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	Change Title
	June 19

	Change reference number (XRN)
	4732

	Xoserve Project Manager  
	Simon Burton

	Email address
	Simon.g.burton@xoserve.com

	Contact number
	0121 623 2333

	Target Change Management Committee date
	

	Date of Solution Implementation
	29th June 2019

	Section 1: Overview of Change Delivery

	As part of the June 19 delivery, the following 3 changes were delivered: 
EXTERNALLY FUNDED CHANGE REQUESTS: 
Title: Large Supply Point (LSP) Priority Service Register (PSR)
Change Proposal No. XRN4687
The change would ensure that Shippers are able to meet their license obligations by allowing vulnerable 
customer information to be recorded centrally on the confirmation of an LSP.

Copy of Change Proposal Document:


INTERNALLY FUNDED CHANGE REQUESTS: 
Title: Reconciliation Issues with Reads Recorded between D-1 to D-5 incorrectly
Change Proposal No. XRN4676
This change would address the exceptions which have been created since Nexus Go-Live, as a result of 2 reads being present in SAP for the same date, due to Shippers submitting reads on Class 4 Supply Meter Points dated between D-5 and D-1 of the transfer effective date.

Copy of Change Proposal Document:


Title: Reject a Replacement Read, Where the Read Provided is Identical to That Already Held in UKL for the Same Read Date
Change Proposal No. XRN4670
Shippers are currently submitting replacement readings that are for the same read date, read value, and read (TZZ value) to the current read recorded in UK Link. As a result, zero consumptions are being created which are generating exceptions. This change would aim to prohibit these exceptions going forward and eliminate the need to undertake manual consumption adjustments.

Copy of Change Proposal Document:



There are no RTB costs incurred as part of June 19 delivery.

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

	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A



Currently there are no outstanding actions that are pending on external parties to be completed following implementation.

The total cost of the June 19 delivery of external changes  = £78,084

The total cost of the June 19 delivery of internal changes = £115,430



	Section 2: Confirmed External Funding Arrangements

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

	Shippers
	100%
	100%
	£78,352.67
	£78,084.00

	IGTs
	
	
	
	

	DNOs
	
	
	
	

	Transmission
	
	
	
	

	DN’s & IGT
	
	
	
	


There are no variations from those detailed in the Business Evaluation.


	Section 3: Provide a summary of any agreed scope changes

	There were no scope changes as part of this change.
 

	Section 4: Detail any changes to the Xoserve Service Description







	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

	 XRN4687
	
	Large Supply Point (LSP) Priority Service Register (PSR)
	Service Area 1 - Manage supply point registration
	100%
£78,084.00
	
	
	
	 

	
	
	
	Total
	£78,084.00
	
	
	
	







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

	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

	Feedback has been received from some customers regarding our implementation communications and the fact that they were not always clear.

Paul Orsler raised the question in DSG on 1st July however only positive feedback was provided during the meeting.

The clarity and wording of our Implementation Communications will be considered for future releases.




Appendix A: Business Benefits:
	Ref ID
	XRN Ref No
	Change Item No.
	Change Description
	Benefits Realised

	1
	4687
	
	Large Supply Point (LSP) Priority Service Register (PSR)
	Shippers will be able to meet their license obligations

	2
	4687
	
	Large Supply Point (LSP) Priority Service Register (PSR)
	Improved Must Read invoice quality and timelines by automating validation to remove the time taken to execute manual processes

	3
	4687
	
	Large Supply Point (LSP) Priority Service Register (PSR)
	The overriding benefit is an improvement in quality of service and improved user/customer experience particularly for iGTs



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

Change Reference Number: XRN 4687
Customers to fill out all of the information in this colour
Xoserve to fill out all of the information in this colour

Change Title PSR updates for large domestic sites
Date Raised 01/06/2018
Sponsor Organisation E.ON
Sponsor Name Kirsty Dudley
Sponsor Contact Details Kirsty.Dudley@eonenergy.com
Xoserve Contact Name Ellie Rogers
Xoserve Contact Details Ellie.rogers@xoserve.com
Change Status Proposal / With DSG / Out for Consultation / Voting / Approved or
Rejected
Section Al: Impacted Parties
Customer Class(es) Shipper
L] National Grid Transmission
Distribution Network Operator
iGT

Section A2: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change

Suppliers and Transporters have licence obligations to record and share domestic customer vulnerability.
This is maintained through a Priority Service Register (PSR). This is fulfilled through the Supplier (via the
Shipper) submitting this information to the CDSP to be recorded and issued to the relevant GT. This
information is then filtered through to the electricity DNO who holds the overall central PSR registry.

Vulnerability validation has always been based on AQ rather than property classification as majority of
domestic customers have an AQ<73,200. There are however customers’ who have an AQ >73,200. The
current validation relating to Supply Meter Points with an AQ >73.200kWh are rejected and not recorded
centrally.

The rejection of this information means the Supplier has the customer vulnerability recorded, however, the
Transporter nor the electricity DNO do, which also the central register does not contain all vulnerability
information.

The issue has also been raised at the SPAA Expert Group via Issues Paper 11 and a request for
information has been issued to understand the impacts. To ensure that customers with an >73,200AQ are
also included in the PSR which the GTs and DNOs hold a UK Link solution is required — however, at this
stage the true impact is unknown because the rejection volume doesn’t account for Shippers who don’t
send updates knowing they’ll be rejected,

In anticipation of the outcome and from an initial consideration, the following options have been proposed:

1. Do nothing
Pros: No change required
Cons: PSR updates would continue to be rejected and vulnerability for these sites would not be
recorded centrally.

2. Change the validation from AQ to Market Sector Code (D /1)
(vulnerable information accepted based on the MSC not AQ)
Pros: Validation still in place and updates can only be provided for Domestic sites as per the
licence condition
Cons: Dependent on the accuracy of the MSC, if recorded incorrectly, sites that are genuinely
domestic maybe rejected
Change in validation required

X
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Priority Consumer threshold
Cons: Change in validation required

Remove the validation

Change the validation threshold from 73,200 kWh to 732,000 kWh
Pros: Although separate processes, this will bridge the gap between the Priority Service and

(vulnerable information accepted regardless of the MSC or AQ)
Pros: All vulnerable information will be recorded centrally

Cons: Removal of validation completely which could result in vulnerable information being recorded

against non-domestic sites

Offline solution
Pros: Vulnerable information submitted

Cons: Potentially only an interim solution and not as ‘clean’

3) or remove the validation (option 4).

Pros: Vulnerable information can be submitted
centrally

Cons: Hierarchy change therefore would need

Amend the CNF hierarchy to allow PSR information to be sent at confirmation of a LSP
(this will also require a change to the CNC validation to either increase the threshold (option

on confirmation of a LSP and will be recorded

to be a major release

Proposed Release

Feb or June 2019

Proposed Consultation Period 10WD

Section A3: Benefits and Justification

Benefit Description

What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing
this change?

What, if any, are the intangible benefits of
introducing this change?

This change will allow customer vulnerability
submitted by the Suppliers via their Shipper to be
recorded centrally and relayed to the relevant
Distribution Network and ensuring customer

safeguarding and SLC adherence

Benefit Realisation
When are the benefits of the change likely to be
realised?

As soon as the validation is changed.

Benefit Dependencies

Please detail any dependencies that would be
outside the scope of the change, this could be
reliance on another delivery, reliance on some other
event that the projects has not got direct control of.

SPAA Change 16/370A — Refining the Needs
Codes Information is in scope of Release 2 due for
implementation in June-18. This change in

validation will support this CP.

Section A4: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations

DSG members recommend the approval of Option 6 -

Amend the CNF hierarchy to allow PSR information to be sent at confirmation of a LSP and a change to

the CNC hierarchy to remove the validation (Option 4).

DSG Recommendation Approve
DSG Recommended Release June 2019
Section A5: DSC Consultation

Issued Yes
Date(s) Issued 17/09/18

Comms Ref(s)

2076.1 -RJ-ES

Number of Responses

5 (3 approve, 2 reject)

Section A6: Funding

Funding Classes

Shipper 100%
National Grid Transmission 0%
Distribution Network Operator and IGTs 0%
Distribution Network Operator 0%
iGT 0%
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Service Line(s)

Service Area 1: Manage Supply Point Registration

ROM or funding details

N/A

Funding Comments

Originally, this was under service area 16: Provision of supply point
information services and other services required to be provided
under condition of the GT Licence. Upon reasonable challenge, we
have now have now amended the listed service area 1.

