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1. 
Introduction

1.1 Ofgem’s second GDPCR consultation document proposed an industry dialogue leading to an agreement between Shippers and Gas Distribution Network owners (DNs) on what central information system services are required from the DNs’ agent and how the associated costs should be met.  Ofgem felt that such a dialogue leading to an agreement between Shippers and DNs had the potential to produce a better outcome than traditional price control processes.

1.2 Ofgem produced Terms of Engagement for the proposed industry dialogue which defined the outputs required to support their review of the DN price controls.  The Terms of Engagement were discussed at an industry meeting on 9 October 2006 (Appendix 2).  Ofgem expected the industry dialogue to cover five key areas:

(a) Features of xoserve’s systems – the high level features of the gas industry central information systems following planned IS projects;

(b) Cost Requirements – the level of costs that dialogue participants are willing to incur in order to receive xoserve services;

(c) xoserve funding arrangements – which of xoserve’s services should be funded through the price control;

(d) Service standards – the service standards to be associated with core services; and

(e) Governance – the governance arrangements that could be used to support a user pays approach to the funding of xoserve.

1.3 In addition to these key areas, eight deliverables were specified in the Terms of Engagement.  Progress against these deliverables is reported in section 8 of this report.

1.4 It was also agreed at the 9 October meeting that the Joint Office be asked to chair and act as secretariat for a Work Group to consider the issues involved.  This was agreed and all notes of meetings and presentation material have been made available on the Joint Office website
.  The Work Group meetings were well attended and details of the meetings held are in Appendix 3 of this report.

1.5 This report sets out the views expressed and debated at the Work Group meetings.  Each of the five key areas is considered in the following sections together with the Work Group’s recommendations and proposals for next steps.  The report has been agreed by Work Group attendees for submission to Ofgem[ and written comments on the report received from companies and organisations are listed in Appendix 1].  

2. Features of xoserve’s systems

2.1 A key objective of the industry dialogue was to create an opportunity for DNs and Shippers to reach an agreed position on the high level features of major IS projects planned for the price control period, in particular the project to replace key elements of the UK Link suite of systems
.

2.2 Shippers were given the opportunity to discuss what functionality they are willing to pay for through transportation charges and what functionality they consider imposes excessive costs on their business. As part of this discussion, the Work Group also considered whether there are any services that should be explicitly excluded from the scope of the gas industry central systems operated by xoserve, and whether any elements of the existing systems were redundant.

2.3 All of the services currently supported by UK Link were reviewed by the Work Group.  It was recognised that nearly all service lines support UNC or licence processes and so consequently none were identified that could be excluded from scope or were considered to be redundant.

2.4 The Work Group discussed the potential high level features for a UK Link Replacement.  These were documented, together with the underlying assumptions that support the features (Appendix 4).

2.5 The Work Group recognised that new or modified service lines are likely to be required by the time that UK Link Replacement business requirements are agreed (2010).  However, the Work Group considered that the timescales of the current dialogue were insufficient to define the business requirements in sufficient detail to enable cost estimates to be made.

2.6 Conversely, for regime changes such as replacing RbD with meter point reconciliation, which is defined and cost estimates could be made, there was no appetite to agree funding for these changes until significantly more industry consultation and impact assessments had been completed.

2.7 Shippers on the Work Group considered it was desirable to include functionality within a UK Link Replacement to carry out supply point administration for iGTs, but recognised that funding for this activity is outside the DN price controls and there is no definition or the commercial framework at present.

2.8 Whilst the Terms of Engagement were not seeking agreement on the detailed aspects of the UK Link Replacement project, the Work Group felt that there was an insufficient level of detail available at this stage to enable cost estimates for variations from the current services to be prepared.  The introduction of Automatic Meter Reading was used to illustrate the difficulties of preparing cost estimates when the future regime is ill-defined.

2.9 To overcome this dilemma and to ensure that there are no inappropriate barriers to future development of the commercial regime, the Work Group is recommending that a mechanism should be devised to recover incremental costs associated with agreed enhancements to UK Link.

2.10 During the Work Group discussions, xoserve committed to undertake industry consultation on UK Link business requirements prior to detailed design on its replacement, which is scheduled to commence in 2010. This was welcomed by Shippers.

