of when Xoserve could start this change i.e. the earliest is release X. 


Assumptions: 


Any key assumptions that have been made by Xoserve when providing the cost and or timescale 


 


Dependencies: 


Any material dependencies of the implementation on any other service changes 
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Constraints: 


Any key constraints that are expected to impact the delivery of the service change 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Requesting Party As specified in ROM Request 
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Section 5: Change Proposal: Committee Outcome  
 


The Change Proposal is approved. An EQR is 
requested 


 


Approved Change Proposal version  


The change proposal shall not proceed  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
Change Proposal until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires the proposer to make 
updates to the Change Proposal: 


 


Updates required: 
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Section 6: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Yes  No 


Is there sufficient detail within the Change Proposal to enable an EQR to be 
produced? 


If no, please provide further details below. 


Further details required: 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 7: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Notification of Delivery Date 


 


Notification of EQR Delivery Date 


Original EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Revised EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Rationale for revision 
of delivery date: 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 8: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) 
 


Project Manager  Contact Number  


Email Address  


Project Lead  Contact Number  


Email Address  


 


Please provide an indicative assessment of the  
impact of the proposed change on: 


i. CDSP Service Description 
ii. CDSP Systems 


 


 


Approximate timescale for delivery of ‘business 
evaluation report’  
(N.b this is from the date on which the EQR is 
approved.) 


 


Estimated cost of business evaluation report 
preparation 
This can be expressed as a range of costs i.e. ‘at 
least £xx,xxx but probably not more than £xx,xxx’. 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Restricted class 
change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Adverse Impact’ 
assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Priority Service 
Change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


General service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the assessment made 
in the Change Proposal regarding impacted service 
areas? 


This should refer to whether the proposing party 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 
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considers the service change to relate to an 
existing service area or whether is constitutes a 
new service area. 


 


Specific service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the proposal made in 
the Change Proposal regarding specific change 
charges? 


This should refer to the proposed methodology (or 
amendment to existing methodology) for 
determining the specific service charges and the 
proposed basis for determining the specific service 
change charges. 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Please provide a draft amendment of the Specific 
Service Change Charge Annex setting out the 
methodology for determining Specific Service 
Change Charges proposed in the Change Proposal 


 


EQR validity period:  


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 9: Evaluation Quotation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 


The EQR is approved  


Approved EQR version  


The Change Proposal shall not 
proceed. The Change Proposal and 
this EQR shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its 
decision on the EQR until a later 
meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting  


The committee requires updates to 
the EQR: 


 


Updates required:  


General service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the change proposal and potentially 
commented upon in the subsequent EQR)  


1.) Does the committee agree with 
the assessment of the service 
area(s) to which the service line 
belongs and the weighting of the 
impact? 


☐ Yes 


☐No 


2.) If no, please enter the agreed 
service area(s) and the 
weighting: 


 


Specific service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the Change Proposal and 
potentially commented upon in the subsequent EQR) 


1.) Please confirm the methodology 
for the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 


 


2.) Please confirm the charging 
measure and charging period for 
the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 
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Section 10: Business Evaluation Report (BER) 
 


Change Implementation Detail 


1.) Detail changes required to the CDSP Service Description 


 


2.) Detail modifications required to UK Link 


 


3.) Detail changes required to appendix 5b of the UK Link Manual 


 


4.) Detail impact on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP 


 


5.) Implementation Plan 


 


6.) Estimated implementation costs 


 


6a.) How will the charging for the costs be allocated to different customer classes? 
 (General Service Changes only) 


Please mark % against each customer class: 


 National Grid Transmission 


 Distribution Network Operators and IGT’s 


 DN Operator 


 IGT’s 


 Shippers 


100%  
 


7.) Estimated impact of the service change on service charges 


 


8.) Please detail any pre-requisite activities that must be completed by the customer prior to receiving or being 
able to request the service. 


 


Implementation Options 


Please provide details on any alternative solution/implementation options: 
This should include: 
(i) a description of each Implementation Option; 
(ii) the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
(iii) the CDSP preferred Implementation Option 
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Restricted Class Changes only 


Is there any change in the view of the CDSP on whether there would be an ‘Adverse Impact’ on customers 
outside the relevant customer class(es)? 


☐Yes (please give detail below) 


☐No 


Dependencies: 


 


Constraints: 


 


Benefits: 


 


Impacts: 


 


Risks: 
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Assumptions: 


 


Information Security: 


 


Out of scope: 


 


Please provide any additional information relevant to the proposed service change: 


 


 
 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 11: Business Evaluation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 
 


The BER is approved and the change can proceed  


Modification Changes Only 
Please ensure that the Transporters are formally informed of the Target Implementation Date 


Approved BER version  


The change proposal shall not proceed and the BER 
shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
BER until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires updates to the BER:  


Updates required: 
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Section 12: Change Completion Report (CCR) 
 


Change Overview 


Please include detail on the following for the chosen implementation option: modifications to UKLink, impact 
on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP.  
Actions required of the customer prior to the commencement date 


Please detail any differences between the solution that was implemented and what was defined in the BER. 


 


Detail the revised text of the CDSP Service Description reflecting the change that has been made 


 


Were there any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual? 


☐Yes (please insert the revised text of the UK Link manual below) 


☐No 


 


Proposed 
Commencement Date 


 Actual  
Commencement Date 


 


Please provide an explanation of any variance 


Please detail the main lessons learned from the project 


 


 
  







   


Page 22 of 25 


Service change costs 


 


Approved Costs (£)  Actual Costs (£)  


Reasons for variance between approved and actual costs: 


 


 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary enquiries@gasgovernance.co.uk 


 
  







   


Page 23 of 25 


Section 13: Change Completion Report: 
Committee Outcome 


 
 


The implementation is complete and the CCR is 
approved 


 


Approved CCR version  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
CCR until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting: 


 


The committee requires further information  


Further information required: 


The committee considers that the implementation is 
not complete 


 


Further action(s) required: 


The proposed changes to the CDSP Service 
Description or UK Link Manual are not correct 


 


Amendments to CDSP service description / UKLink manual required: 
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Section 14: Document Template Version History 
 


The purpose of this section is to keep a record of the changes to the overall version template and the 
individual sections within. It will be updated by the CDSP following approval of the template update by the 
Change Management Committee.  


