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UNC Gas Quality Workgroup Minutes
Monday 13 April 2026

Via Microsoft Teams

Attendees

Dan Tarasco-Fittock (Chair) (DTF) |Joint Office

Amenah Imran (Secretary) (Al) | Joint Office

Tino Timire (TT) |Joint Office

Ahmed Jama (AJ) | National Gas Transmission (NGT)
Alix Mann (AM) | SO SUKEP-UPC

Amie Wilson (AW) | Kellas Midstream

Danny Cortis (DC) | EDF Energy

David Mitchell (DM) | Scotia Gas Networks (SGN)
Gavin Fraser (GF) |Equinor

Humza Saleem (HS) |Ofgem

Jackie Atterton (JA) |PX Limited

Joel Martin (JM) |SGN

Joseph Leggett (JL) | Interconnector

Julie Cox (JC) |Energy UK

Lesley Titiman (LT) |EDF Energy

Luke Warner (LW) | Northern Gas Networks
Mariachiara Zennaro (MZ) | Centrica

Matthew Smith (MSm) | EDF Energy

Matthew Scott (MSc) | Perenco

Michael Crowley (MC) | Gas Networks Ireland

Paul Ocholla (PO) |Grain LNG

Phil Hobbins (PH) |National Gas Transmission (NGT)
Rob Leck (RL) |Wood Plc

Richard Fairholme (RF) | Uniper Energy

Shona Watt (SW) |NESO

Steve Brown (SB) |[Ofgem

Steve Mulinganie (SM) | SEFE Energy

Tom Jenkins (TJ) |Indigo Networks

Xuefei Zheng (XZ2) |RWE

This Workgroup meeting will be considered quorate provided at least two Transporter and two Shipper User
representatives are present.

Please note these minutes do not replicate detailed content provided within the presentation slides, therefore it is
recommended that the published presentation material is reviewed in conjunction with these minutes. Copies of papers
are available at: https://www.gasqgovernance.co.uk/GQW/130426.

Introduction and Status Review

Dan Tarasco-Fittock (DTF) welcomed parties to the meeting and confirmed that the meeting
was quorate.

1.1. Approval of Minutes (09 March 2026)

The minutes for the previous meeting were approved, subject to Paul Ocholla (PO) affiliation
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which should be Grain LNG.

1.2. Approval of Late Papers

One Late Paper, Gas Quality Data Transparency, was approved.

1.3. Review of Outstanding Actions

0101: Shippers to provide feedback on any gas quality issues impacting their CCGT sites.
Update: DTF confirmed that a further discussion with Julie Cox (JC) would take place and an
update would be provided in the next meeting.

Carried forward

0102: RWE (LJ) and NGT (AJ) to provide feedback, following bilateral discussion regarding gas
quality data.

Update: Xuefei Zheng (XZ) advised that a meeting had been held during which gas quality data
had been shared and discussed. XZ noted that the team had been assessing whether the data
could be shared widely. XZ highlighted that significant concerns had been raised regarding data
disclosure, particularly in relation to the circulation of slides containing commercially sensitive
information, including time-stamped data and exact site locations.

XZ confirmed that work was ongoing to identify a suitable way forward to share the slides. XZ
noted that substantial feedback had previously been shared during the Department for Energy
Security and Net Zero (DENZ) Gas Security Supply Consultation’, and that discussions were
continuing internally to determine an appropriate approach. It was also noted that National Gas
had clarified the intended use of the data. XZ summarised that the team were exploring whether
the slides could be shared.

DTF acknowledged that the data could be commercially sensitive. DTF suggested that XZ could
consider presenting the principles of the findings arising from the analysis without disclosing
sensitive details in the next meeting. Phil Hobbins (PH) and Ahmed Jama (AJ) agreed with the
proposal.

Carried forward

1.4. Industry Update from Ofgem
Steve Brown (SB) apologised for being absent for the previous meeting.

SB advised that the Biomethane Workgroup had its first meeting on 13 January, second meeting
on 26 March, and the next meeting was scheduled for the end of May. SB provided a summary
of the meetings by discussing that the meeting Participants had focused on identifying potential
policy options and the associated critical success factors. Participants of the Biomethane
Workgroup were currently developing these options, with the intention of presenting an initial
set of potential solutions.