Section A7: DSC

Voting Outcome

Solution Voting

L] Shipper Approve
L] National Grid Transmission NA
L] Distribution Network Operator Approve

UiGT Approve
Meeting Date 10/10/2018
Release Date June 2019

Overall Outcome

Shipper representatives approved solution option 6 with elements of
solution option 4. The funding class was and the intention to include
this change within the June 2019 release was approved.

Please send the completed forms to: mailto:box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com

Document Version History

Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes
2.0 Draft 10/08/18 Xoserve Minutes from DSG meeting on 6" August
added to Section C.
3.0 Issued in an 17/09/18 Xoserve Issued in an extraordinary change pack
extraordinary on solution optons following DSG meeting
Change Pack on 17/09/18.
4.0 Reps 19/09/18 Xoserve Reps added
5.0 Rep Matrix 02/10/18 Xoserve Rep Matrix created and sent to the
created industry
6.0 Section A6 05/10/18 Xoserve Service Area Changed from 16 to 1.
(Funding)
Updated
7.0 Section F Added | 12/10/18 Xoserve Section F following approval of the
solution option at ChMC on 10th October
2018
8.0 Section G 30/11/18 Xoserve Section G added following the distribution
added of the design change pack on 27th
November.
9.0 Section H 14/12/18 Xoserve Reps to the design change pack
added added
Template Version History
Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes
2.0 Approved 01/05/18 Emma Smith Layout and cosmetic changes made
following internal review

X
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Section C: DSC Change Proposal: DSG
Discussion

(To be removed if no DSG Discussion is required; Xoserve to collate where DSG discussions occur)

17/09/2018

DSG members recommend the approval of Option 6 -
Amend the CNF hierarchy to allow PSR information to be sent at confirmation of a LSP and a change to

the CNC hierarchy to remove the validation (Option 4).

This recommendation was put forward at the DSG meeting on 17" September.

N/A
Recommended solution option
June 2019

XOserve






AN

Section D: DSC Change Proposal High Level

Solution Options

L
XRN4687 - High
Level System Solutior

The High Level Solution Option Impact Assessments (HLSOIA) have been provided for Options 3, 4 and
6 and are detailed within the attached presentation for the industry to review.

June 2019 Release

Xoserve are comfortable with the DSG preferred solution option (6)
as this is a long-term solution which also encompasses the changes
to the CNC validation.

DSG preferred solution Option 6 - Amend the CNF hierarchy to
allow PSR information to be sent at confirmation of a LSP and a
change to the CNC hierarchy to remove the validation (Option 4).

The rationale was the preference for all elements of the change to
be implemented at once therefore the CNF hierarchy change plus
the amendement to the CNC validation. This was deemed the most
logical and effective way of implementing the change rather than
splitting it between a minor change to the validation followed by a
major change to the CNF.

1st October 2018

. XOserve





Section E: DSC Change Proposal: Industry
Response Solution Options Review

User Name Cher Harris

User Contact Details | Cher.Harris@SSE.com

Section E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,
risks, resource etc.

OPTION 2.

This option best fits the Licence obligation to provide PSR information for domestic properties only. The
cons state that PSR updates may be rejected if the Market Sector Code (MSC) is incorrectly set to ‘I,
however, we see that as a positive in so far as it would act as a prompt to the Shipper/Supplier to correct
the MSC, which is an important data item that drives several other processes, including RPC billing. We
feel that industry should be grabbing every opportunity to improve data quality, rather than switching off
validation as a way of skirting around data inaccuracies.

Furthermore, we already see widespread misuse of the PSR process, whereby Shippers send high
volumes of name changes where there is no PSR condition (i.e. the update is triggered on every change of
occupier), or they send codition code '99 — Check PSR info’ with no explanation, rendering the update
meaningless. By removing MSC/AQ validation and opening up the file to non-domestic sites, this problem
will be exacerbated and make it difficult for the Transporter to handle the volumes of files and to identify the
genuine PSR updates.

Implementation date for this option Approve

Xoserve preferred solution option Reject

DSG preferred solution option Reject

Publication of consultation response Publish

Section E1: Xoserve’ s Response to Thank you for your comments. To provide some context, all
Organisations Comments 6 options were discussed within the DSG meetings

whereby members believed that only options 3, 4 and 6
should be impact assessed.

Option 2 was discussed, however DSG members did not
believe that utilising the MSC validation was suitable at this
stage as there were concerns that this could still cause the
rejection of genuinely vulnerable sites.

DSG recommended the approval of Option 6 as this sees
the full solution implemented in a single release and
reduces the risk of valid domestic sites receiving rejections.

Your comments and option preference will be published
and considered by the ChMC ahead of the meeting in
October. The ultimate decision will be down to the Change
Managers on 10™ October 2018.

X
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User Name

Eleanor Laurence

User Contact Details | Eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com / 07875 117771

Section E2: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,

risks, resource etc.

Preferred Option 6 (incorporating option 4)

We see little point in having to implementations close to 3 months apart for the same topic.

We are happy to save cost for al parties and see full solution implemented in a single release.

We believe removing all validation is the best solution which reduces complexity of the process, reduces
costs and reduces the likelihood of incorrect rejections. Having validation in this process seems
unnecessary and may result in valid domestic sites receiving rejections ‘incorrectly’

Implementation date for this option Approve
Xoserve preferred solution option Approve
DSG preferred solution option Approve
Publication of consultation response Publish

Section E2: Xoserve’ s Response to
Organisations Comments

Thank you for your comments.

Your comments and option preference will be published
and considered by the ChMC ahead of the meeting in
October. The ultimate decision will be down to the Change
Managers on 10" October 2018.

User Name Npower

User Contact Details | Gas.codes@npower.com

Section E3: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,

risks, resource etc.

We support Option 6

Implementation date for this option Approve
Xoserve preferred solution option Approve
DSG preferred solution option Approve
Publication of consultation response Publish

Section E3: Xoserve’ s Response to
Organisations Comments

Thank you for your comments.

Your comments and option preference will be published
and considered by the ChMC ahead of the meeting in
October. The ultimate decision will be down to the Change
Managers on 10" October 2018.
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User Name Wales & West Utiltities

User Contact Details | Richard Pomroy — Commercial Manager

Section E4: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,
risks, resource etc.

We oppose the proposed solution of Option 6 and Option 4.

We do not support Option 6 - to amend the confirmation file hierarchy to allow Priority Service Register
information to be sent at confirmation of a large supply point as recommended with either

Option 3 - change the validation threshold from 73,200 kWh to 732,000 kwWhor Option 4 - remove the
validation (vulnerable information accepted regardless of the Market Sector Code or AQ)

Either of these options would mean PSR data for large non-domestic sites being sent and the PSR and its
needs categories are not intended for non-domestic sites.

It is worth noting that with Xoserve’s current validation of sending information if the AQ is less than or equal
to 73,200kwWh then we may already be getting information on non-domestic sites (there being more non-
domestic sites with AQ < 73200kWh than non-domestic sites with AQ > 73,200kWh) — an issue we can
address with our preferred solution below.

WWU uses Market Sector Code not AQ information. On this basis our preferred solution would be

Option 6 - to amend the confirmation file hierarchy to allow Priority Service Register information to be sent
at confirmation of a large supply point with

Option 2 - change the validation from AQ to Market Sector Code (Domestic / Industrial Commercial)
(vulnerable information accepted based on the Market Sector Code not AQ) in June 2019

If this cannot be done, we propose Option 6 - to amend the confirmation file hierarchy to allow Priority
Service Register information to be sent at confirmation of a large supply point with

Option 4 - remove the validation (vulnerable information accepted regardless of the MSC or AQ)

in June 2019 and Option 2 - change the validation from AQ to Market Sector Code (Domestic / Industrial
Commercial) (vulnerable information accepted based on the MSC not AQ) to follow later but all in one
change

Implementation date for this option Approve

Xoserve preferred solution option Reject

DSG preferred solution option Reject

Publication of consultation response Publish

Section E4: Xoserve’ s Response to

Organisations Comments Thank you for your comments. To provide some context, all

6 options were discussed within the DSG meetings
whereby members believed that only options 3, 4 and 6
should be impact assessed.