 


Version History: 


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1.0 Approved  CDSP Version Approved by Change Committee 


     


 


--- END OF DOCUMENT --- 
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Appendix One: Glossary 
 


Term Definition 


Adverse Impact A Service Change has or would have an Adverse Impact on Customers of a particular 


Customer Class if: 


(a) Implementing the Service Change would involve a modification of UK Link which 


would conflict with the provision of existing Services for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class; 


(b) the Service Change would involve the CDSP disclosing Confidential Information 


relating to such Customers to Customers of another Customer Class or to Third Parties; 


(c) Implementing the Service Change would conflict to a material extent with the 


Implementation of another Service Change (for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class) with an earlier Proposal Date and which remains Current, 


unless the Service Change is a Priority Service Change which (under the Priority 


Principles) takes priority over the other Proposed Service Change; or 


(d) Implementing the Service Change would have an Adverse Interface Impact for such 


Customers. 


General Service A service provided under the DSC to Customers or Customers of a Customer Class on 


a uniform basis. 


Non-Priority 


Service Change 


A Service Change which is not a Priority Service Change 


Priority Service 


Change 


A Modification Service Change;  


or 


A Service Change in respect of a Service which allows or facilitates compliance by a 


Customer or Customers with Law or with any document designated for the purposes of 


Section 173 of the Energy Act 2004 (including any such Law or document or change 


thereto which has been announced but not yet made). 


Relevant 


Customer class 


A Customer Class is a Relevant Customer Class in relation to a Service or a Service 


Change where Service Charges made or to be made in respect of such Service, or the 


Service subject to such Service Change, are or will be payable by Customers of that 


Customer Class 


Restricted Class 


Change 


Where, in relation to a Service Change, not all Customer Classes are Relevant 


Customer Classes, the Service Change is a Restricted Class Change; 


Service Change A change to a Service provided under the DSC (not being an Additional Service), 
including: 
(i) the addition of a new Service or removal of an existing Service; and 
(ii) in the case of an existing Service, a change in any feature of the Service specified in 
the CDSP Service Description, 
and any related change to the CDSP Service Description 


Specific Service A service (other than Additional Services) available under the DSC to all Customer or 


Customers of a Customer Class but provided to a particular Customer only upon the 


order of the Customer. 
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Section 1: To be completed by the IA requestor: 


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


**Impact Assessment ID: UKLP IADBI292 


XRN log Number (if applicable):  


Change Title: Changes to the upper parameter of the XDO partial refresh file.  


  


XM1 Owner Helen Pardoe 


Fast Track IA (Y/N): Yes 


Date Raised: 01/02/17 


Raised By: Jon Follows 


Originator: Work Stream 


Source of Change: 


 


- Solution Design Gap 


Date Approval Required By: The IA outlining the cost and possible implementation dates are required at the 


earliest opportunity.  


Portfolio Impact (Yes/No): 


 


No 


Portfolio Impact Details: 


 


N/A 


Required in Legacy (Yes/No): No – Legacy is able to provide a partial refresh for these volumes.   


RRC Impact (Yes/No) No  


Priority (1-Critical, 2-High, 3-Medium, 


4 - Low): 


2 


Requested Implementation By Date: ASAP post the UK Link Go Live date of 1st June 2017.  


Change Description: 


 


We have an SLA with the DCC to provide a full or partial refresh file to them within 3 buisness days or 4 calendar days 


(whichever is sooner)  of the request being made. The full refresh facility has been set up within SAP BW but the partial 


To be authorised by a minimum level of a XM1 manager 


All fields are mandatory.  IA Requests without sufficient information will be rejected & returned 


to the originator. 


Section 1: Completed by Requestor (page1-2) 


Section 2: Completed by Flash Validators (page 3) 


Section 3: Completed by Supplier of Change / UAT Testing Team (page 4) 


Section 4: Completed by Impact Assessment Approvers (page 5) 


Section 5: Completed by Development Team 


Section 6: Completed by SIT Team 


Section 7: Completed by UAT Team 


Please submit this form to: .box.xoserve.UKLinkProgramme 


Guidance notes in blue are to be deleted before submission 


 







  UK Link - Programme Impact Assessment Process Templates  


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


refresh set up does not fully  meet the obligations outlined in the Smart Energy Code (SEC). There is no limit to the 


number of MPRNs  the DCC can request a partial refresh for, therefore it is possible that the request could be anything 


up to c24m. Currently the partial refresh is set up to run by MPRN with a restriction of 30,000 MPRNs as a maximum 


within an input file. This means the report is not fit for purpose for requests greater than this parameter.  


 


On transiton and cutover to new UK Link not being able to provide the partial refresh greater than 30k MPRNs in new UK 


Link could lead to a degradation of service. A request greater than 30k MPRNs will result in a breach in the SLA (4 


calendar days or 3 working days whichever is sooner) we have in place with the DCC and will affect data integrity at the 


DCC.  


 


Whilst it is acknowledged that this change cannot be implemented for NEXUS Go Live date, this change is required for 


an early release to ensure that the Xoserve solution remains fit for purpose for the enduring period. 


 


An IA to inform our external stakeholders of timelines and costs to make this change are required at the earliest 


opportunity.   


 


Requirements Discussion Output: 


The requirement is to remove upper limit on number of records on input file only; that is used to request partial extract 


generation. The partial extract response file is XDO, which is expected to be split into 1 million records per file (approx. 


150K transactions per file) inline with full extract reponse (XDO again). 


 


Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 


1. How does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 
Response: Yes 


 
2. How does this requirement impact Unique sites? 


Response: No  
 


3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 
Response: Performance testing. Data extract should not impact BAU processes 


 
4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 


Response: None as part of this CR. 
 