3. Cost Requirements

3.1 The Terms of Engagement suggested that both DNs and Shippers should consider the costs associated with a given level of functionality and that the industry dialogue should reach a view on a reasonable level of costs required to carry out the project to replace UK Link.  The dialogue was also asked to seek to quantify, at a reasonable level of detail, any reductions in xoserve's operating costs that could be expected to arise following the project.

3.2 The cost estimates provided to Ofgem by xoserve are consistent with the high level features of the UK Link Replacement considered by the Work Group (referred to in paragraph 2.4 above).  Because of the crucial importance of UK Link to the operation of the gas industry regime, and the necessity of all players following standard procures through common systems, the Work Group considered that economically and efficiently incurred replacement costs should be funded by traditional price control allowances. 

3.3 The majority of the work to replace UK Link will be put out to tender and so xoserve did not feel able to share its present cost estimates with the Work Group.  However, in order to help the Work Group understand the magnitude of the costs involved, xoserve informed the Work Group that the projected cost of the complete IS investment programme over the next seven years, comprising of a number of individual projects including UK Link Replacement, was approximately £65m.

3.4 Even if the replacement cost estimates had been provided, Shippers considered that they were not in a position to assess the reasonableness of these replacement costs and a traditional price control approach should be adopted.  Consideration of incremental costs associated with changes to services was not considered relevant because there was no agreement on the incremental business requirements.

3.5 Whilst the drivers for UK Link replacement are largely to ensure continuity and efficiency of the current service, an additional key driver for the design will be the total cost of ownership, in particular the ongoing operating costs including the prospective cost of change.

3.6 Following the replacement of a significant system, it is unlikely that operating cost savings will be achieved in the first year of operation because of the time required to embed modified processes and to rectify any implementation issues.  As UK Link replacement is targeted for implementation in 2012, any operating efficiencies are likely to be realised beyond the end of the next price control period.

3.7 Therefore, the Work Group took the view that any operating cost efficiencies due to the replacement of UK Link were outside the scope of the current dialogue.

4. xoserve Funding Arrangement

4.1 Ofgem’s second GDPCR Consultation Document consulted on a number of options for the funding of xoserve services, including a user pays approach. In the event that a user pays approach is adopted, it will be necessary to decide:

(a) which of xoserve's services should be core services (and hence funded using ordinary price controlled allowed revenues) and

(b) which of xoserve's services should be subject to user pays (and hence funded outside the price controlled allowed revenues).

4.2 While Ofgem has not yet made a decision on the funding of xoserve, it was felt to be appropriate to develop a more detailed understanding of how a user pays option could look.  Three areas have been considered: criteria for identifying user pays services; contracting models and user funding of change.
4.3 The Work Group has developed a set of criteria for identifying services that are candidates for user pays:

(a) The key stakeholders for the service line should be Users so that they have the necessary incentive concerning the quality and cost of the service provided;

(b) Users should have discretion on whether or how to use the service so that any additional costs incurred by xoserve are charged to the appropriate User and the quality of the service could be reflected in a different level of usage;

(c) A significant proportion of the cost to deliver the service line should be usage dependent, otherwise there are inappropriate incentives on Users;

(d) The benefit from treating the service line as user pays should outweigh the cost of the additional complexity of a user pays regime.

4.4 The Work Group felt that all four criteria should apply before an existing or new service line is funded via user pays. 

4.5 xoserve applied the criteria to all of the 242 Agency Services Agreement service lines and twelve service lines were reviewed in detail by the Work Group.  The application of the criteria to all nineteen of the high level service lines was reviewed by the Work Group and five identified as user pays candidates as follows:

(a) Provide Query Management

(b) User Admission & Termination

(c) Must Reads

(d) Provision of Services in Relation to Obligations under GT licence

(e) Provision of User reports and information.

4.6 The Work Group recognised that not all individual service lines within the above high level lines would be appropriate for user pays.  Similarly, some user pays service lines may exist within non-user pays categories.

4.7 In order to assist Work Group discussions, xoserve provided the Work Group with illustrative service line costs for relevant service lines within the five candidate high level service lines.

4.8 The Work group felt that further more detailed work will be required to define individual user pays service lines that meet the agreed criteria.  Consequently, the Work Group has not taken a view on what proportion of xoserve’s costs should be attributed to user pays.