Option 2 was discussed, however DSG members did not
believe that utilising the MSC validation was suitable at this
stage as there were concerns that this could still cause the
rejection of genuinely vulnerable sites. This is not to say
that the MSC may not be considered as the validation
mechanism at a future date.

DSG recommended the approval of Option 6 as this sees
the full solution implemented in a single release and
reduces the risk of valid domestic sites receiving rejections.

Your comments and option preference will be published
and considered by the ChMC ahead of the meeting in
October. The ultimate decision will be down to the Change
Managers on 10™ October 2018.






User Name SSE Energy Supply

User Contact Details | Mark Jones

Section E5: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,
risks, resource etc.

SSE agrees with the solution recommended by the DSG (Option 6).

Implementation date for this option Approve

Xoserve preferred solution option Approve

DSG preferred solution option Approve

Publication of consultation response Publish

Section E5: Xoserve’ s Response to

Organisations Comments Thank you for your comments.

Your comments and option preference will be published
and considered by the ChMC ahead of the meeting in
October. The ultimate decision will be down to the Change
Managers on 10" October 2018.

Section F: DSC Change Proposal: Approved
Solution Option

Section F1: Solution Option for XRN4687

Shipper representatives approved solution option 6 with elements of solution option 4. The funding class
was and the intention to include this change within the June 2019 release was approved.

DSG preferred solution Option 6 - Amend the CNF hierarchy to allow PSR information to be sent at
confirmation of a LSP and a change to the CNC hierarchy to remove the validation (Option 4).

Implementation date June 2019 Release
Approved by Change Management Committee
Date of approval 10/10/2018

X






Section G Change Management
Committee (ChMC) Change Pack
Summary

Communication Detail

Comm Reference:

2160.1 - SH-ES

Comm Title:

PSR Updates for Large Domestic Sites (Revised)

Comm Date:

27" November 2018

Change Representation

Action Required:

For representation

Close Out Date:

11" December 2018

Change Detail

Xoserve Reference
Number:

XRN4687

Change Class:

File Format Changes

ChMC Constituency
Impacted:

All Shipper Users

Change Owner:

Ellie Rogers
Ellie.Rogers@xoserve.com
0121 623 2611

Background and
Context:

Suppliers and Transporters have licence obligations to record and
share domestic customer vulnerability. This is maintained through a
Priority Service Register (PSR). This is fulfilled through the Supplier
(via the Shipper) submitting this information to the CDSP to be
recorded and issued to the relevant Transporter.

Within central systems customer priority service validation is currently
based on AQ rather than property classification as majority of
domestic consumers have an AQ<=73,200kWh. There are however
domestic consumers who have an AQ >73,200kWh.

The current validation dictates that Supply Meter Points (SMP) with
an AQ >73,200kwh will have any customer priority service code
updates rejected and subsequently not recorded centrally.

This change will amend the current validation for Shippers to submit
customer priority service information and allow this to be provided at
confirmation of a large supply point (LSP) and via the Customer
Amendments file (CNC).

X
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Change Impact Assessment Dashboard (UK Link)

Functional: | Supply Point Administration

Non-Functional: | No impact

Application: | SAP ISU, SAP BW, AMT Market Flow

User: | Shipper

Documentation: | File Format — see below

Other: | NA
Files
File Parent Record Record Data Attribute Hiierarchy onormat
Agreed
CNF N/A S83, S84, S66 N/A Hierarchy
CFR N/A S83, 584, 572, N/A Hierarchy
S66
TRF N/A S66 N/A Hierarchy

Change Design Description

This change involves two elements in order to allow Shippers to submit and have customer
priority service codes recorded on central systems.

The first element relates to the proposed amendment to the CNF hierarchy, the associated
response file, the CFR and transfer of ownership file TRF

Amendment to the CNF — Confirmation Request hierarchy to allow PSR information to
be sent at confirmation of a LSP.

The proposed change involves the S83 — End Consumer Details and the S84 — Priority
Services records being added to the S38 — LSP Confirmation and S66 Contact Details
records as a level 3.

By making this hierarchy change, it allows Shippers to submit priority service information
at confirmation of a LSP, mirroring the process which already exists for Small Supply
Point (SSP) confirmations via the S42 — SSP Confirmation.

The occurrence and the optionality for the S83 and S84 records will mirror their current
format under the S42 (SSP Confirmation) structure when added to the S38 (LSP
Confirmation) structure. To confirm it will be optional for Shippers to submit priority
customer information when confirming an LSP. The number of occurrences for the S66
is being increased to 6 to allow up to 5 Emergency (EMR) contacts and a Consumer
(CON) contact for submitting the S83 and S84 records. The optionality of the S67 record
will be amended to optional. This change in optionality will not change the existing rule
which mandates the S67 record when providing the Contact type of EMR.

Please see attached the updated CNF hierarchy for review and approval:

X






CNF Hierarchy
V5FA. xlsx

Amendment to the CFR — Confirmation Response hierarchy to reflect the changes made
to the CNF hierarchy which allows Shippers to submit the PSR information at
confirmation of an LSP.

The proposed change adds S83 — End Consumer Details and the S84 Priority Services
records to the S09 — Reject — Confirmation and S66 Contact Details records as a level 3.
The S72 — Rejection Detail records have been added to both records as a level 4.

The occurrence and optionality for the S83, S84 and S72 records reflects the ability to
provide this information.

The number of occurrences for the S66 record is also being increased to 6 to allow up to
5 Emergency (EMR) contacts and a Consumer (CON) contact to be provided in the
Confirmation Response records S07, S09, S16 & S10.

Please see attached the updated CFR hierarchy for review and approval:

CFR Hierarchy
V9. 1FA.xlIsx

Amendment to the TRF — Supply Meter Point Ownership Notification hierarchy to reflect
the changes needed to increase the number of occurrences to 6 for the S66 record to
allow up to 5 Emergency (EMR) contacts and a Consumer (CON) contact to be provided
in the Transfer of Ownership record (S15).

Please see attached the updated TRF hierarchy for review and approval:

TRF Hierarchy
V10. 1FA.xlIsx

The second element relates to the proposed amendment of the CNC validation and the
associated change required to the Shipper Rejection Codes.

The current validation for the CNC hierarchy is based on AQ <= 73,200kWh. If the AQ is
> 73,200kWh then the file will be rejected. This change will remove the AQ validation
from the CNC — Customer Amendments hierarchy to allow Shippers to submit files for
sites with an AQ >73,200kWh. Please note this is a validation change only and there is
no proposed change to the structure of the CNC hierarchy.

There will be an amendment to the Shipper Rejection Codes to remove a specific
rejection code which is no longer relevant due to the proposed validation change to the
CNC hierarchy.

Rejection Code “CNF00030 — End Consumer / Priority Services not required for a
Competitive Confirmation” has been proposed for removal from the list as it is no longer
applicable due the removal of the AQ validation.

X






Please see attached the updated Shipper Rejection Codes for review and approval:

@

Shipper Rejection
Codes V6FA. xIsx

For information the Change Proposal is attached:

@3

V7 XRN4687
(1).docx

Associated Changes

Associated
Change(s) and | N/A
Title(s):

DSG

Target DSG

discussion date: N/A — XRN4687 has previously been to DSG for development.

Any further

) . | N/IA
information:

Implementation

Target Release: | 28" June 2019

Status: | For approval

Please see the following page for representation comments template; responses to
uklink@xoserve.com

X
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Section H: DSC Change Proposal:
Representation response

Change Representation (to be completed by User and returned for
response)

User Name: | Eleanor Laurence

Eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com
07875 117771

User Contact:

Representation

Status: N/A

Representation

Publication: Publish

Representation: | We approve the proposed solution and implementation date

Target Release

Date: June 2019

Xoserve Response | Thank you for your comments.

X
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Appendix 1

Change Prioritisation Variables

Xoserve uses the following variables set for each and every change within the Xoserve Change
Register, to derive the indicative benefit prioritisation score, which will be used in conjunction with the
perceived delivery effort to aid conversations at the DSC ChMC and DSC Delivery Sub Groups to
prioritise changes into all future minor and major releases.