5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration based on the class of site? 
Response: None as part of this CR 


 
6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 


Response: None 
 


Query Register Output: None 


 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: 


1. DCC will provide the list of meter points for partial XDO in an agreed CSV format. 
Response: Valid assumption 
 


2. An automated interface for input list of MPRNs is not required, this will be processed offline 
Response: Valid assumption. The input list of MPRNs is provided to Service Desk via DCC Sharepoint. The 
current process (in SAP) does not change. 
 


3. There are no file splitting requirements. 
Response: Not a valid assumption. The output partial refresh file should be subjected to same splitting 
requirement that the full refresh file is currently (in SAP) subjected to. It is believed that current SAP system 
splits the full refresh extract into 1 million records per file (150K transactions per file), the same rule applies to 
partial refresh extract file as well. 
 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


The change is required to ensure that the obligations in the Smart Energy Code are fully met. At present a request 


greater than 30k MPRNs can not be met.   







  UK Link - Programme Impact Assessment Process Templates  


UK Link Programme Impact Assessment Form 


The SEC does not stipulate a size restriction and therefore the DCC / DSP can submit a partial request of any size up to a 


full portfolio.   


Requirement relevant to the Request: 


There is a requirement  for Xoserve to generate a partial refresh file to the DCC / DSP for up to c24m MPRNs.  


Impacted System(s): 


 


The file is generated from SAP BW  
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Change Proposal 
 


 


Meter Point Details Report & Sector 
Breakdown Report 


Mod reference (where applicable):NA 


CDSP Reference: XRN4316 
 


 


Document Stage Version Date Author Status 


ROM Request / Change 
Proposal 


   Choose an item. 


ROM Response    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


EQR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


BER    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 


CCR    Choose an item. 


Change Management 
Committee Outcome 


   Choose an item. 
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Document Purpose 
 
This document is intended to provide a single view of a change as it moves through the change journey. The 
document is constructed in a way that enables each section to build upon the details entered in the 
preceding section. The level of detail is built up in an incremental manner as the project progresses. 
 
The template is aligned to the Change Management Procedures, as defined in the CDSP Service Document. 
The template is designed to remove the need for duplication of information. Where information is required in 
one section but has been previously captured in a previous section, the previous section will be referenced. 
 
The summary table on the front page shows the history and the current status of the Change Proposal. 
 
 


Section Title Responsibility 


1 Proposed Change Proposer / Mod Panel 


2 ROM Request / Change Proposal Proposer / Mod Panel 


3 ROM Request Rejection CDSP 


4 Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Analysis CDSP 


5 Change Proposal: Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


6 EQR: Change Proposal Rejection CDSP 


7 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Notification of delivery date CDSP 


8 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) CDSP 


9 Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


10 Business Evaluation Report (BER) CDSP 


11 Business Evaluation Report (BER): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


12 Change Completion Report (CCR) CDSP 


13 Change Completion Report (CCR): Committee Outcome 
Change Management 
Committee 


14 Document Template Version History CDSP 


Appendix 


A1 Glossary of Key Terms N/A 
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Section 1: Proposed Change 
Please complete section 1 and 2 and specify within section 2 the output that is required from the CDSP 


Originator Details 


Submitted By Michelle Downes Contact Number 01216232087 


Email Address michele.downes@xoserve.com 


Customer 
Representative 


 Contact Number  


Email Address  


Subject Matter 
Expert/Network 
Lead 


Michelle Downes Contact Number 01216232087 


Email Address michele.downes@xoserve.com 


Customer Class ☐ Shipper 


☐ National Grid Transmission 


☐ Distribution Network Operator 


☐ iGT 


 


Overview of proposed change 


Change Details Please see below layout examples of the two reports required to 
validate the amendments invoice: 


 


GAP Reports - Simon 
Bissett.xlsx


 


 


NB: Both reports need to be ran on an adhoc frequency via infoview 


 


Meter Point Details Report (Layout - Tab 1)  


1) Date Prompts will be required (Billing Period Month) 


2) Only MPRNs contained within the amendment invoice for the 


date range specified 


3) Sort by Site Type 


 


Sector Breakdown Report (Layout Tab 2) 


4) Date Prompts will be required (Billing Period Month) 


5) Contain all class types however only class 3 and 4 with an 


energy => XX kWh (kWh tolerance to be advised under the 


impact assesment) 


6) Only MPRNs contained within the amendment invoice for the 
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billing period specified 


7) Sort by site type 


 
Requirements Discussion Output: 


 
Tier 2 IA Supporting Questions: 


 
1. Does this requirement impact the services for iGT sites? 


Response: The report will allow the team to identify any potential 
issues with iGT meter point reconciliation before it reaches the 
invoice. 
 


2. Does this requirement impact Unique sites? 
Response: The report will allow the team to identify any potential 
issues with Unique Sites meter point reconciliation before it reaches 
the invoice. 
 


3. Are there any non-functional requirements linked to this change? 
Response: No 
 


4. Are the boundary conditions, if any, clearly defined? 
Response: Yes, these are defined within the document (volumes 
and energies) 


 
5. Does the requirement require any additional consideration based 


on the class of site? 
Response: No, however classes will to be identifiable and the data 
segregated by class 
 


6. Does this CR have any links to other known CRs? 
Response: No 
 


7. Does this change have any downstream impact? 
Response: Allows for early identification of any errors on the 
Amendments Invoice before it is invoiced to the industry. 


 
 


Query Register Output: None 
 


Tier 2 IA Assumptions: None 


Reason(s) for proposed 
service change 


 


Reason for Change / Justification: 


This is a design gap identified as currently under the new design there 
is no process to validate the amendment invoice. 


 


Status of related UNC Mod  


Full title of related UNC Mod  


Benefits of change Design Gap  


Required Change 
Implementation Date 


May 2018 


Please provide an assessment 
of the priority of this change 
from the perspective of the 
industry. 


☐High 


☐Medium 







   


Page 5 of 25 


☐Low 


Rationale for assessment: 
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Section 2: Initial Assessment / ROM Request / 
Change Proposal 


 


Service Level of 
Quote/Estimate Robustness 
Requested 


 


 


Evaluation Services 


☐Initial Assessment (Mod related changes only) 


☐ROM estimate for Analysis and Delivery 


CDSP Change Services 


☐Firm Quote for Analysis 


☐Firm Quote for both Analysis and Delivery  


Has any initial assessment 
been performed in support of 
this change? 