4.9 For services that meet the user pays criteria, two contracting models were considered by the Work Group (Appendix 5):

(a) Model A (Regulatory Model) utilises the existing UNC and ASA contractual arrangements and was the early preference expressed in the 2nd GDPCR Consultation Document.

(b) Model B (Direct Contracting) reflects the current arrangements for xoserve’s non-ASA services.

4.10 The benefits of the two models were compared for baseline services funded by the price control allowance and volume driven services funded by user pays.

	Model
	Key Benefits

	 
	Model A
	Model B

	Baseline Services

(Core)
	· DNs have service level obligations under UNC

· Ensures all stakeholders in the loop
	· Increased risks between DNs and Agent

· Shippers do not have direct recourse under UNC 

	Volume Driven & Commercial Service

(User Pays)
	· No value added by DNs involvement

· Potential for increased delay or reduced service levels
	· Shipper to Agent direct relationship means better service level and increased leverage for shippers


4.11 The Work Group expressed a clear preference for Model B, subject to sufficient transparency and governance arrangements to allow scrutiny of xoserve’s charges.

4.12 A variant of model A was considered for services with volume driven costs, where they are charged for based on usage without exclusion from the price control.  This would require an additional Agency transportation charge to represent revenue from these services.  This approach created concerns because of the additional complexity of transportation invoicing, the indirect relationship between Users and xoserve and the lack of clarity over incentives.

4.13 The different funding approaches and contracting models considered by the Work Group are illustrated in the following diagram, reflecting that Users pay for services in all scenarios.  The questions is how and if the charges are reflective of costs incurred on behalf of each User.
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4.14 The application of user pays principles to change, as opposed to existing services, was considered separately.  Change to a service line or a new service line could be triggered by a UNC modification or User request.  The resulting change costs are likely to be a combination of one-off investments in systems and processes and the enduring cost of operating new or modified services.

4.15 Currently DNs, via xoserve, fund change to central systems, on the assumption that these costs are allowed for in the DN price controls.  This change is a combination of investment to ensure the continuity of services and commercially driven change.  As already referred to in 3.2, the Work Group felt that investment to sustain the central information systems should be funded via price control allowances.  There is an existing mechanism within the UNC for users to fund change (Class 3 Modification) but this has never been utilised because of the lack of clarity over the sharing of costs.

4.16 If the cost of change has not been included in DNs’ allowances (or is not self financing), an additional mechanism is required to fund change.  Two approaches for the user/consumer to fund the incremental costs of industry agreed change are:

(a) Through additional allowed revenue, sharing the cost according to the transportation charging methodology, or

(b) A direct charge to users based on a sharing methodology or a measure of usage.

The time period over which the cost of the change is recovered would also need to be considered.

4.17 The following graph illustrates the approaches to funding change.
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4.18 A possible sharing methodology where a usage measure or the transportation charging methodology is not appropriate would be to identify market sectors impacted and apportion costs by number of supply points across impacted market sectors, with a weighting to reflect sector complexity.

4.19 The Work Group recognised that many other options existed.  An agreed sharing methodology could be included in the UNC Framework or Charging Methodology.

5. Service Standards

5.1 The RPI-X framework provides a strong incentive to reduce costs. This incentive can be balanced by specifying a range of outputs and standards of services which regulated entities are required to deliver.

5.2 The Work Group reviewed the current standards applying to xoserve activities in three areas:
(a) Transportation Standards - Defined in the Uniform Network Code.

(b) Availability and recovery standards – Defined in the UK Link Manual.

(c) Volume constraints – Defined both in the UNC and UK Link Manual.

5.3 Many of these standards are reflected in the Agency Services Agreement between xoserve and DNs.
5.4 Having undertaken a review of the current standards, the Work Group concluded that no changes are required.  The Work Group recognised that if there was general dissatisfaction within the industry over the standard of services, the opportunity was always available for Users to raise Modification Proposals.

6. Governance

6.1 For a user pays model to be effective in promoting the introduction of services between price control reviews it is essential that there is clarity of governance, in particular how agreement is reached on:

(a) how much the service should cost, and

(b) who should bear the cost associated with the service.

6.2 For Model B to operate effectively, all parties within the Work Group recognised the importance of transparent governance.  In order to achieve this, the Work Group is proposing: 

(a) A framework for user pays services is included as an ancillary document to the Uniform Network Code, providing governance and reassurance to stakeholders.