Change Driver Type 1 CMA Order [J MOD / Ofgem
LI EU Legislation U] License Condition
1 BEIS ChMC endorsed Change Proposal

1 SPAA Change Proposal [ Additional or 3 Party Service Request
[ Other(please provide details below)

Please select the customer X Shipper Impact XiGT Impact X Network Impact
_group(s) who.would be_ impacted X Xoserve Impact [INational Grid Transmission Impact
if the change is not delivered
Associated Change reference
Number(s)
Associated MOD Number(s)
Perceived delivery effort J0-30 L1 30-60
60 — 100 (] 100+ days
Does the project involve the Yes (If yes please answer the next question)
processing of personal data? [ No
‘Any information relating to an identifiable
person who can be directly or indirectly
identified in particular by reference to an
identifier’ — includes MPRNS.
A Data Protection Impact 0 New technology Vulnerable customer data [ Theft of Gas
Assessment (DPIA) will be O Mass data O Xoserve employee data

required if the delivery of the
change involves the processing of
personal data in any of the
following scenarios:

] Fundamental changes to Xoserve business
[] Other(please provide details below)

(If any of the above boxes have been selected then please contact The Data Protection
Officer (Sally Hall) to complete the DPIA.

Change Beneficiary O Multiple Market Participants Multiple Market Group
How many market participant or segments

stand to benefit from the introduction of the I All industry UK Gas Market participants [ Xoserve Only

change? 1 One Market Group (] One Market Participant
Primary Impacted DSC Service Service Area 1: Manage Supply Point Registrations

Area

Number of Service Areas O All OJ Five to Twenty Two to Five

Impacted [] One

Change Improvement Scale? O High Medium O Low

How much work would be reduced for the
customer if the change is implemented?

Are any of the following at risk if the change is not delivered?

[ Safety of Supply at risk [1Customer(s) incurring financial loss ] Customer Switching at risk

Are any of the following required if the change is delivered?

[ Customer System Changes Required Customer Testing Likely Required [ Customer Training Required

Known Impact to Systems / Processes

X






Primary Application impacted

OBwW ISU 0 CMS

O AMT L] EFT O IX

O Gemini [ Birst O Other (please provide details below)
Business Process Impact OAQ XISPA LORGMA

[IReads UPortal UlInvoicing

L1 Other (please provide details below)

Are there any known impacts to
external services and/or systems
as a result of delivery of this
change?

Yes (please provide details below)

] No

Please select customer group(s)
who would be impacted if the
change is not delivered.

Network impact iGT impact
L] National Grid Transmission Impact

Shipper impact
Xoserve impact

Workaround currently in operation?

Is there a Workaround in L Yes
operation? No
If yes who is accountable for the [J Xoserve

workaround?

O External Customer
[ Both Xoserve and External Customer

What is the Frequency of the
workaround?

What is the lifespan for the
workaround?

What is the number of resource
effort hours required to service
workaround?

What is the Complexity of the
workaround?

] Low (easy, repetitive, quick task, very little risk of human error)
O Medium (moderate difficult, requires some form of offline calculation, possible risk of
human error in determining outcome)

O High (complicate task, time consuming, requires specialist resources, high risk of
human error in determining outcome)

Change Prioritisation Score

35%
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DSC Change Proposal

Change Reference Number: XRN4676
Customers to fill out all of the information in this colour
Xoserve to fill out all of the information in this colour

Change Title Reconciliation issues with reads recorded between D-1 to D-5.
Date Raised 2" July 2018
Sponsor Organisation Xoserve
Sponsor Name Emma.Smith
Sponsor Contact Details Emma.Smith@Xoserve.com
Xoserve Contact Name Emma.Smith
Xoserve Contact Details Emma.Smith@Xoserve.com
Change Status Proposal / With DSG / Out for Consultation / Voting / Approved or
Rejected
Section Al: Impacted Parties
Customer Class(es) Shipper
1 National Grid Transmission
L1 Distribution Network Operator
LiGT

Section A2: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change

@j

4676 CR new
template.docx

Change originated an internal Xoserve change request, however the solution is likely to have an external
impact on shippers.

Issue:

An issue with cyclic reads being present for the same day as an FINT read (outgoing shipper
transfer read) has been identified. The system is currently applying an incorrect/duplicate
energy and charges against the one day reconciliation between cyclic and FINT. We have over
30k instances where this has happened.

Proposed Release June 2019

Proposed Consultation 10WD / 30WD / XXWD (not required)

Period

Section A3: Benefits and Justification

Benefit Description The system will automatically deal with both reads

What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change? | and reconcile correctly
What, if any, are the intangible benefits of introducing this

change?

Benefit Realisation Immediately following implementation
When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised?

Benefit Dependencies none

Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope
of the change, this could be reliance on another delivery, reliance
on some other event that the projects has not got direct control

X
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Please refer to section C.

Approve
June 2019

Yes
23/08/2018

2055.1-RJ-SH
2

1 Shipper
[] National Grid Transmission 0%

1 Distribution Network Operator 0%
OiGT 0%
N/A — Xoserve funded

N/A

This will be funded by Xoserve as process improvement

U] Shipper Approve
[ National Grid Transmission NA

U] Distribution Network Operator NA
IiGT NA
11/07/2018

June 2019

June 2019 Release scope was approved on 10" October.

Please send the completed forms to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com

. XOserve

walV
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Section B: DSC Change Proposal: Consultation

(to be removed if no consultation is required; or alternatively collated post consultation)

User Name

User Contact Details

Section B1: ChMC Industry Consultation (based on above change proposal)

1. Do you think the change proposed poses a material risk/cost to your organisation and / or the
market? Please can you provide the rationale for your response

2. Do you think the change proposed will benefit your organisation and / or the market? Please
provide any quantifiable outputs as well as any assumptions.

3. Considering any functional changes as a result of this change, would your organisation support this
to be implemented within a minor release as proposed? Based on your answer how long a lead
time would your organisation require to implement this change (for example minimum of 4 months,
minimum of 6 months)

4. As currently drafted the Change Proposal impacts on service area [X]. The funding for this area is
[X% Shipper funding, X% NTS, X% DNS X% IGTs]. Do you agree with the principles of this
funding?

Change Proposal in principle Approve / Reject / Defer

Publication of consultation response | Publish / Private / None

Please send the completed forms to: uklink@xoserve.com

X
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Section C: DSC Change Proposal: DSG
Discussion

(To be removed if no DSG Discussion is required; Xoserve to collate where DSG discussions occur)

Section C1: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations

DSG Date | 20/08/2018

DSG Summary

https://www.xoserve.com/wp-content/uploads/DSC-DSG-20082018v2.0-Final.pdf

SH presented slides 54 to 62. Slide 56 gives context on the associated issue. SH
presented this change to acquire DSG’s feedback on the solution options, which are
visible on slide 57. Six solution options were presented at previous DSG with 3 being put
forward for impact assessment. SH presented the respective early indication of the impact
assessments for each solution option; this can be found on slide 58.

Due to the impact assessment outputs only 1 option was viable, however SH proposed an
alternative on option 5. NP asked what would happen in case of a dispute. SH stated that
if the cyclic read is set, the incoming Shipper will replace the read following agreement
across the two involved parties. Further information on this can be found on slides 59 to
60.

SH presented slides 61 and 62. Slide 61 illustrates the cyclic read process if no read is
provided by the incoming Shipper. Slide 62 illustrates the same process, but considering
if a read is provided by the incoming Shipper.

BC wanted to understand how this would coincide with the gradual rollout of Smart
Meters.

Action: - 0823: Simon Harris/David Addison to evaluate the relationship of 4676
(Reconciliation issues with reads recorded between D-1 to D-5) with Smart
Metering.

JB asked if the opening read process, for Class 3 and 4 meter points, would be any
different. SH said no, but said he will take an action to investigate.

Action: - 0824: Simon Harris/David Addison to acquire clarification on the opening
read process for Class 3 and 4 Meter Points (4676 (Reconciliation issues with reads
recorded between D-1to D-5)

JR asked if the inactive reading, as part of solution option 5b, would be visible on DES.
SH assumes yes, but will obtain clarification.