☐Yes 


☒No 


 


Is this considered to be a Priority Service 
Change? 


☐Yes (Mod Related) 


☐Yes (Legislation Change Related) 


☐No 


Is this change considered to relate to a 
‘restricted class’ of customers? 
 
Consider if the particular change is only likely 
to impact those who fall under a particular 
customer class 
 
If it impacts all customer classes (i.e. 
Transmission, Distribution & Shippers) then 
choose ‘No’. 


☐Yes (please mark the customer class(es) to whom this 


is restricted) 


☐No 


----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 


☐Shippers 


☐National Grid Transmission 


☐Distribution Network Operators 


☐iGT’s 


Is it anticipated that the change would have 
an adverse impact on customers of any 
other customer classes? 
 


Please refer to appendix one for the definition 
of an ‘adverse impact’ 


☐Yes (please give details) 


☐No 


 


General Service Changes Only (please ensure that either A or B below is completed) 


A) Customer view of impacted service area(s) 
For a definition of the Service Areas, please see the ‘Charge Base Apportionment Table’ within the Budget 
and Charging Methodology. Please indicate the service area(s) that are understood to be impacted by the 
change. Please enter ‘unknown’ if relevant. Where the change is likely to impact more than one service 
area please indicate the percentage split of the impact across the impacted service areas. For example if it 
is split equally across two service areas then enter 50% in the ‘split’ against each service area. 


 


B) If the change is anticipated to require the creation of a new service area and service line please 
give further details stating proposed name of new service area and title of service line: 



http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf

http://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/BUDGET-AND-CHARGING-METHODOLOGY.pdf
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Specific Service Changes Only: 


Please detail the proposed methodology (or amendment to the existing methodology) for determining 
Specific Service Change Charges.  


 


Please detail the proposed basis (that is, Charging Measure and Charging Period) for determining Specific 
Service Change Charges in respect of the Specific Service. 


 


Impacts to UKLink System or File Formats 


Please mention if there are any expected impacts to UK Link Systems/File Formats. Any changes to it will 
need UK Link Committee approval 


If it has already been through UK Link committee then please mention the date it was taken to the 
committee and detail the outcome 


Impacts UKL Manual Appendix 5b 


Mention the updates to be captured in the Appendix 5B of the UK Link Manual due to this Change 


Impacts to Gemini System 
 


Please give any other relevant information. 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 3: ROM Request Acceptance 


 


Is there sufficient detail within the 
ROM Request to enable a ROM 
Analysis to be produced? 


☐Yes 


☐No 


If no, please define the additional 
details that are required. 


 


 
If the ROM Request is not accepted. Please forward this document to the Portfolio Office for onward 
transmission to the Change Management Committee 
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Section 4: ROM Analysis 
 


This ROM is Xoserve’s response to the above Evaluation Service Request. The response is intended to 
support customer involvement in the development of industry changes. 


Should the request obtain approval for continuance then a Change Proposal must be raised for any further 
analysis / development. 


 
Disclaimer: 


This ROM Analysis has been prepared in good faith by Xoserve Limited but by its very nature is only able to 
contain indicative information and estimates (including without limitation those of time, resource and cost) 


based on the circumstances known to Xoserve at the time of its preparation.  Xoserve accordingly makes no 
representations of accuracy or completeness and any representations as may be implied are expressly 


excluded (except always for fraudulent misrepresentation). 
Where Xoserve becomes aware of any inaccuracies or omissions in, or updates required to, this Report it 


shall notify the Network Operators’ Representative as soon as reasonably practicable but Xoserve shall have 
no liability in respect of any such inaccuracy or omission and any such liability as may be implied by law or 


otherwise is expressly excluded. 
This Report does not, and is not intended to; create any contractual or other legal obligation on Xoserve. 


 
© 2017 Xoserve Ltd 


 
All rights reserved. 


 


ROM Analysis 


Change Assessment 


High level indicative assessment of the change on the CDSP service description, on UKLink and any 
alternative options if applicable 


 


Change Impact: 


Initial assessment of whether the service change is / would have: 


 a restricted class change,  


 a priority service change  


 an adverse impact on any customer classes 
 


Change Costs (implementation): 


An approximate estimate of the costs (or range of costs) where options are identified 


 


Change Costs (on-going): 


The approximate estimate of the impact of the service change on service charges 


 


Timescales: 


Details of timescale for the change i.e. 3months etc. 
Details of when Xoserve could start this change i.e. the earliest is release X. 


Assumptions: 


Any key assumptions that have been made by Xoserve when providing the cost and or timescale 


 


Dependencies: 


Any material dependencies of the implementation on any other service changes 
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Constraints: 


Any key constraints that are expected to impact the delivery of the service change 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Xoserve Portfolio Office changeorders@xoserve.com 


Requesting Party As specified in ROM Request 


 
  







   


Page 11 of 25 


Section 5: Change Proposal: Committee Outcome  
 


The Change Proposal is approved. An EQR is 
requested 


 


Approved Change Proposal version  


The change proposal shall not proceed  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
Change Proposal until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires the proposer to make 
updates to the Change Proposal: 


 


Updates required: 
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Section 6: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Change Proposal Rejection 


 


Yes  No 


Is there sufficient detail within the Change Proposal to enable an EQR to be 
produced? 


If no, please provide further details below. 


Further details required: 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 7: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR): 
Notification of Delivery Date 


 


Notification of EQR Delivery Date 


Original EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Revised EQR delivery 
date: 


 


Rationale for revision 
of delivery date: 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 8: Evaluation Quotation Report (EQR) 
 


Project Manager  Contact Number  


Email Address  


Project Lead  Contact Number  


Email Address  


 


Please provide an indicative assessment of the  
impact of the proposed change on: 


i. CDSP Service Description 
ii. CDSP Systems 


 


 


Approximate timescale for delivery of ‘business 
evaluation report’  
(N.b this is from the date on which the EQR is 
approved.) 