(b) A Charging Methodology for user pays services is agreed between DNs/xoserve and Users which would provide protection for Users against anti-competitive behaviour.

(c) An annual Charging Statement is published giving the charge applying to each user pays service for the coming year, together with information to support the level of the charge.

(d) Users contract directly with xoserve for the delivery of services, providing the essential flexibility for the delivery of services.

6.3 The Work Group felt that this approach was required only where a service line is delivered in a non-competitive environment.  Where there is genuine competition for the service provided by xoserve, then the Work Group recognised that conventional commercial arrangements provided sufficient protection for users.

6.4 Each aspect of this outline governance framework is considered in more detail in the following sections.

6.5 The Work Group did not consider the framework contents in detail, but felt some of the areas that should be included were:

(a) Standard terms and conditions;

(b) Process for contracting;

(c) Requirement to publish a charging methodology.

(d) Requirement to publish charges consistent with the charging methodology.

(e) Frequency of review of charges.

(f) Duty on transporters to ensure Transporter Agency enters into contracts.

(g) Rights of appeal or determination.

6.6 Further more detailed work will be required to develop the framework.  It would require a UNC Modification to implement and modify.

6.7 The Charging Methodology would stipulate how the charge for a user pays service would be evaluated.  It was proposed that the fixed and variable elements of allowed xoserve costs would be apportioned to service lines using an agreed methodology and the charge for a service line would be based on the variable costs plus a proportion of the fixed costs associated with the service line.   The proportion of fixed costs would need to balance the incentive on xoserve to provide services with the risk of stranding costs.

6.8 Forecast volumes for the charging year would be used to derive a unit base charge for the service line.  The Work Group felt that future volumes are likely to be lower than at present for user pays services.  A margin would be applied to all base charges reflective of the risk associated with delivery of the service line.

6.9 The charging methodology would also include requirements such as being non-discriminatory.  Further more detailed work would be required to develop the Charging Methodology.

6.10 For change, the funding arrangements need to be clear before commitments are made.  For User requests, the Work Group assumed that funding would be agreed by the users involved in accordance with the framework within the UNC.  If a subset of Users are funding the development cost, then a ‘buy-in’ arrangement would be required for late entrants.

6.11 For UNC modifications, the decisions on funding and share between stakeholders would be part of the UNC modification process.  There is a risk that industry developments will be delayed without clarity of governance and additional costs incurred because of aborted impact analysis work.

7. Progress With Deliverables

7.1 The table below summarises the progress made by the Work Group against the eight deliverables specified in the Terms of Engagement.

	a) High level features.
	(
	High level features accepted and recognition that mechanism is required to allow for future change.

	b) Costs to fund UK Link replacement.
	(
	No change to existing cost estimates.  Shippers not able to validate.

	c) DN Operating efficiencies.
	(
	Any efficiency gains will be in price control period 2013-2018.

	d) User pays principles
	(
	Set of principles established.

	e) Core and user pays services
	(
	Candidate user pays service line categories have been identified but further discussion is required to agree individual user pays service lines.

	f) Proportion of xoserve’s costs that are core
	(
	Deliverable is dependent on more detailed discussion of user pays services.

	g) Service standards
	(
	No change.

	h) Governance arrangements
	(
	Outline approach agreed.


7.2 The Work Group felt that within the timescale for the dialogue it was not possible to draw final conclusions on deliverables e) and f) without further more detailed discussion.

8. Conclusions & Recommendations

8.1 There is likely to be significant regime change before the replacement of UK Link in 2012 but there was insufficient time during the dialogue to adequately define and agree funding for incorporating significant industry developments.  The Work Group felt that a better approach was to fund the high level features as agreed by the Work Group via allowances, undertake more extensive consultation prior to 2010 and thereafter utilise a mechanism for funding any agreed additional regime changes.

8.2 Shippers considered that they were not in a position to assess the reasonableness of UK Link replacement costs and that this was better carried out through conventional means.  Any operating cost efficiencies will not be realised until 2013.

8.3 The Work Group has developed a more detailed understanding of the governance and charging framework that would be required for user pays services to be introduced and operated, but significant additional development work will be required before specific user pays service lines can be agreed and implemented.  The Work Group has proposed criteria for identifying user pays services; a contracting model and a governance approach that would provide the necessary reassurance and transparency to stakeholders.