SB noted that a lot of issues and subject areas were discussed during the Biomethane
Workgroup which needed to be resolved through the quickest timeframe achievable while
ensuring that all necessary success factors were met. SB highlighted that some of the concerns
were related to safety and impact on consumers. SB explained that specific details could not
yet be shared, as the work remained in progress and the confidentiality of the Biomethane
Workgroup participants needed to be respected.

JC queried whether the work related primarily to the Wobbe Index. SB confirmed that the
discussions were primarily focused on the widening of the Wobbe Index range. JC sought
clarification on whether this would involve a further lowering of the lower Wobbe limit. SB
clarified that the work related to raising the Wobbe Index. JC did not believe that this was a
biomethane issue. SB confirmed while the discussions primarily related to the Wobbe Index,
they also considered to minimise the amount of propane by enabling adjustments to the Wobbe

! https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/gas-system-in-transition-security-of-supply
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Index.

JC raised concerns as the forum was described as a Biomethane Workgroup, but focus
appeared to be on lifting the upper Wobbe limit at entry, which was not a biomethane issue. SB
acknowledged that the work was predominantly about the Wobbe Index and confirmed that the
Biomethane Index was also discussed.

JC queried whether the Biomethane Workgroup meetings were open for all parties to attend.
SB advised that the meetings were not currently open, but that the outcomes would be shared
through the stakeholder engagement. SB confirmed that following the May meeting, outputs
including the identified options would be available, after which broader stakeholder engagement
would commence. JC was concerned that the Biomethane Workgroup was not open for all
parties as the discussions in relation to changes to the Wobbe Index were not a UNC issue. SB
did not believe this was a concern as the Biomethane Workgroup included the main interested
parties including Ofgem, HSE, and National Grid. JC understood that the Biomethane
Workgroup consisted of industry stakeholders rather than regulatory bodies and no longer had
concerns.

PO sought clarification on whether a separate Workgroup existed to discuss biomethane issues
and whether there was an alternative Workgroup focused specifically on the Wobbe Index. SB
advised that the meeting was not a Workgroup in Joint Office terms, but rather a series of
meetings between key primary regulators and authorities responsible for customer protection,
gas supply security, and safety.

JC noted that the confusion arose due to the meeting being described as a Biomethane
Workgroup. DTF commented that any outcomes arising from the discussions which might
impact the UNC would be progressed through the appropriate UNC processes at a later stage,
if applicable. SB stated that he realised he had mis-spoken and his update related solely to the
Gas_Specification Workshops being held between Ofgem, DESNZ, HSE, NG and IGEM,

empha3|smq that the current work was focused on policy development and on |dent|fy|nq the

JrndeaeDTF further conflrmed that if any proposals affected the UNC Workgroup participants
would have the opportunity to engage at that stage. SB highlighted that there would be a
stakeholder engagement programme following the consideration of options to be discussed at
the Gas Specification Workshop in May.

Joel Martin (JM) queried whether Gas Distribution Networks (GDNs) were participants in the
meetings, noting that National Gas Transmission was involved. SB confirmed that GDNs were
not currently represented. JM requested whether an invitation could be extended however SB
advised that this was not yet possible. JC queried whether representatives from DESNZ were
attending with a specific focus on hydrogen, noting that decisions on hydrogen blending were
anticipated and that DESNZ had issued a recent note on blending interactions. JC noted that if
both upper and lower Wobbe limits were being considered then there were other parameters
within gas quality that could reviewed at the same time.

SB confirmed that DESNZ was a primary participant in the meetings and noted that DESNZ had
issued a consultation in February on the future of gas. JC highlighted the challenges within large
organisations, noting that attendance by DESNZ did not guarantee that the attendees were
aware of hydrogen blending in full. JC suggested to ask DESNZ attendees about hydrogen
blending in the next meeting.

SB advised that DESNZ had more than one representative participating within the discussions
meaning that there was a wide scale of engagement. JC noted the importance of hydrogen
considerations being considered given the complexity of the area. SB agreed that the area was
complex.

Steve Mulinganie (SM) queried whether the Biomethane Workgroup was considering the
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changing global context, noting that risks relating to constraints had evolved significantly since
the first meeting, including geopolitical issues in the Middle East. SM queried whether the
primary driver had shifted towards enabling more gas to enter the system.

