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Uniform Network Code Committee (AUGE) 
Minutes of the 171st Meeting held on Tuesday 17 April 2018 

at St John's Hotel, 651 Warwick Road, Solihull, B91 1AT 
 

171.1. Introductions 
CS welcomed parties to the meeting. 

171.2. Purpose of Meeting (Xoserve) 
FC explained that the purpose of this meeting was to provide an overview of the industry 
feedback and AUGE responses to the First Draft AUG statement. 

171.3. Update of the 2018/2019 Process Timetable (Xoserve) 
FC provided the 2018/2019 timeline and provided a brief update on the current position 
and next steps.  

171.4. Overview of industry feedback on the First Draft AUG Statement and AUGE Responses 
(DNV GL) 
TP provided a presentation on the issues raised and the AUG responses. 
The presentation included: 

• The issues raised by ICoSS, Corona, British Gas and E.ON  

Attendees 

Chris Shanley (CS) Chair; 
Helen Cuin (HCu) Secretary;  
Andy Gordon (AG) DNV GL; 
Carl Whitehouse (CWa) First Ultility:  
Chris Warner (CW), Cadent Gas 
Clive Whitehand (CWh) DNV GL; 
David Mann (DM) Orsted*; 
Derek Weaving (DW) British Gas; 
Gareth Evans (GE) Waters Wye; 
Fiona Cottam (FC) Xoserve; 
Kirsty Dudley (KD) E.ON Energy* 
Mark Bellman (MBe) Scottish Power; 
Mark Lingham (ML) DNV GL*;  
Mark Jones (MJ) SSE*;  
Mark Palmer (MP) Orsted*; 
Neil Cole (NC) Xoserve; 
Steve Mulinganie (SM), Gazprom 
Tony Perchard (TP) DNV GL 

* by teleconference 
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• An overview of the AUG responses to the issues  

• The outstanding issues raised at the 9 February meeting 

• An update on CSEP Shrinkage 

• An overview of New Modifications to be aware of 

• Proposed UIG terminology; and  

• Next steps 
ST confirmed the response to the 1st Draft Q&A for 2018/19 had been published at: 
https://www.gasgovernance.co.uk/augenex/1819 and explained the aim today would be 
talk through the responses and where there are questions, consider what needs to be 
changed in the next AUG statement. 
AG provided an overview of the key issues/topics raised by ICoSS, Corona, British Gas 
and E.ON individually. 
ICoSS and Corona 
ICoSS and Corona’s issues had been grouped together (page 5) due to the similarities in 
topics, which included detailed Theft Assessment (splitting theft, using smart meter data, 
detected theft, TRAS data and 2019/20 detailed analysis); unidentified gas from Product 
Class 2 (former DMV/DME sites); and additional AMR devises. 
It was considered that Theft was the largest component of Unidentified Gas (UIG).  It was 
also noted that out of 28k AMR installed equipment only 57 were recorded with an asset 
tag.  It was recognised that the implementation of UNC0632 had seemed to have 
improved the recording of AMR and smart meter data.  DW anticipated with the 
implementation of UNC0632 more accurate data would help to identify theft and asked 
when this data will allow better accuracy.  AG explained that based on the pure numbers 
there is still uncertainty at the moment as the data is still in its infancy, however data is 
improving.  He reported that typically, theft is identified throughout an 8 year period.  Even 
with smart meter numbers increasing, there can be an 8 year window before theft can be 
detected on a smart meter, if a smart meter is installed and a customer decides to 
continue theft not instantly detectable.   
GE enquired if the theft data could be split by EUC band based on the data available.  AG 
explained that detected theft is part of the calculation and this is split by EUC band but the 
resulting value is only treated as a total in the calculation (as it’s a temporary amount).    
AG emphasised that parties will only find theft when they look for it, and that some 
organisations are more active than others in doing this. 
GE was concerned with the large proportion (3%) of undetected theft, and that this was 
quite a significant amount.  GE could not see a point when this would improve the data as 
parties don’t see the analysis only the throughput.  He failed to understand why the data is 
not being split by EUC on the theft throughput reports.  
AG explained that any statistical analysis needs an unbiased random sample.  If the 
industry looked at the whole set of theft data going back to 2008 its not an unbiased 
random sample. 
KD expressed concern about the reference to pre and post TRAS data, she wished to 
emphasise a key point that is being built upon for annual theft reporting and that it from 
SPAA schedule 23 and not TRAS data. 
AG explained that there are many complications to consider for theft data, the new service 
has provided additional source of leads, but essentially, it’s down to the shipper if leads 
are investigated. 