Action: - 0834: Simon Harris to clarify if inactive read is shown on DES.

Simon’s proposed solution (5b) was supported by DSG and approved to send for impact
assessment.

SH asked DSG members, due to their only being 2 solution options, if they would like to
re-consider any previously dismissed options. No comments were received on this,
proposed option 1 be impact assessed to provide the industry multiple options. No
objection was received.

Solution options for 4676 will be issued for solution review within an extraordinary change
pack to facilitate a ChMC September approval to allocate the change to the June 2019
Release.

Captu_re Document / INSERT
Requirements

DSG Recommendation Approve / Reject / Defer

gzi‘aizcomme”ded Release X: Feb / Jun / Nov XX or Adhoc DD/MM/YYYY

X
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Section D: DSC Change Proposal High Level
Solution Options

Section D1: Solution Options

High Level summary options

Solution Option 1: Reject readings received between (D-1to D-5) of CO confirmation using current
Rejection Code (SPO00016) or New Rejection Code.

Overview: Any non-opening readings submitted by the outgoing Shipper via UMR are to be
rejected between D-1 and D-5 (D being Shipper Transfer Effective Date) and notification
sent via URS file containing rejection code
Impact Assessment:
System/Processes Impacted:
- SAP ISU (UMR Read Process)
- Marketflow (File Gateway) configuration for new Rejection Code

Complexity: Medium

DSG Voted to disregard this solution option.

Solution Option 4: Make the read supplied by Outgoing Shipper ‘invalid’ and undo any
reconciliation (assess from an UNC perspective).

Overview: In this option, in case the Outgoing Shipper submitting a read between D-1 to
D-5 at it being loaded/ reconciled /billed, is to be reversed if the Incoming Shipper submits
aread that has been used as the Shipper Transfer Reading. The same is needed in the
case of UKL estimating the Shipper Transfer Reading (where the Incoming Shipper does
not submit an opening reading). The reconciliation triggered by the Outgoing Shipper
Reading will be reversed in both cases and the read set as inactive.

Impact Assessment:
System/Processes Impacted:
- SAP ISU (UMR Read Process)
- SAP ISU (Reconciliation Process)
- SAP ISU (SPA Process)
- SAP ISU (Estimation Process)
Complexity: High

High Level Cost Estimate: £60,000 — £70,000

Solution Option 5: Allow 2 reads for a single day on UK Link but have differing read types.

Overview: Configure UKL to allow the submission and processing of 2 reads on the same
date.

Impact Assessment:

System/Processes Impacted: This approach isn’t technical feasible as per SAP ISU
functionality.

X






Complexity: N/A

Solution Option 5b: Allow Outgoing Shipper read to be accepted into UKL and make it inactive,
but use it in the Estimation Process if Incoming Shipper does not submit an Opening Reading.

Overview: In this option, the system will accept the Outgoing Shipper read sent in between
D-5to D-1 of a Shipper Transfer Date, but this will be stored as an inactive reading. This
means that the read is not utilized for either reconciliation or AQ calculation purposes,
however, this read will be utilised for the estimation purposes (if the incoming shipper has
not sent in an opening read). Accepting the Outgoing Shipper Reading and setting it as
inactive in UKL would not then restrict the Incoming Shipper from submitting an opening
reading within D-5 to D-1 (as they are within their right to do so). If Incoming Shipper does
not submit an opening reading within the read window then UKL will (as part of BAU)
estimate a read for Shipper Transfer Date, however this solution will utilise the Outgoing
Shipper Read within the estimation process to derive a more accurate estimate.

Impact Assessment:
System/Processes Impacted:
- SAP ISU (UMR Read Process)
- SAP ISU (Estimation Read Process)
Complexity: Medium

High Level Cost Estimate: £60,000 — £70,000

Implementation date for this

solution option June-19
Xoserve preferred option; 5b - This change will ensure that readings are still accepted into
including rationale UKL from the outgoing Shipper with a more accurate estimate

reading (if the incoming Shipper does not submit a reading). 1A
sees no direct impact on external users as system changes are to
internal code/processes. Reconciliation process is unaffected and
reads are not rejected.

DSG preferred solution option; 5b - DSG supported solution option 5b due to the following...
including rationale - Outgoing Shipper can submit a reading into UKL (not being
rejected)

- Incoming Shipper can still submit an opening reading into UKL (as
per UNC)

- Shipper Transfer Estimation process would be more accurate
(where system estimates)

- Reconciliation process is unaffected (no reversal of previous
reconciliations)

- Removes the root cause of the issue being seen

Consultation close out date 07/09/2018






Section E: DSC Change Proposal: Industry
Response Solution Options

User Name Eleanor Laurence

User Contact Details | Eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com / 07875 117771

Section E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,
risks, resource etc.

Whilst solution 5b looks like our preferred solution option — we would question 2 things:

- Should old supplier’s inactive read not be used as the actual transfer read if no incoming
supplier read received (rather than a basis for an estimate)?

- On solution design you mention transfer read window being D-5 to D+5. For clarity —
incoming supplier has up to D+10 to submit opening read (with read date being D-5 to
D+5). This doesn’t seem to be accurately reflected on solution design proposal on DSG
slides/documentation

Implementation date for this option Approve

Xoserve preferred solution option Approve with comments

DSG preferred solution option Approve with comments

Publication of consultation response Publish

Xoserve’s response to Organisation’s Thank you for your comments. Your first bullet point
comments would conflict with UNC as the old supplier is not

responsible for providing reads that would be used for
the transfer reading. This is only done by the
incoming Shipper. Regarding the second point, the
transfer read window specified in the design should
refer to read date, you are correct that the window for
submitting reads is greater, but the read date should
be within the D-5 to D+5 window for it to be used as
the transfer reading.

Please send the completed forms to: uklink@xoserve.com

Section E: DSC Change Proposal: Industry
Response Solution Options

User Name Maitrayee Bhowmick-Jewkes

User Contact Details | Maitrayee.Bhowmick-Jewkes@npower.com

Section E2: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,
risks, resource etc.

Following review of all of the options, Npower agree that we are in support of option 5b that was
DSG'’s preferred solution. This would also mean that no internal change would are expected for
npower.

However, we had the following query and look forward to receiving the clarification sought:
- Please confirm that as a result of read loaded inactive — it will not be considered as the

X
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last read held by GT and therefore not used in MRV calculations on subsequent reads

Implementation date for this option Approve

Xoserve preferred solution option Approve with comments

DSG preferred solution option Approve with comments

Publication of consultation response Publish

Xoserve’s response to Organisation’s Thank you for your comments. No, the reading from
comments the Outgoing Shipper that will be loaded as inactive

will not be used in any read tolerance/validation
checks when a Shipper attempts to submit a new
cyclic actual reading. The only process the inactive
read will be used for is the Shipper Transfer
Estimation and even then only in the case of the
Incoming Shipper not submitting an opening read.

Please send the completed forms to: uklink@xoserve.com

Section F: DSC Change Proposal: Approved
Solution Option

Section F1: Solution Option for XRNXXXX

Solution Option 5b: Allow Outgoing Shipper read to be accepted into UKL and make it inactive, but use it in
the Estimation Process if Incoming Shipper does not submit an Opening Reading.

Implementation date June 2019
Approved by ChMC
Date of approval 12/09/2018

X
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Section G: DSC Change Proposal: Change

Pack

Communication Detail

Comm Reference:

2157.3-RJ-ES

Comm Title:

Reconciliation issues with reads recorded between D-1 to D-5

Comm Date:

23" November 2018

Change Representation

Action Required:

For representation

Close Out Date:

7" December 2018

Change Detail

Xoserve Reference
Number:

XRN4676

Change Class:

System Validation Change

ChMC Constituency
Impacted:

All Shipper Users

Change Owner:

Simon Harris
simon.harris@xoserve.com
0121 623 2455

Background and
Context:

An issue was identified in UKL where a cyclic read is received from
an outgoing shipper for the same read date where we have an FINT
read in UKL as part of a Shipper Transfer event (however this change
will consider all cyclic reads received between D-1 to D-5). This
issue is causing duplicated/incorrect energy/charges for the
reconciliation between the cyclic read and FINT reads on Class 4
sites only.