 


Estimated cost of business evaluation report 
preparation 
This can be expressed as a range of costs i.e. ‘at 
least £xx,xxx but probably not more than £xx,xxx’. 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Restricted class 
change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Adverse Impact’ 
assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Does the CDSP agree with the ‘Priority Service 
Change’ assessment (where provided)? 
Please refer to detail provided in the Change 
Proposal 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


General service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the assessment made 
in the Change Proposal regarding impacted service 
areas? 


This should refer to whether the proposing party 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 
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considers the service change to relate to an 
existing service area or whether is constitutes a 
new service area. 


 


Specific service changes 


Does the CDSP agree with the proposal made in 
the Change Proposal regarding specific change 
charges? 


This should refer to the proposed methodology (or 
amendment to existing methodology) for 
determining the specific service charges and the 
proposed basis for determining the specific service 
change charges. 


☐Yes 


☐No (please give detail below) 


 


Please provide a draft amendment of the Specific 
Service Change Charge Annex setting out the 
methodology for determining Specific Service 
Change Charges proposed in the Change Proposal 


 


EQR validity period:  


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 
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Section 9: Evaluation Quotation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 


The EQR is approved  


Approved EQR version  


The Change Proposal shall not 
proceed. The Change Proposal and 
this EQR shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its 
decision on the EQR until a later 
meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting  


The committee requires updates to 
the EQR: 


 


Updates required:  


General service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the change proposal and potentially 
commented upon in the subsequent EQR)  


1.) Does the committee agree with 
the assessment of the service 
area(s) to which the service line 
belongs and the weighting of the 
impact? 


☐ Yes 


☐No 


2.) If no, please enter the agreed 
service area(s) and the 
weighting: 


 


Specific service changes only 
(The detail upon which the response will be based is originally defined in the Change Proposal and 
potentially commented upon in the subsequent EQR) 


1.) Please confirm the methodology 
for the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 


 


2.) Please confirm the charging 
measure and charging period for 
the determination of Specific 
Service Change charges 
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Section 10: Business Evaluation Report (BER) 
 


Change Implementation Detail 


1.) Detail changes required to the CDSP Service Description 


 


2.) Detail modifications required to UK Link 


 


3.) Detail changes required to appendix 5b of the UK Link Manual 


 


4.) Detail impact on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP 


 


5.) Implementation Plan 


 


6.) Estimated implementation costs 


 


6a.) How will the charging for the costs be allocated to different customer classes? 
 (General Service Changes only) 


Please mark % against each customer class: 


 National Grid Transmission 


 Distribution Network Operators and IGT’s 


 DN Operator 


 IGT’s 


 Shippers 


100%  
 


7.) Estimated impact of the service change on service charges 


 


8.) Please detail any pre-requisite activities that must be completed by the customer prior to receiving or being 
able to request the service. 


 


Implementation Options 


Please provide details on any alternative solution/implementation options: 
This should include: 
(i) a description of each Implementation Option; 
(ii) the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
(iii) the CDSP preferred Implementation Option 
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Restricted Class Changes only 


Is there any change in the view of the CDSP on whether there would be an ‘Adverse Impact’ on customers 
outside the relevant customer class(es)? 


☐Yes (please give detail below) 


☐No 


Dependencies: 


 


Constraints: 


 


Benefits: 


 


Impacts: 


 


Risks: 
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Assumptions: 


 


Information Security: 


 


Out of scope: 


 


Please provide any additional information relevant to the proposed service change: 


 


 
 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary dsccomms@gasgovernance.co.uk 


 
  







   


Page 20 of 25 


Section 11: Business Evaluation Report: 
Committee Outcome  


 
 


The BER is approved and the change can proceed  


Modification Changes Only 
Please ensure that the Transporters are formally informed of the Target Implementation Date 


Approved BER version  


The change proposal shall not proceed and the BER 
shall lapse 


 


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
BER until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting 


 


The committee requires updates to the BER:  


Updates required: 
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Section 12: Change Completion Report (CCR) 
 


Change Overview 


Please include detail on the following for the chosen implementation option: modifications to UKLink, impact 
on operating procedures and resources of the CDSP.  
Actions required of the customer prior to the commencement date 


Please detail any differences between the solution that was implemented and what was defined in the BER. 


 


Detail the revised text of the CDSP Service Description reflecting the change that has been made 


 


Were there any revisions to the text of the UK Link Manual? 


☐Yes (please insert the revised text of the UK Link manual below) 


☐No 


 


Proposed 
Commencement Date 


 Actual  
Commencement Date 


 


Please provide an explanation of any variance 


Please detail the main lessons learned from the project 
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Service change costs 


 


Approved Costs (£)  Actual Costs (£)  


Reasons for variance between approved and actual costs: 


 


 


 


 
Please send the document to the following: 
 


Recipient Email 


Change Management Committee Secretary enquiries@gasgovernance.co.uk 


 
  







   


Page 23 of 25 


Section 13: Change Completion Report: 
Committee Outcome 


 
 


The implementation is complete and the CCR is 
approved 


 


Approved CCR version  


The committee votes to postpone its decision on the 
CCR until a later meeting 


 
Date of later 
meeting: 


 


The committee requires further information  


Further information required: 


The committee considers that the implementation is 
not complete 


 


Further action(s) required: 


The proposed changes to the CDSP Service 
Description or UK Link Manual are not correct 


 


Amendments to CDSP service description / UKLink manual required: 
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Section 14: Document Template Version History 
 


The purpose of this section is to keep a record of the changes to the overall version template and the 
individual sections within. It will be updated by the CDSP following approval of the template update by the 
Change Management Committee.  