Joint Office of Gas Transporters 

Page 3 of 6 

GE challenged that the data is a more robust data set.  AG recognised the data set is 
more detailed but not necessarily more robust from an unbiased analysis perspective.   
GE challenged why AUG is not using theft data for 2014.  AG explained that the SPAA 
data, and the source of the lead, had a strong tendency before and after that time period 
for shippers to be investigating the same source of lead.  In statistical terms there needs 
to be an unbiased sample and a need to base this on TRAS leads not based on Shipper 
investigated leads, as some shippers investigate more than others so some market 
sectors have higher levels of investigations.  UNC theft reporting is not based on the theft 
investigations, it is based on detections. 
GE explained there is a consistent requirement for meter inspections.  GE challenged the 
accuracy of the TRAS theft leads. KD emphasised there may be improved quantities of 
information but not particularly improved quality.  KD explained different parties may have 
a different focus such as concentrating on reported theft leads from customers rather than 
suspect theft data.  KD believed there is a lot more theft than what is being detected. 
AG explained that theft will be a focus for next year, the methodology for this has not yet 
been defined.  This will be the most important single point of analysis for next year.  Next 
year analysis is hoped to be much more detailed.  For this year the final AUG statement is 
expected at the end of the month and therefore there is no time to do any further work. 
The committee considered using other sources of data.  SMu suggested a formal request 
should be submitted via Electralink, to Shippers, to provide TRAS information to the 
AUGE.  He suggested the industry need to set out early what is required to make sure 
where possible the AUGE has access to the data required. 
KD explained that last year TRAS could not provide the requested data.  She suggested 
that the industry need to make sure it is understood what is available, through a level of 
engagement to understand what and how it can be provided.  She suggested there is a 
need to consider what TRAS, via Electralink, can provide and the need to ensure TRAS 
understand what is being asked for to avoid rejections for data.  KD suggested she may 
be able to assist with understanding the requirements and what can be provided. FC 
explained that AQ and EUC could be obtained from UKL to complement what is provided 
by Electralink. 
The committee discussed the issue of requesting data from TRAS, and the best way to 
send a data request.  It was mentioned that there was a TRAS TSG meeting on 24 April 
and it would be worthwhile asking for an agenda item.  
SMu emphasised that Shippers need to support the facilitation of data.  It was suggested 
that detailed individual theft records (anonymised) could be requested. It was also 
suggested that these could be passed via Xoserve so that they can be anonymised in the 
same way as other data. CWh explained data received is completely ammoniated 
addresses, MRPNs are not known. 
KD agreed to be involved to review the requirements and ensure when communicating 
requests, the language being used would be understood by SPAA and the TRAS Service 
Provider.  CWh suggested early engagement with a view of a meeting in early Autumn.  
FC explained plans are in place to consider, as part of UNC0639A, some of the early 
engagement issues being raised. 
AG introduced Project Class 2 and the composition.  He explained there are two potential 
routes into Class 2; down from DM; or up from NDM.  There was a small update in 
numbers, but data was still limited.  Intime for next year DNV GL were confident that 
enough data will be available to undertake more analysis.  For now, a feasibility study has 
been undertaken to understand the facility and to undertake analysis.  It was hoped that it 
would be possible to better reflect the what was previously DM and NDM to where is it 
now.  AG confirmed DNV GL will definitely look into this further and was confident that 
they can get to an improved situation. 
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AG explained where the AMR base stats come from.  This came from large suppliers and 
here was an assumption the data from small suppliers would be the same as large 
suppliers.  Information from ICoSS has led to specific assumption being included for small 
suppliers. 
British Gas 
AG went on to summarise the issues raised by British Gas (page 6) which included; 
potential DM consumption errors; unrecorded gas form Product Class 1; Smart Meter theft 
levels; Smart Meter population assumptions; Shrinkage Errors and Confidence intervals. 
AG explained that DNV GL don’t get DM consumption error data and that consumption 
data (post adjustment) is provided by Xoserve. 
AG explained for unidentified gas from Product Class 1 (PC1) that the balancing factor is 
not all undetected theft and that the best estimates of a permanent non-theft element is 
currently zero.  He confirmed that data has been requested from Xoserve on the presence 
of a meter by-pass.  It was believed however there was no evidence to put a non-zero 
value for unidentified gas for PC1 sites. 
Twin streams were also considered and it was asked if this was included in the data 
provided.  The impact of twin streams and not treating them as a primary and sub-meter 
compilation was sought.  It was understood that twin stream data was not provided in the 
set of data that could skew the sample. 
AG explained for the Smart Meter Population Assumptions, updates have been made to 
the methodology for 2018/19, trends for the population estimation have been undertaken. 
AG confirmed that the methodology has also been updated for the Uniformly allocateable 
unidentified gas to include a term with a value equal to zero for 2018/19. 
AG explained that statistical housekeeping can be done however it is complicated and 
would be an extension of the current remit of the AUGE. 
E.ON 
AG summarised the key issue areas raised by E.ON (page 9): which included; 
terminology for example referring to CDSP instead of Xoserve, the references to UG/UIG 
and TRAS/SPAA data, and the use of SSP/LSP (pre Nexus); the use of standard 
pressure/temperature correction factors; AMR installation compliance, cubic smoothing 
factors; Meter Read Spacing; Balancing Factors; incomplete theft reporting; splitting of 