Attached Change Proposal for reference:

@H

XRN4676 - Change
Proposal V3.docx

A number of solution options were put forward for development
(details below)...

1. Reject reads received between D-1 to D-5 of a Shipper
Transfer Effective Date (D) using a current rejection code
(SPO00016)

2. Use the Outgoing Shippers Cyclic Read as the Shipper
Transfer Read

3. Set the transfer reading for Class 4 transfer reads as the

X
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5.

6.

Transfer Date rather than the actual read date (D-5 to D+5)
Make the read supplied by Outgoing Shipper ‘invalid’ once a
Shipper Transfer has been identified and undo any
reconciliations that have occurred

Allow 2 reads for a single day on UK Link but have differing
read types

Allow for the cyclic read to be accepted and then rejected at a
later date

Following discussions with DSG and a review of the high level impact
assessment, no solution was deemed appropriate. During these
discussions an alternative solution of 5b was developed and put
forward.

5b. Accept the Outgoing Shipper Read between D-1 to D-5 of

Shipper Transfer Effective Date (D) but set it as ‘inactive’ as
soon as it is received into UKL but use this reading within the
Shipper Transfer Read Estimation process, if the estimation
process has not yet occurred and the incoming Shipper has
not submitted an opening reading to be used to fulfil the
Shipper Transfer Read Order.

Option 5b was discussed and agreed to move forward into delivery
with at both DSG & ChMC as the preferred industry solution option.

Change Impact Assessment Dashboard (UK Link)

Functional: | Metering (Reads)
Non-Functional: | None
Application: | SAP ISU

User: | Shipper

Documentation: | None

Other: | None
Files
File Parent Record Record Data Attribute AIPEIE) OF ~EE
Agreed
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

X






Change Design Description

This change is looking to implement a UKL system solution to mitigate the issues being
faced when a Cyclic Read is submitted by an Outgoing Shipper (via UMR file only) with a
read date between D-1 to D-5 of a Shipper Transfer Effective Date (D) on Class 4 sites.

High Level Solution

Where an Outgoing Shipper submits a Cyclic Read via the UMR (Class 4) file with a read
date between D-1 to D-5 of a Shipper Transfer Effective Date (D) the read will be accepted
into UKL but marked as inactive. This Inactive Cyclic Reading, if the Incoming Shipper does
not provide an Opening Read to fulfil the read order on the Shipper Transfer Effective Date
(D), will then be used to estimate the Shipper Transfer Estimate Read. It will not be used if
the Inactive Cyclic Reading is submitted by the Outgoing Shipper after the Shipper Transfer
Estimation job has already processed.

Detailed Solution/Scenarios

Read Estimation - Where the Incoming Shipper does not provide an Opening Reading (with
a Read Date between D-5 to D+5) to satisfy the Shipper Transfer Read, UKL will estimate
the Shipper Transfer Reading after D+10 (Business As Usual (BAU) process). Current
process for estimating this read will only consider active reads; this change is looking to
amend the Read Estimation logic to include Inactive Reads with a read date within D-1 to D-
5 of a Shipper Transfer Effective Date (D) in the calculation of the Estimate Shipper Transfer
Reading. Please note that when the Estimated Shipper Transfer Reading is processed, the
consumption assigned to this read (that feeds Reconciliation and AQ) will go back to the last
active read prior to the Inactive Cyclic Reading, ensuring all consumption is correctly picked
up and accounted for.

External Impacts: None (however Estimated Shipper Transfer Read could be more

accurate)

Read Estimation - Where the Incoming Shipper provides an Opening Reading (with a Read
Date between D-5 to D+5) that satisfies the Transfer Read, no estimation is required (BAU)
so the Inactive Cyclic Read will not be used in this process.

External Impacts: None

TTZ Consideration - If the submitted Inactive Cyclic Read has a TTZ count not equal to 0
(as this will be based on the last active read and would have gone through the zeros), UKL
will still use this read when estimating the Shipper Transfer Read, however, the derived
Shipper Transfer Estimate will have an appropriate TTZ based on it being compared to the
last actual reading (i.e. it may not be equal to 0). This is because the calculation of
consumption for the estimated Shipper Transfer reading (and for Rec) will need to go back to
the last actual reading (prior to the inactive read) and its TTZ needing to be in line with this to
ensure all consumption is accounted for.
External Impacts: TTZ on the Estimated Transfer Reading (contained within the MBR
file for both Incoming and Outgoing Shippers) may not align with the Inactive Cyclic
Reading. It will align to the last Active Read prior to the Inactive Cyclic Read as this
period is what will feed Reconciliation and AQ (if your system considers the Inactive
Reading as the last actual read (with a TTZ not equal to 0) there may be
validation/consumption issues. If this is the case please mention this in your Change
Pack Response)

Replacement Reads - Replacement of the Inactive Cyclic Read will be allowed, but only for
reads set as Inactive via this scenario. Where an Inactive Cyclic Read (with a read date

X






between D-1 to D-5) has been replaced prior to the Shipper Transfer Estimation job runs (at
D+10) the replacement will be considered in the Shipper Transfer Estimation job. If the
replacement read is submitted post the Shipper Transfer Estimation job, then the read will be
accepted and loaded into UKL as inactive but UKL will not re-estimate the Estimated Shipper
Transfer Read.

Inserted Reads - Where the Shipper Transfer Read has already been estimated in UKL and
the Outgoing Shipper then submits a Cyclic Read with a read date between D-1 and D-5,
this inserted cyclic read will be loaded into UKL (as long as it passes the read submission
rules) as inactive. The Estimated Shipper Transfer Read that was already present will
remain as is and not be re-estimated.

External Impacts: None

Must Reads - Reads submitted into UKL via the Must Read process (MUPR - managed
through CMS) with a read date between D-1 to D-5 will not be set as inactive, only Cyclic
Reads sent via UMR will be considered for this change.

External Impacts: None

Site Visit Reads - Site Visit Reads submitted into UKL with a read date between D-1 to D-5
will not be set as inactive, only Cyclic Reads sent via UMR will be considered for this
change.

External Impacts: None

RD1 Reads - Reads submitted into via RD1 with a read date between D-1 to D-5 will not be
set as inactive, only Cyclic Reads sent via UMR will be considered for this change.
External Impacts: None

RGMA Reads - Any RGMA reads submitted into UKL, with an Effective Date between D-1 to
D-5 will not be set as inactive, only Cyclic Reads sent via UMR will be considered for this
change.

External Impacts: None

Additional Information

For clarity, the cyclic read(s) set as Inactive between D-1 to D-5 will be used/considered for
the following processes...

e RGMA - Any RGMA flows submitted with an effective date prior to the
Inactive Cyclic Reading with a read date (between D-1 to D-5) will be rejected
(Class 4). This is because UKL considers the last activity date on the asset
as a backstop date, as per standard RGMA processing logic, so cannot be
accepted due to the presence of the Inactive Cyclic Reading. This is the
same as if the Inactive Cyclic Reading(s) were set as active (BAU).

e Reporting - Currently BW considers all readings submitted via UMR, so will
feed reports generated via BW. The Inactive Cyclic Readings will be
considered in reporting outputs such as Read Performance statistics etc.
(however this will depend on individual report specifications/filters)

e Must Reads - The current working assumption is that the Inactive Cyclic
Reading will be identifiable as a submitted reading in the identification
mechanism of potential Must Read sites. This means that the Must Read
process will think that the Inactive Cyclic Reading(s) is a valid submitted
read(s) and not prematurely trigger a Must Read request, (still to be ratified)

o Data Enquiry Service (DES) - The Inactive Cyclic Read will be visible in DES
to the outgoing Shipper (as they are the stakeholder that submitted it),

X






however, DES currently does not show if a read is active or inactive. Please
Note: This is being looked at as a potential consequential impact to DES as a
result of this change and any requirements of displaying such an indicator will
be fed into XRN4801 - Additional information to be made viewable on DES.

For clarity, the Cyclic Read(s) set as Inactive between D-1 to D-5 will not be
used/considered in the following processes...