 


Version History: 


Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes 


1.0 Approved  CDSP Version Approved by Change Committee 


     


 


--- END OF DOCUMENT --- 
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Appendix One: Glossary 
 


Term Definition 


Adverse Impact A Service Change has or would have an Adverse Impact on Customers of a particular 


Customer Class if: 


(a) Implementing the Service Change would involve a modification of UK Link which 


would conflict with the provision of existing Services for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class; 


(b) the Service Change would involve the CDSP disclosing Confidential Information 


relating to such Customers to Customers of another Customer Class or to Third Parties; 


(c) Implementing the Service Change would conflict to a material extent with the 


Implementation of another Service Change (for which such Customer Class is a 


Relevant Customer Class) with an earlier Proposal Date and which remains Current, 


unless the Service Change is a Priority Service Change which (under the Priority 


Principles) takes priority over the other Proposed Service Change; or 


(d) Implementing the Service Change would have an Adverse Interface Impact for such 


Customers. 


General Service A service provided under the DSC to Customers or Customers of a Customer Class on 


a uniform basis. 


Non-Priority 


Service Change 


A Service Change which is not a Priority Service Change 


Priority Service 


Change 


A Modification Service Change;  


or 


A Service Change in respect of a Service which allows or facilitates compliance by a 


Customer or Customers with Law or with any document designated for the purposes of 


Section 173 of the Energy Act 2004 (including any such Law or document or change 


thereto which has been announced but not yet made). 


Relevant 


Customer class 


A Customer Class is a Relevant Customer Class in relation to a Service or a Service 


Change where Service Charges made or to be made in respect of such Service, or the 


Service subject to such Service Change, are or will be payable by Customers of that 


Customer Class 


Restricted Class 


Change 


Where, in relation to a Service Change, not all Customer Classes are Relevant 


Customer Classes, the Service Change is a Restricted Class Change; 


Service Change A change to a Service provided under the DSC (not being an Additional Service), 
including: 
(i) the addition of a new Service or removal of an existing Service; and 
(ii) in the case of an existing Service, a change in any feature of the Service specified in 
the CDSP Service Description, 
and any related change to the CDSP Service Description 


Specific Service A service (other than Additional Services) available under the DSC to all Customer or 


Customers of a Customer Class but provided to a particular Customer only upon the 


order of the Customer. 
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Change Request Proposal & Portfolio Board Appeal Form - Version 9

		Originator Details



		Submitted By

		Richard Cresswell

		Contact Number

		0121 623 2535



		

		

		Email Address

		Richard.cresswell@xoserve.com



		Authorising Manager M2/E2*

		Dave Ackers

		Business Area

		Customer Data Services



		

		

		Cost Centre

		Xos014





*M2/E2 Approval required for all Change Requests and EXEC Approval is required for Business & Process Improvements (Prior to ICAF Review)

		Change Request Details



		Change Request Title

		Change to validation of address fields



		Internal/External Change

		Internal Change		Analysis Only?

		No

		Change Driver Type

		Business / Process Improvement



		Change Description

		Address amendments and M number creations are processed using CMS Contacts: ADD and UNC.
CMS will validate the submitted address against its data. If the address submitted is the same as the address held for 5 mandatory fields -   

Since the onboarding of iGT supply points, the validations are no longer fit for purpose.  This is mainly due to two main reasons:
1)	iGTs wish to retain the plot number (generally within the DPA field)
-	The problem with this is that when there is an amendment request, the validations are often finding the proposed ‘Buidling No.’ in the ‘DPA’ on UKLink which is populated by the Plot No. which happens to be the same number as the proposed ‘Building No.’

Current Outcome: This rejects as ‘Proposed Address Already Exists’ as the first validation is checking to see if the Proposed Building No. exists on that street, in that town, at that post-code – it finds that it does when it finds ‘23’ in the ‘DPA’, regardless of what is populated in the other fields (see attached for example)

	
2)	The quality of the iGT addresses migrated and now held on UKLink
-	Often, Shippers wish to just remove a data item from a field, but CMS will not check for a ‘null’ field and so it looks to CMS as though no change is being made.

Current outcome: A Contact will reject  as ‘Proposed Address already exists’ as CMS skips validation when a Proposed address field is blank.  i.e. it’s looking for the whole address as written in the Proposed address, but won’t take into account if that same address exists in UK Link but with another field populated (see attached for example)

There are two validation changes required:

1)	CMS to stop searching for a duplicate address as soon as it doesn’t find the Proposed Building No. in either the Building No. field or Building Name.  If it does find it there it will continue to search for the other Proposed fields to see if it can further differentiate and ‘prove’ it’s not a duplicate address.

2)	CMS to consider blanks fields when validating proposed addresses to that existing in UKLink.  So, for the Sub-Building Name, it will look to see if the address currently on UKLink is blank, see that it’s not, recognise that it’s a change, and not reject.

•	These scenarios have become much more prevalent following the onboarding of iGT data and the volumes of amendments being requested by both Shippers and iGTs on iGT suppy points.  Additionally, the retaining of Plot information within the DPA (or any other field) has meant this issues arises high percentage of the time
•	Xoserve having to reject valid address amendment requests from the customer, which is affecting Customer service, and resulting unnecessary manual investigation and intervention.
•	Customers are having to raise Contacts twice – the initial request, then on a PSC (Previously Submitted Contact)
•	The raising of the PSC means that each request has to be investigated at desk
•	Subsequently, as there isn’t the means to amend the address on CDS, due to there having not been a screen built to enable amendments on iGT Supply Points, there is the requirement for IS to create and load an ACR file directly on to UKLink
•	Requests that would normally take a day to complete are now taking between 4 and 8 days.
•	Customer satisfaction is suffering 
•	The resourcing of managing these workarounds for CDS are becoming intolerable

ASAP



[bookmark: _MON_1570345105]<See Attached for examples of manifestation of issues>



		Solution Type

		Enduring Solution		Interim Solution Duration (If Known)

		



		Target Date

		01/11/2017

		Urgency

		High

		Associated XRN Number(s)

		



		Associated COR Number(s)

		



		Associated MOD Number(s)

		



		Associated Risk Reference(s)

		







		Impact to Systems / Processes



		Detail of UKLP Scope / Impact Assessment

		



		Other Impacted System(s) / Processes

		UKLink / CMS



		Detail of Impact to System(s) / Processes

		



		Has this change been approved in UK Link Committee?