theft by Domestic / I&C; and AUGE independence. 
AG explained the use of standard pressure/temperature correction factors and the 
analysis to understand the impact of non-standard correction factors.  TP confirmed that 
DNV GL have looked at what data might be available and had requested some data 
around the meter altitude to look at applying non-standard pressure corrections.  It was 
anticipated the altitude information may not be held by Xoserve for every meter point, this 
is data collected by MAMs, which is not necessarily provided. 
The effect of the total consumption was 0.238% (8.9GWh) of annual GB energy for 2011. 
Further analysis will be undertaken next year but this may be complicated as post-codes 
are not provided with the provision of data so a way to anonymise will need to be 
considered.  The temperature of the gas entering the meter is affected by the location of 
the meter either being inside or outside. 
AG confirmed that the standard Correction Factor assumes T=12.2C and the 
altitude=66m; the 04B bands and above should have site specific pressure correction 
greater than 94% have nonstandard correction factors.  Further analysis can be carried 
out depending on data availability for meter altitudes, meter locations and converter 
details. 
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AG explained the AUGE is restricted by the availability of data on AMR installation 
compliance.  For now they have assumed 100% compliance but asked parties to provide 
any contract information if available.  GE highlighted that a number of Shippers have been 
fined for not meeting their roll out obligations questioning the assumption of 100% 
compliance. 
AG explained the cubic smoothing factors, and the expectation they don’t anticipate a 
stepped changed between most EUCs except for good reasons such as mandatory AMR.  
He explained this is amplified where there are low populations for such sites as Class 3 
and the effects of random variations on those product classes can have an unwanted 
up/down variation, so smoothing is used to reflect an ambient level. 
TP explained for Meter Read Spacing for Consumption Calculations there needs to be at 
least 3 months apart between reads and consideration of the use of ALFs and DAFs and 
Weather Corrections Factors.  Having enough successful calculations is hinged on having 
enough data.  A chart was provided to illustrate the distribution of meter reads.  He 
explained the sensitivity of going beyond 6 months to calculate a meters annual 
consumption which was more accurate to using 9 months, which was expected.  But 
whether using 6 or 9 months he confirmed the calculation produced the same level of 
bias. 
AG provided an update on the Balancing Factor and Incomplete Theft Reporting which 
most points had already been covered.  GE enquired about the incomplete theft reporting 
and reference to 67 out of 100 suppliers provided data.  AG confirmed that further 
information has been requested from TRAS on the number of suppliers and for each 
supplier the supply point count (and/or throughput) for each year.   
AG explained for the final two points theft split by Domestic/I&C, SPAA schedule 33 data 
is split by Domestic / I&C and the AUG methodology makes no assumption about the 
market sector for detected theft. 
The outstanding issues raised at the 9 February meeting 
AG provided an update on the outstanding issues raised at the 09 February 2018 meeting 
and provided a status update on each of the issues.  
For Product Class 3 population statistics, AG explained that the asset data after a certain 
length of time can be out of date.  A data refresh has therefore been requested from 
Xoserve. 
The AUG Factor changes, what has driven change and how balancing factors have been 
calculated will be added into a new section in the report to fulfil requirements. 
TP provided an explanation of the scaled-up energy in consumption calculation 
information, which was provided for discussion.  
Update on CSEP Shrinkage 
A brief update was provided on the CSP Shrinkage method generated from Cadent 
network models.  SM asked about the DNO Shrinkage and changing the methodology 
used for Shrinkage.  It was noted that CSEP shrinkage is currently considered as being 
zero.  GE pointed out the Shrinkage needs to remain a consideration within this group.  
CSh explained that the iGTs are looking at the DN Model and the assumptions, iGTs 
expect shrinkage to be a small number but he reassured parties that the Shrinkage Forum 
is looking at this. 
AG confirmed the impact of Shrinkage and the consideration of accounting for this, AG 
explained that the AUGE will adopt the Shrinkage methodology established by the 
Shrinkage Forum.  It was recognised that the methodology would not be changed in time 
for the final AUGE report.  The funding of any CSEP Shrinkage was discussed and the 
importance of keeping elements aligned. 
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Overview of New Modifications  
TP provided a summary of modifications which included UNC0644, UNC0651, UNC0652 
and UNC0654 and their potential impacts.  The impacts of each modification and timing of 
implementation was briefly discussed. 
Proposed UIG terminology  
TP provided an explanation between the terms being used for Unidentified Gas; UG, UIG 
and UIG(f) and that within the report UG would be used as a general term whereas as 
UIG would be the UNC defined term used in section H2.6.1 where as UIG with a 
bracketed letter would indicate the status if (f) would relate to being final (t) would relate to 
being temporary.  SMu suggested the use of plain English to keep things clear to all 
parties reading the report 

171.5. Questions and Answers 
No further questions raised. 

171.6. Any Other Business 
 
FC highlighted that a number of documents had been published in relation to the AUG review 
being conducted under 0639R and recommended interested parties had a look prior to the 
next meeting on the 2 May 2018.  CS asked if it was appropriate for the AUGE to attend to 
sense check any recommendations before the workgroups report is submitted and Xoserve 
agreed to consider this. 

171.7. Diary Planning  

The next meeting UNCC meeting is on 19 April 2018, immediately after the UNC Modification 
Panel meeting.  The next UNCC AUG meeting is on 11 May 2018 at LG Xoserve  
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