SB highlighted that the risks had materialised rather than remaining theoretical so the
geopolitical issues would be mentioned during the discussions at the meeting. SB noted that
this had increased the urgency of the discussions. SB explained that when balancing consumer
benefit, gas security, and safety, certain parameters which had historically taken precedence
could change. DTF noted that it was likely that security of supply and safety underpinned all
aspects of the work. SB agreed, adding that Ofgem had expressed concerns regarding security
of supply due to its impact on consumers and the impacts for electricity generation and gas.

JM noted that the current lower Wobbe Index limit already allowed biomethane without the use
of propane. JM queried whether there were any plans to consider this in the future or whether it
fell outside the remit of the discussions. SB advised that consideration of the lower Wobbe limit
was outside the remit of the discussions as the discussions were focused on the upper Wobbe
Index. JM queried whether there were any plans to review propane in the context of security of
supply. SB responded that there were no plans at this time. PH noted that the issue raised was
being addressed through the Real Time Settlement Project by Ofgem. PH confirmed that this
was the key Project discussing the issue.

Matters of Interest

2.1. Data Transparency

AJ provided an update on the Design Proposals for Gas Quality Data Transparency. For full
details, please refer to the published slides: https://www.gasgovernance.co.uk/GQW/130426.

Slide 2

AJ provided a recap of the three phases. Phase 1 and 2 had NGT as Facilitator and Phase 3
had NGT as service Provider. For full details, please refer to slide 2.

Slide 3

AJ noted that the consistent theme arising from Phase 1 was that the data did not always make
it easy to identify where a particular Offtake was located geographically. AJ explained that the
data portal listed all sites alphabetically which caused issues if Users were unfamiliar with site
names. For full details, please refer to slide 3.

AJ explained that to address the issue, a map-based view was explored with the intention of
improving the user experience and making the data easily accessible. AJ confirmed that a
consultation was undertaken with generally positive feedback. During the consultation,
concerns were raised by Distribution Networks (DNs) regarding the potential implications for
Critical National Infrastructure (CNI). AJ explained that due to these CNI considerations, it would
not be possible to progress the map-based approach further. AJ confirmed that the map-based
approach was presented at the March Offtake meeting, with the aim of raising questions in
relation to CNI.

Slide 4

AJ summarised that the discussions at the March Offtake meeting had highlighted several key
points. For full details, please refer to slide 4.

AJ highlighted DN’s queried whether the proposed map-based solution was intended solely for
NTS customers or for the wider industry. AJ confirmed that the objective was to support wider
industry in order to be transparent. AJ noted that concerns relating to CNI increased significantly
where access extended beyond a limited number of NTS users. AJ highlighted that one DN
raised challenges as the DN had existing obligations in relation to information that could be
shared for Export Capacity Redaction.

AJ noted that a key point was raised on Operational Realism as the nearest Offtake does not
always reflect actual supply due to changing network flows. AJ noted the importance of ensuring
that Users are not given data that they believe is definitive if the system reality is not effective.
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From an NGT Security perspective, it was advised that CNI related information should not be
public facing, and that even internal sharing should be limited to a need-to-know basis. AJ
confirmed that a question was raised regarding who determined the CNI boundaries and
publication permissions. AJ confirmed that the responsibility sat with DESNZ. AJ concluded that
even if a map-based solution proved difficult to progress, the underlying User need remained
valid. Users were fundamentally seeking to answer the question “Which Offtakes are relevant
to me?”

AJ noted that a postcode look-up approach was proposed as a potential alternative. Under this
approach, Users would enter a postcode and be shown one or two of the most relevant Offtakes.
AJ highlighted that the approach would avoid publishing precise location information which
raised CNI concerns. AJ asked Participants whether a postcode-based solution without a map
would provide sufficient value to Users. AJ noted that, if there remained a strong preference for
a map-based approach, this feedback could be captured for further consideration.

Michael Crowley (MC) expressed a preference for a map-based solution, noting that it did not
need to be geographically precise, but could be broadly indicative of where the Offtakes were.
MC suggested that there may be scope for National Grid to provide individual advise to each
User. AJ advised that this option had been considered alongside the possibility of enlarging the
red dot map indicators in order to cover a wider geographical range. AJ highlighted that DNs
understood this approach however concerns remained in relation to CNI. DN feedback indicated
that a postcode look-up could deliver similar outcomes without those risks. MC preferred the
map-based solution but understood the data sensitives.