		If the Change Impacts UK Link Systems / UK Link Manual / File Formats it has to be approved by UK Link Committee. 

Please mention the outcome of discussing this change in UK Link Committee. 



		Date of UK Link Committee approval

		







		Network Code Impact



		Detail of Impact to Network Code

		







		Change Request Scoring



		Mandatory/

Network Code

		Customer Service/Satisfaction

		Safety

		Cost Benefit (£)

		Total*



		2 = Limited Impact		3 = Significant Impact		2 = Limited Impact		2 = >Ten Thousand		7





* The Total is automated and will refresh when you reopen this Change Request



Please submit your Change Request along with the appropriate authorising evidence to the following mail address:



bss.change.mgt@xoserve.com



		Portfolio Board Appeal

(Section to be completed only if seeking to appeal a rejection at ICAF)



		Date of ICAF Rejection

		Click Here For Calendar		Portfolio Board Appeal Date

		Click Here For Calendar

		Reason for Appeal

		



		Impact of changing the ICAF Decision

		



		Impact of not changing the ICAF Decision

		



		Outcome of Portfolio Board Appeal



		Outcome of Portfolio Board Appeal
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Examples to support UKLP IADBI359.docx

Examples to support UKLP IADBI359





Issue 1 – Not validating blank fields 





Request is to remove the Sub Building Name from the address.  Contact found to be invalid for the ‘Proposed Address already exists’





Current Address in UKLink:


Building No: 22


Building Name: [Null]


Sub Building Name: Xoserve House


Principal Street Name: New Road


Dependent Street: [Null]


Dependent Locality: [Null]|


Post Town: Solihull


Post Code: B91 3LT





Proposed Address in CMS:


Building No: 22


Building Name: [Null]


Sub Building Name: [Null]


Principal Street Name: New Road


Dependent Street: [Null]


Dependent Locality: [Null]


Post Town: Solihull


Post Code: B91 3LT





Current outcome: The rejects as ‘Proposed Address already exists’ as CMS skips validation when address field is blank.  So, in UKLink it is finding ‘22’ in the Building No, and then doesn’t check whether the Sub-Building Name or Building Name is populated as the field is blank in the Proposed address in CMS.  Therefore, it’s just looking to see if it can find 22, New Road, Solihull, B91 3LT – and it can so it rejects.





Proposed Change:  CMS will consider blanks.  So, for the Sub-Building Name, it will look to see if the address currently on UKLink is blank, see that it’s not, recognise that it’s a change, and not reject.








Issue 2: Validation finds Proposed Building No. in the DPA





The request is a standard change of address





Current Address in UKLink:


Building No: 22


Building Name: [Null]


Sub Building Name: Xoserve House


Principal Street Name: New Road


Dependent Street: [Null]


Dependent Locality: [Null]


DPA: [Null]


Post Town: Solihull


Post Code: B91 3LT





Proposed Address in CMS:


Building No: 23


Building Name: [Null]


Sub Building Name: [Null]


Principal Street Name: New Road


Dependent Street: [Null]


Dependent Locality: [Null]


DPA: [Null]


Post Town: Solihull


Post Code: B91 3LB





Address already existing in UKLink (different MPRN to that on which Contact was raised):


Building No: 6


Building Name: [Null]


Sub Building Name: [Null]


Principal Street Name: New Road


Dependent Street: [Null]


Dependent Locality: [Null]


DPA: [23]


Post Town: Solihull


Post Code: B91 3LB





Current Outcome: This rejects as ‘Proposed Address Already Exists’ as the first validation is checking to see if the Proposed Building No. which is ‘23’ already exists on that street, in that town, at that post-code – it finds that it does when it finds ‘23’ in the ‘DPA’.





Proposed Change: CMS will stop searching for a duplicate address as soon as it doesn’t find the Proposed Building No. in either the Building No. field or Building Name.  If it does find it there it will continue to search for the other Proposed fields to see if it can further differentiate and ‘prove’ it’s not a duplicate address.
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Change Request Proposal & Portfolio Board Appeal Form - Version 9

		Originator Details



		Submitted By

		Richard Cresswell

		Contact Number

		0121 623 2535



		

		

		Email Address

		Richard.cresswell@xoserve.com



		Authorising Manager M2/E2*

		Dave Ackers

		Business Area

		CDS



		

		

		Cost Centre

		XOS014





*M2/E2 Approval required for all Change Requests and EXEC Approval is required for Business & Process Improvements (Prior to ICAF Review)

		Change Request Details



		Change Request Title

		MIV File Changes for MUR Invoice - CMS



		Internal/External Change

		Internal Change		Analysis Only?

		No

		Change Driver Type

		Business / Process Improvement



		Change Description



		An issue has been identified whereby MRPNS are being included within the CMS MIV file which are not eligible for charging and therefore the Must Read Invoice being calculated and produced in SAP PO is incorrect with additional MPRNS being potentially invoiced to Shippers.

This change seeks to define and deliver a solution that ensures only MPRNs which are deemed billable per the following business rules are included in the MIV file and subsequent Must Read Invoices issued in SAP PO:-

Business Rules:
1)	Any Contacts that go to CLRD or FWDS, that have had a read procured by the MRA, are invoiced
a.	If a read is procured by the MRA and the ‘Read Status’ is ‘Rejected’, they are invoiced
b.	If a read is procured by the MRA and the ‘Read Status’ is blank, they are invoiced
2)	Any Contacts that go to CLRD or FWDS, that have not had a read procured by the MRA, are not invoiced
3)	Whether the Contact is a Level 3 or not has no bearing on whether it is invoiced or not
4)	If a Contact is chargeable and goes to FWDS, then this is the date that determines the month in which it is invoiced.  
5)	If a Contact does not got to FWDS, the date that it goes to CLRD determines the month in which it is invoiced.