8.4 The Work Group proposes no change to standards of service.

8.5 The Work Group recognised the importance of funding change to central information systems so that barriers are not created to the further development of the commercial regime.  If transporters are not allowed revenue at the start of the price control period to fund this change, then a mechanism is required to recover incremental costs from users, either by direct charge or through additional allowed revenues.

9. Next Steps

Appendix 1 – Comments Received from Companies and Organisations

Appendix 2 – Terms of Engagement

The objective of the dialogue is for industry to reach an agreed position on what central information system services are required, the level of costs, how the associated costs should be met, and the service standards that should apply to key services.

Group composition

The dialogue could take the form of a working group of industry representatives; however it is up to participants to decide how best to progress discussions. We expect shippers, GDNs, National Grid NTS, xoserve and IGTs to participate in the industry dialogue. We would also expect other interested parties, in particular consumer representatives, to have the opportunity to participate if they wish. The group should comprise a diverse and balanced representation of different interests, including both large and small, domestic and I&C shipper representatives. Participants in the dialogue should be of a suitable level of seniority to able to represent their organisations.

Issues to be considered during the industry dialogue

We expect the industry dialogue to cover five key areas:

1. Features of xoserve's systems - the high level features of the gas industry central information systems following planned IS projects,

2. Cost requirements - the level of costs that dialogue participants are willing to incur in order to receive xoserve services,

3. Xoserve funding arrangements - which of xoserve's services should be funded through the price control,

4. Service standards - the service standards to be associated with core services, and

5. Governance - the governance arrangements that could be used to support a user pays approach to the funding of xoserve.

Features of the xoserve's systems

A key objective of the industry dialogue is to create an opportunity for GTs and shippers to reach an agreed position on the high level features of major IS projects planned for the price control period, in particular the project to replace key elements of the UK-Link suite of systems. In particular, shippers should have the opportunity to discuss what functionality they are willing to pay for through transportation charges and what functionality they consider imposes excessive costs on their business.

As part of this discussion, participants in the industry dialogue should also consider whether there are any services that should be explicitly excluded from the scope of the gas industry central systems, and whether any elements of the existing systems are redundant.

The project to replace UK-Link is not scheduled to occur until several years into the next price control period. Ofgem does not expect agreement on the detailed aspects of the project. The dialogue should aim to achieve a sufficient level of detail to enable cost estimates to be prepared for the purposes of setting price control allowances.

Cost requirements

Both GTs and shippers should consider the costs associated with a given level of functionality. The industry dialogue should reach a view on a reasonable level of costs required to carry out the project to replace UK-Link and any other major IS projects planned for the price control period. I t should also seek to quantify, at a reasonable level of detail, any reductions in xoserve's operating costs that could be expected to arise following the project.

In order to form a view on the expected level of costs, it may be necessary for relevant parties to make commitments regarding the process going forward. For instance, it may necessary to set a deadline for conclusion of negotiations on the detailed aspects of the project to replace UK-Link.

Xoserve funding arrangements

The GDPCR Second Consultation Document consults on a number of options for the funding of xoserve, including a user pays approach. In the event that a user pays approach is adopted, it will be necessary to decide:

which of xoserve's services should be core services (and hence funded using ordinary price controlled allowed revenues) and

which of xoserve's services should be subject to user pays (and hence treated as excluded services for price control purposes).

While Ofgem has not yet made a decision on the funding of xoserve, it is appropriate to develop a more detailed understanding of how a user pays option could look. The dialogue should consider the principles that should be applied to order to determine whether a service should be treated as a core service or a user pays services.

Once a view on the principles has been established, the dialogue should apply these principles in order to form a view on which should be treated as core services and which should be treated as user pays. It will be necessary to consider both xoserve's current set of services and, at a relatively high level, xoserve's future services during the next price control period (for instance following the project to replace UK-Link).

In addition, the dialogue should reach a view on what proportion of xoserve's costs should be attributed towards the provision of core services/user pays services (see below). It will be necessary to consider both the services that xoserve currently provides and, at a relatively high level, xoserve's future services.

Service standards

The RPI-X framework provides a strong incentive to reduce costs. This incentive can be balanced by specifying a range of outputs and standards of services which regulated entities are required to deliver.

The industry dialogue should form a view on the service standards that should apply to core services. Dialogue participants may decide that it is overly cumbersome to develop a formal service standard to apply to each individual core service, and develop an alternative set of arrangements.