Read Validation/Tolerance Checks - When the next read is sent (by the
incoming Shipper), UKL carries out read validation/tolerance checks back to
the last actual active reading (BAU). The Inactive Cyclic Reading(s) will be
ignored and not considered for validation/tolerance checks as this is not
deemed as active

SPA Files (TRF/MRI/PAC) - When the TRF/MRI/PAC files are issued out to
the Incoming Shipper as part of the Shipper Transfer event (at D-2 of the
Transfer Effective Date (D)) the Inactive Cyclic Reading(s) will not be
considered/reported as the last read on that supply point as the process only
considers active readings

Rolling Annual Quantity (AQ) - The Rolling AQ process will not consider the
Inactive Cyclic Reading as being a candidate for AQ calculation. The
consumption that will feed AQ will be assigned to the FINT reading on
Shipper Transfer Effective Date based on the last active read prior to the
Inactive Cyclic Reading(s)

Reconciliation - Reconciliation will not be triggered for the Inactive Cyclic
Reading(s). Reconciliation will be processed from the previously submitted
active read up to the FINT reading on Shipper Transfer Effective Date
(skipping the Inactive Cyclic Read(s) and creating no Reconciliation variances
for the Inactive Cyclic Read(s))

Consumption Adjustment - The current working assumption is that
Consumption Adjustments will be unable to be processed up to and starting
from the Inactive Cyclic Reading(s). Any CA’s processed would need to span
these reads and only consider active readings (BAU) in the process (still to be
ratified)

Associated Changes

Associated

Change(s) and | N/A

Title(s):

DSG

Target DSG
discussion date:

N/A - XRN4676 has previously been to DSG for development.

Any further
information:

N/A

Implementation

Target Release: | 28" June 2019

X






Status:

For approval

Please see the following page for representation comments template; responses to

uklink@xoserve.com

Document Version History

Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes
1.0 Solution 23/08/2018 Xoserve Submitted in an extraordinary change
Review pack on 23" August 2018
2.0 Solution 10/09/2018 Xoserve Responses and Xoserve replies
Review added
3.0 Solution 19/09/2018 Xoserve Solution option approved at ChMC on
Option 12/09/2018
Approved
4.0 Approved 30/11/2018 Xoserve Section G added following the
distribution of the design change pack
on 23" November
5.0 Approved 14/12/2018 Xoserve Section H (reps) added
Template Version History
Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes
2.0 Approved 01/05/18 | Emma Smith | Layout and cosmetic changes made
following internal review
Section H: DSC Change Proposal:
Representation response
User Name: | Lorna Lewin
Lorna Lewin

User Contact:

lolew@orsted.co.uk

0207 451 1974

Representation
Status: N/A
Representation :
Publication: Publish
Representation: | We support the DSG’s recommended option 5b.
VTGt Relggtsee_ We support the target release date.

Xoserve Response:

Thank you for your comments.

X
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User Name:

Eleanor Laurence

User Contact:

Eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com
07875 117771

Representation
Status: N/A
Representation .
Publication: Publish
Representation: | We support the proposal and implementation date
Target Releasg June 2019
Date:

X
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DSC Change Proposal

Xoserve Reference Number: XRN4670
Customers to fill out all of the information in this colour
Xoserve to fill out all of the information in this colour

Change Title Reject a replacement read, where the read provided is
identical to that already held in UK Link for the same read date

Date Raised 2" July 2018

Sponsor Organisation Xoserve

Sponsor Name Emma Smith

Sponsor Contact Details Emma.Smith@xoserve.com

Xoserve Contact Name Emma Smith

Xoserve Contact Details Emma.Smith@xoserve.com

Change Status Proposal / With DSG / Out for Consultation / Voting /

Approved or Rejected

Section Al: Impacted Parties

Customer Class(es) Shipper

1 National Grid Transmission
L1 Distribution Network Operator
UIGT

Section A2: Proposer Requirements / Final (redlined) Change

@ﬂ

XRN4670 CR new
template v0.1.docx

Originally raised as an Xoserve internal change request, however following assessment it is
believed there will be an external impact to solution the issue. Please see attached.

Issue:

Shippers are currently submitting replacement readings, with a reading which is identical
to the current read recorded on UK Link, for the same read date. Current validation does
not consider this scenario. The acceptance of these readings is impacting system
performance, the generation of Exceptions and the requirement for manual intervention
(i.e. exception workaround by Business and IS Ops). Analysis of the MN0O9 Exceptions
received since 1st June is attached - the Exception is generated where the volume to be
replaced is zero, however a number of other exceptions can also be generated. Change
includes classes 3 and 4, as system users are unable to replace an actual class 1 or 2
accepted reading. A new rejection code may also be required to support this process.

The solution to be implemented at the earliest possible date to remove the ongoing
recording of unnecessary updates and remove manual workaround effort for exceptions.

Impact on system performance and data storage, including archiving of unnecessary data.
Creation of unnecessary Exceptions, not limited to MNO9

X
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Proposed Release June 2019

Proposed Consultation 10wD
Period

Section A3: Benefits and Justification

Benefit Description

What, if any, are the intangible benefits of introducing this
change? process

_ _ - - Creates exceptions which can take up to 10
What, if any, are the tangible benefits of introducing this change? minutes to resolve, would remove exception

Benefit Realisation
When are the benefits of the change likely to be realised?

Immediately following implementation

Benefit Dependencies none
Please detail any dependencies that would be outside the scope
of the change, this could be reliance on another delivery, reliance
on some other event that the projects has not got direct control
of.

Section A4: Delivery Sub-Group (DSG) Recommendations

Please refer to section D.

DSG Recommendation

Reject “duplicate” replacement reads and provide an existing
rejection code/reason (Option2)

DSG Recommended Release | June 2019
Section A5: DSC Consultation
Issued Yes

Date(s) Issued

14/09/2018 — reissued on 17/09/2018

Comms Ref(s)

2074.3 - RJ—RH/2076.2 — RJ — RH (reissued version)

Number of Responses

5 (4 approve, 1 reject with alternative)

Section A6: Funding

Funding Classes

L1 Shipper XX%
1 National Grid Transmission XX%
L1 Distribution Network Operator XX%
O IGT XX%

Service Line(s)

ROM or funding details

Funding Comments

This will be funded by Xoserve as process improvement

Section A7: DSC Voting Outcome

Solution Voting

Shipper Approve
National Grid Transmission NA
Distribution Network Operator NA
IGT NA

Meeting Date

10/10/2018

Release Date

June 2019 Release

Overall Outcome

This change was approved to be Xoserve funded. Solution Option 2
was approved; it is scope for the June 2019 Release.

Please send the completed forms to: box.xoserve.portfoliooffice@xoserve.com

X
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Section D: DSC Change Proposal High Level
Solution Options

The Impact Assessments for all solution options are included within the following slide pack:

B
XRN4670 - High
Level System Solutior

We’re asking the industry for their preferred solution option, based on the information acquired from the
impact assessments. Please populate section E with your response.

June 2019

Reject “duplicate” replacement reads and provide an existing
rejection code/reason. We believe this is the most cost-effective
solution with minimal system impacts.

Reject “duplicate” replacement reads and provide an existing
rejection code/reason.

28" September 2018

2 XOserve





Section E: DSC Change Proposal: Industry
Response Solution Options Review

User Name Lorna Lewin

User Contact Details | LOLEW@orsted.co.uk 0207 451 1974

Section E1: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,

risks, resource etc.

We support the preferred option to reject duplicate replacement reads and provide a rejection reason code

of MRE00436.

Implementation date for this option Approve
Xoserve preferred solution option Approve
DSG preferred solution option Approve
Publication of consultation response Publish

Section E1: Xoserve’ s Response to
Organisations Comments

Thank you for your comments.

User Name Eleanor Laurence

User Contact Details | Eleanor.Laurence@edfenergy.com / 07875 117771

Section E2: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,

risks, resource etc.

Our preferred option is Option 2 — Reject read using existing rejection reason
Following analysis of the small amount of data provided to our organisation we can confirm that any of
these sent were user error and therefore rejection should be the way forward.

This option is the simplest and cheapest build option for industry participants and due to the low numbers
of sites involved we feel that this should be the approach. We fully support ensuring that we keep industry
change to a minimum and where an existing process can be re-used it should be that approach we take.