The attachment below shows each scenario of when a Contact should and should not be included in the MIV





•	The Must Read invoice is produced accurately and issued on it’s Invoice due date to meet Xoserve KPIs.
•	Only billable items are calculated and included in the Must Read Invoice produced each month.
•	The risk of MPRNs being billed incorrectly as a result of the current manual intervention needed to correct the Must Read Invoice is mitigated.
•	Remove the additional manual activities associatd with the correction of the MIV file and Must Read Invoice currently estimated to be between 3-4 FTE days across both CMS and SAP Operational teams

ASAP







		Solution Type

		Enduring Solution		Interim Solution Duration (If Known)

		



		Target Date

		01/12/2015

		Urgency

		Medium

		Associated XRN Number(s)

		



		Associated COR Number(s)

		



		Associated MOD Number(s)

		



		Associated Risk Reference(s)

		







		Impact to Systems / Processes



		Detail of UKLP Scope / Impact Assessment

		



		Other Impacted System(s) / Processes

		CMS/UKLink



		Detail of Impact to System(s) / Processes

		



		Has this change been approved in UK Link Committee?

		If the Change Impacts UK Link Systems / UK Link Manual / File Formats it has to be approved by UK Link Committee. 

Please mention the outcome of discussing this change in UK Link Committee. 



		Date of UK Link Committee approval

		







		Network Code Impact



		Detail of Impact to Network Code

		







		Change Request Scoring



		Mandatory/

Network Code

		Customer Service/Satisfaction

		Safety

		Cost Benefit (£)

		Total*



		3 = Significant Impact		3 = Significant Impact		1 = Little or no Impact		2 = >Ten Thousand		9





* The Total is automated and will refresh when you reopen this Change Request



Please submit your Change Request along with the appropriate authorising evidence to the following mail address:



bss.change.mgt@xoserve.com



		Portfolio Board Appeal

(Section to be completed only if seeking to appeal a rejection at ICAF)



		Date of ICAF Rejection

		Click Here For Calendar		Portfolio Board Appeal Date

		Click Here For Calendar

		Reason for Appeal

		



		Impact of changing the ICAF Decision

		



		Impact of not changing the ICAF Decision

		



		Outcome of Portfolio Board Appeal



		Outcome of Portfolio Board Appeal
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Backing info for MIV CR.xlsx

Sheet1


			This table covers each scenario when a Contact should be included in the MIV file


			Level 3 			Meter Reading			Visit 1			Visit 2  			Visit 3 			Date Read (L3)			Read Status			FWDS			NATO			CLRD			Charged			Invoice Month			On MIV File


									(non L3)			(non L3)			(non L3)


			Yes						3/1/17			3/10/17			3/14/17			3/22/17						4/25/17			YES			5/24/17			Not Charged


			Yes			39552827			1/10/17			1/12/17			1/14/17			1/26/17			Rejected			3/18/17			YES			4/19/17			Yes			March			April


			No						3/1/17			3/10/17			3/17/17									3/21/17			YES			4/20/17			Not Charged


			No						3/30/17															4/12/16			YES			5/11/17			Not Charged


			No			66523			4/4/17															No			No			4/25/17			Yes			April			May


			No			194781			3/7/17												Rejected			No			No			4/1/17			Yes			April			May











Sheet2








Sheet3











1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



A



B



C



D



This table covers each scenario when a Contact should be included in the MIV file



Visit 1



Visit 2  



(non L3)



(non L3)



Yes



01/03/2017



10/03/2017



Yes



39552827



10/01/2017



12/01/2017



No



01/03/2017



10/03/2017



No



30/03/2017



No



66523



04/04/2017



No



194781



07/03/2017



Level 3 



Meter 



Reading






image17.emf
XRN4249 Address  Validation Solution.docm


XRN4249 Address Validation Solution.docm
Change Request Proposal & Portfolio Board Appeal Form - Version 8

		Originator Details



		Submitted By

		Steve Ganney

		Contact Number

		2075



		

		

		Email Address

		steve.t.ganney@xoserve.com



		Authorising Manager M2/E2*

		Steve Concannon

		Business Area

		UKLP



		

		

		Cost Centre

		





*M2/E2 Approval required for all Change Requests and EXEC Approval is required for Business & Process Improvements (Prior to ICAF Review)

		Change Request Details



		Change Request Title

		Address Maintenance Solution



		Internal/External Change

		Internal Change		Analysis Only?

		No

		Change Driver Type

		Non Compliance



		Change Description

		WHAT – Click here and outline the root cause of this change request and specify the desired outcome the solution should provide to rectify it.



Requirement to maintain Supply Point and Supply Meter Point addresses as and when postal addresses are amended.  These amendments are available in the post office address file.  This change is to develop the functionality to accept the file to maintain addresses on UK Link.




Implementation date: ASAP  





		Solution Type

		Interim Solution		Interim Solution Duration (If Known)

		Some years until a cross-utility solution is implemented 



		Target Date

		ASAP

		Urgency

		Medium

		Associated XRN Number(s)

		NA



		Associated COR Number(s)

		NA



		Associated MOD Number(s)

		NA



		Associated Risk Reference(s)

		NA









		Impact to Systems / Processes



		Impacted System(s) / Processes 

(e.g. UKLINK)

		UK-Link



		Detail of Impact to System(s) / Processes

		At present address amendments being provided via the post office file are not being captured, over time this will lead to address data degradation if not implemented. 







		Network Code Impact



		Detail of Impact to Network Code

		None







		Change Request Scoring



		Mandatory/

Network Code

		Customer Service/Satisfaction

		Safety

		Cost Benefit (£)

		Total*



		3 = Significant Impact		3 = Significant Impact		1 = Little or no Impact		5 = >Twenty Fifth Thousand		10





* The Total is automated and will refresh when you reopen this Change Request



Please submit your Change Request along with the appropriate authorising evidence to the following mail address:



bss.change.mgt@xoserve.com



		Portfolio Board Appeal

(Section to be completed only if seeking to appeal a rejection at ICAF)



		Date of ICAF Rejection

		Click Here For Calendar		Portfolio Board Appeal Date

		Click Here For Calendar

		Reason for Appeal

		



		Impact of changing the ICAF Decision

		



		Impact of not changing the ICAF Decision

		



		Outcome of Portfolio Board Appeal



		Outcome of Portfolio Board Appeal
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