As part of this process, dialogue participants should review the service standards set out in the UNC. GTs and shippers may conclude that it is appropriate to amend the UNC to reflect the outcome of discussions.

Governance

For a user pays model to be effective in promoting the introduction of services between price control reviews, the parties need to be able to agree:

how much the service should cost, and

who should bear the cost associated with the service.

We welcome the views on how the governance regime could work, including whether the arrangements would form part of the UNC, the SPAA or some other vehicle, and the process that would be followed in order to establish a user pays service.

Deliverables

Nominated representatives (including at least one transporter and one shipper representative) should provide a presentation to Ofgem during early December 2006. The presentation should describe the structure of the report to be provided to Ofgem, and progress so far.

The final product of the industry dialogue should be a report that:

1. describes how dialogue participants have fulfilled the terms of engagement,

2. sets out an agreed view on:

a) the high level features of the central information systems following the project to replace UK-Link, including whether any existing features are likely to become redundant,

b) the level of costs that Ofgem should include in price control allowances to fund the project to replace UK-Link,

c) the level of GT operating efficiencies that are likely to be achievable following the project to replace UK-Link,

d) the principles that should be used to determine whether a service should be treated as a core service or user pays (in the event that a user pays approach is adopted),

e) which services should be treated as core services and which (if any) services should be subject to user pays,

f) the proportion of xoserve's costs that should be associated with core services in the event that user pays funding arrangements are adopted,

g) the service standards that should apply to core services, h the governance arrangements that could support a user pays model, and

3. lists which companies and organisations agree/disagree with the views expressed in the report.

The deadline for the draft report is 19 January 2007, with the final report to be submitted by 23 February 2007.
Appendix 3 – Work Group Meetings

	Date
	
	Areas Covered

	9th October 2006
	-
	Introduction, Background and Terms of Engagement.

	24th October 2006
	-
	Work Plan, Review of Service Lines, Service Standards.

	8th November 2006
	-
	Cost Implications, Principles and Governance of User Pays.

	22nd November 2006
	-
	Review of Service Lines Against User Pays Principles, Operating Efficiencies.

	5th December 2006
	-
	Progress Report to Ofgem.

	12th December 2006
	-
	Update from Ofgem Meeting, Outstanding Issues.

	10th January 2007
	-
	ASA Service Cost, Governance and Charging Methodology, Indicative Charges, Final Report

	31st January 2007
	-
	Review of Draft Final Report.


Appendix 4 – High Level Features of UK Link Replacement

· Supports service lines currently defined in the ASA and associated UNC processes.

· Systems to support service lines with improved efficiency and flexibility

· Assumption of same service lines as at present

· Consistent services and obligations across all distribution networks. 

· Scope to improve interfaces with users in order to make use of new technologies.

· Replacement will evaluate best possible solutions to benefit users

· Mechanism tailored to nature of interface

· Aim to improve user interface at minimal cost.

· Design intended not to preclude the potential integration of SPA processes for iGTs.

· Design will avoid features that could be barriers

· Cannot be guaranteed where future regime is uncertain

· Design to ensure no reduction in service standards to existing users. 

· Assumed no major change in transaction rates.

· System will be built to accommodate estimated future transactions

· Based on assumption that process numbers are to be similar to that at present.

· Flexible design to reduce the cost of likely future change.

· Data model will be aligned to business model

· Modular design will limit the scope of inputs resulting from future change

· Intention to design system so as to reduce the process time to implement changes.

· Sufficient storage capacity to meet future data growth for the next five years.

· Assumption based on current transaction rates

· Existing data retention policies will be applied

· Storage capacity to ensure no loss of system performance.

· No significant regime changes before commencement of replacement.  Assumed that the following regime changes are not included in the high level features:

· AMR

· Meter point reconciliation of smaller supply points

· Significant changes to the structure of transportation charges

· Change to the AQ review process

· Changes made from the review of supplier licences

· SPA for iGTs

· Sub-division of LDZs.

Appendix 5 – Contracting Models

Model A
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Model B
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� � HYPERLINK "http://www.gasgovernance.com/industryinfo/xoserveGroup/" ��www.gasgovernance.com/industryinfo/xoserveGroup/� 


� reference to UK Link in this report includes the Sites & Meters and Invoicing95 systems, but excludes Gemini
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