Implementation date for this option Approve
Xoserve preferred solution option Approve
DSG preferred solution option Approve
Publication of consultation response Publish

Section E2: Xoserve’ s Response to
Organisations Comments

Thank you for your comments.
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User Name Npower

User Contact

Gas.codes@npower.com

Details

Section E3: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,

risks, resource etc.

We support Option 2 Reject “duplicate” replacement reads and provide an existing rejection code/reason.
This will protect shippers from having to make expensive system changes.

Implementation date for this option Approve
Xoserve preferred solution option Approve
DSG preferred solution option Approve
Publication of consultation response Publish

Section E3: Xoserve’ s Response to
Organisations Comments

Thank you for your comments.

User Name

SSE Energy Supply

User Contact Details | Mark Jones

Section E4: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,

risks, resource etc.

SSE has a strong preference for Option A. This is because this option clearly identifies to users where a

duplicate read has been submitted and rejected as a unique error code is generated. Whilst it is the option
which probably means more work for most due to the introduction of a new error code, we believe that this
option will, from a business process view, be the most optimum and the upfront effort of adding a new error

code will be more than offset by the improvement in the business processes around these rejections.

Within the change there is no mention of the scenario where the same read is submitted with a different
TTZ count. We expect that this read would not be rejected, but would be processed as normal due to the

difference in energy allocation that this new read would create.

Implementation date for this option Approve
Xoserve preferred solution option Reject
DSG preferred solution option Reject
Publication of consultation response Publish

Section E4: Xoserve’ s Response to
Organisations Comments

Thank you for your comments. These will be passed to
ChMC for consideration. Regarding the possibility of the
same read & read date but a different TTZ count, this is not
classed as a duplicate replacement so would not be
rejected but processed accordingly (as the issue is around
a Reconciliation Quantity of zero, a different TTZ count
would create a non-zero Reconciliation Quantity). We will
however, ensure this is clear in the capture documents that
are passed to projects for delivery and the Solution Impact
Assessment documents to be discuss at ChMC.
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User Name Scottish Power

User Contact Details | Claire Roberts — ClaireLouise.Roberts@ScottishPower.com

Section E5: Organisation’s preferred solution option, including rationale taking into account costs,

risks, resource etc.

Scottish power’s preferred option would be number 2 — reject duplicate replacement read and provide an
existing rejection code/reason. This is a low cost option and means no changes to our systems.

Implementation date for this option Approve
Xoserve preferred solution option Approve
DSG preferred solution option Approve
Publication of consultation response Publish

Section E5: Xoserve’ s Response to
Organisations Comments

Thank you for your comments.

Section F: DSC Change Proposal: Approved
Solution Option

Section F1: Solution Option for XRN4670

This change was approved to be Xoserve funded. Solution Option 2 was approved; it is scope for the June
2019 Release. Reject “duplicate” replacement reads and provide an existing rejection code/reason

Implementation date

June 2019 Release

Approved by

Change Management Committee

Date of approval

10/10/2018

X
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Section G: DSC Change Proposal: Change

Pack

Communication Detail

Comm Reference:

2157.2-RJ-ES

Comm Title:

Reject a replacement read, where the read provided is identical to
that already held in UK Link for the same read date

Comm Date:

23" November 2018

Change Representation

Action Required:

For representation

Close Out Date:

7" December 2018

Change Detail

Xoserve Reference
Number:

XRN4670

Change Class:

System Validation Change

ChMC Constituency
Impacted:

All Shipper Users

Change Owner:

Simon Harris
simon.harris@xoserve.com
0121 623 2455

Background and
Context:

Shippers are currently submitting replacement readings, with a read
and Through The Zeros (TTZ) count which is identical to the
previously submitted actual read recorded in UK Link for the same
read date.

Current validation and business processes do not consider this
scenario. As a result, this is leading to an increase in the number of
exceptions received and manual intervention taken to resolve due to
the system creating a zero billable consumption. At present, this is
not expected and therefore will generate a MNQO9 exception to be
looked at.

The current processing of the exception requires a manual
consumption adjustment to be completed by the Business Operations
Team for an adjustment to be released and the read to be re-
processed.

Attached Change Proposal for reference:

@H

XRN4670 - Change
Proposal V6.docx
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Change Impact Assessment Dashboard (UK Link)

Functional: | Metering (Reads)

Non-Functional: | No impact

Application: | SAP ISU

User: | Shipper

Documentation: | None

Other: | N/A
Files
File Parent Record Record Data Attribute Al CIF | RETIEY
Agreed
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Change Design Description

This change is looking to introduce additional read validation steps to inbound Non Daily
Meter (NDM) read files UMR and UBR. These additional validation steps are to identify
where a duplicate replacement reading is being submitted into UK Link (UKL). This
duplicate replacement reading is then to be rejected back to the submitting Shipper in the
URS file using a current rejection code/reason of [MRE00436 - The Meter Point already has
a read for this date].

The identification of a duplicate replacement read is:

¢ Read has to be flagged as a Replacement Read
o Class 4 - Value of “R” in the [METER_READING_REASON] field contained
with Record Type [U01] within the inbound UMR file
o Class 3 - Value of “R” in the [METER_READING_REASON] field contained
with Record Type [U14] within the inbound UBR file
e Read Date, Read Value and Read TTZ matches the current reading within UKL
e Where a Corrector Device is present, the above logic is carried out on the Corrected
Read (not Meter or Un-corrected reads), this is due to the Corrected Reading being
used to calculate consumption
DM sites (Class 1 & 2) are out of scope of this change due to actual reads being non-
replaceable and as a result, the additional read validation steps will only be applied to NDM
sites (Class 3 & 4) submitted via inbound UMR/UBR files.

Working Assumptions:
Replacement of an estimated transfer/class change read - If the Shipper attempts to
replace an estimated transfer/class change read and it meets the criteria set out above, thus

identifying it as a duplicate replacement read, it too will be rejected back to the submitting
Shipper.

Additional Information:

X






Shipper Rejection Codes - No amendments are needed to be made to the Shipper
Rejection Codes list as a result of this change. An existing rejection code is to be used that
is already defined within the Shipper Rejection Codes document and correctly aligned to the
UMR/UBR (inbound) and URS (outbound) files.

Associated Changes

Associated
Change(s) and | N/A
Title(s):

DSG

Target DSG

. ; | N/A — XRN4670 has previously been to DSG for development.
discussion date:

Any further

) . | N/A
information:

Implementation

Target Release: | 28" June 2019

Status: | For approval

Please see the following page for representation comments template; responses to
uklink@xoserve.com

Section H: DSC Change Proposal:
Representation response

User Name: | Lorna Lewin

Lorna Lewin
User Contact: | lolew@orsted.co.uk
0207 451 1974

Representation

Status: Approve
Representation .
Publication: Publish

Representation: | No comment

Target Release

Date: Support target release date

Xoserve Response: | Thank you for your comments.

X




mailto:uklink@xoserve.com

mailto:lolew@orsted.co.uk



User Name:

Eleanor Laurence

User Contact:

Eleanor.laurence@edfenergy.com
07875 117771

Representation
Status: N/A
Representation .
Publication: Publish
Representation: | We approve proposed solution and release date
Target Releasg June 2019
Date:

Xoserve Response

Thank you for your comments.
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Document Version History

Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes
1.0 02/07/18 E Smith Completed CP template
2.0 Included in the | 14/09/18 E Smith Issued for review, within the
September September Change Pack, of the
Change Pack System Solution Impact Assessment
3.0 Updated IA 17/09/18 E Smith Updated IA Results in Section D;
results reissued to the industry.
4.0 Reps 20/09/18 E Smith Reps added and DSG comments
added from meeting on 17"
September
5.0 Representation | 01/10/18 E Smith Representation Matrix sent on 1
Matrix October
6.0 Section F 12/10/18 E Smith Section F added following ChMC
added approval on 10" October
7.0 Section G 30/11/18 E Smith Section G added following the
added distribution of the design change pack
on 23" November
8.0 Section H 14/12/18 E Smith Section H added (reps)
added
Template Version History
Version Status Date Author(s) Summary of Changes
2.0 Approved 01/05/18 | Emma Smith | Layout and cosmetic changes made

following internal review
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