Shona Watt (SW) queried how materially different the postcode look-up would be in practice,
noting that Users could potentially recreate a map using artificial intelligence. AJ noted that
information on NTS entry points and some Offtakes were already publicly accessible. AJ noted
that should this point be further progressed, engagement with DESNZ as the CNI gatekeeper
would be necessary. DTF queried whether DESNZ involvement could introduce implementation
delays to any map-based approach.

JM observed that the solution was primarily intended to benefit exit customers, predominantly
NTS Offtake customers, and that the key issue lay in how the underlying dataset was defined.
JM believed that the approach was more secure from a GDN perspective. JM noted that
responsibility would sit with NTS to determine the accuracy of the postcode lookup.

AJ advised that gas quality information requests were already established at GDN level, with
one DN noting that ad hoc requests were typically completed within one to two weeks. AJ
identified that the challenge was whether such turnaround times were acceptable in a move
towards a self-service approach, where Users would expect instant data. AJ confirmed that the
importance of dataset construction had been noted and that the feedback would be taken on
board.

JC agreed that postcode-based results might not reflect actual gas flows and noted that
discussions varied depending on different attendees. JC believed that CNI concerns might be
being over-emphasised. JC recommended short initial discussion with DESNZ rather than
pursuing alternative routes. JC noted that future developments such as hydrogen blending and
further Wobbe Index widening would increase the importance of gas quality considerations. SM
agreed with this approach. AJ confirmed that he would explore next steps with DESNZ. DTF
confirmed that the next steps were for AJ to engage with DESNZ and provide feedback at the
next meeting on the outcome of those discussions.

PH queried whether published gas quality information for Moffat, influenced by compressor
stations, was sufficient, or whether additional value could be gained from understanding gas
quality between Offtakes. MC noted that discussions with Shippers in relation to gas quality
typically showed that Shippers typically sought comprehensive information, although some
published site names were obscure in terms of location. JC observed that London Moffat did
not appear on the list. JM clarified that gas supplied to Northern Ireland flowed from Moffat. JM
noted that ultimately, exit customers still needed to assess whether published gas quality data
was relevant to their location and time of Offtake, and that only NTS network analysis could
provide the confirmation. JC agreed, noting that flow patterns could change daily so reliance on
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one or two Offtakes would not always be sufficient.

PH noted that the work should be viewed as an enhancement to Phase 1, recognising
stakeholder demand and understating where gas is coming from and going to. PH summarised
that the solution was intended as a starting point.

Pre-Modification Discussions — New Gas Quality Proposals
3.1. None

New Issues / Issues Register Update

DTF confirmed that the Issues Register was updated, following previous discussions. The
Workgroup raised no new issues.

Any Other Business

None.

Diary Planning
Gas Quality Workgroup meetings are listed at: https://www.gasgovernance.co.uk/GQW/2025

All other Joint Office events are available via: www.gasgovernance.co.uk/events-
calendar/month

Time / Date Paper Publication | Venue Programme
Deadline
10:00 Monday 5pm Friday Microsoft
13 April 2026 03 April 2026 Teams Standard Workgroup Agenda

Workgroups

7.1. 0928S - Enabling Amendment of Hydrogen Sulphide Limits in Network Entry
Agreements

https://lwww.gasgovernance.co.uk/0928

7.2. 0929R - Consideration of an Independent Gas Quality Expert under the Uniform
Network Code (UNC

https://www.gasgovernance.co.uk/0929

Gas Quality Workgroup Actions

Action| Meeting Min . Reporting | Status
Ref Date Ref L SRIES Month Update
Shippers to provide feedback on any gas : May Carried
0101 | 12/01/2026 | 1.3 quality issues impacting their CCGT sites. Shippers 2026 Forward
RWE (LJ) and NGT (AJ) to provide .
0102 | 12/0172026 14 3 | foedback, following bilateral discussion RWE (LJ) | May Carried
) ! NGT (AJ) 2026 Forward
regarding gas quality data.
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