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Status Since: 14 Dec 16

1

Overall Summary: The Programme has been degraded to an Amber rating as a direct result of the pending decision surrounding the NED Transition period. This has
been referred to the TPG for a recommendation and will be considered at an extraordinary PNSG established for 21 Dec 16. Solution Delivery continues to track Amber /
Green reflecting the need for a confirmatory gas day test cycle and continued closure of residual defects. Market Trials has improved to an Amber / Green given Market
Participants’ readiness for MT regression. Code stability is driving the amber aspect due to the proximity of the milestone to the start of regression. Data The Amber / Green
rating reflects enduring Data ‘Fix and Prove’ cycles, and In-flight/iGT Data Readiness for IDRs as well as concern over data cleanse activities. GONG, concern around iGT data

and the finalisation of the LLTD drives the amber element of the status with focus on completion prior to G1 on 22 Dec 16. Status Trend
Significant risk to Increased risk to Go-live at risk — On track but N/A or N Increase in . Decrease in
go-live - Immediate ‘ Go-live - Urgent manageable with being closely ' On Track ' Complete . e rcr>nr t'on ' severity since No Change in ' severity since
mitigation required mitigation required mitigation monitored informatio previous report Status previous report

The Amber / Green rating is driven by:
A second cycle of Gas Day testing has
been introduced to confirm additional
tuning opportunities have been
successfully exploited. There is no
impact to the downstream plan. Test
due to complete 16 Dec 16.

10 outstanding end-to-end UAT
defects, fixing in progress due to
complete by the end of December
ahead of regression testing.

Industry action in progress through
TPG to confirm industry volumes
against performance testing results.

On track to successfully achieve
industry checkpoint 2 and readiness
for MT regression testing 09 Jan 17.

Market Trials is rated as Amber / Green, as
participant readiness activities are broadly on
track to commence MT Regression on 09 Jan
16. Achieving code stability will be critical prior
to commencing MT Regression and Xoserve /
Baringa are currently reporting this is on track.
Achievement of this milestone is being closely
monitored.

Issues have been raised by participants with
respect to the dummy data received from
Xoserve for MT Regression. The nature of
these issues are being further investigated. In
some case this relates to specific items of data
and therefore is considered lower risk but in at
least one instance more pervasive issues have
been reported.

Contingency options for a delayed start to MT
Regression are to be discussed in MTWG on 20
Dec 16.

The Data workstream is rated as Ambe
/ Green against the 01 Jun 17 delivery
plan.

The Green element is driven by
successful completion of planned
milestones including Pre Bulk and Delta
Test Cycles 3a (and this indicates that
additional contingency that would
result in a July implementation is not
required) and iGT Test Cycle 4 with
increased success of fixing defects
particularly in the Bulk and iGT data.

The Amber element reflects the data
loads that still require enduring data
‘Fix and Prove’ cycles, and in-flight/iGT
Data Readiness for IDRs.

There are also concerns over
participants data cleanse and
reconciliation activities particularly in
relation to iGT data. There are ongoing
actions to address potential
inconsistencies in information held
between shippers systems and the iGT
Migration database presented at DMG.

Transition has moved to a Red-Amber
rating due to the uncertainty in the
NED period length. There is a risk to all
Transition milestones that these will
slip without confirmation of how long
the NED period will be. To mitigate
this, an extraordinary TPG is set for 16
Dec 16 with the instruction that they
put forward a recommended option to
PNSG.

The Contingency Planning Working
Group met on 14 Dec 16. This session
completed the identification of
incidents for consideration. The draft
playbook (T2.5) will be released in
January for review by TPG
participants.

The Hypercare draft document is due
to be released to Market Participants
for review and comment on 16 Dec
16.

The next TPG (20 Dec 16) will walk
through the external dashboard to be
used for IDR2 (T1.5) and the catch up
batch principles in readiness for
milestone T2.4 on 20 Jan 16.

The GONG worksteam is rated as
Amber/ Green. Levels of engagement
from industry have been high in the G1
assessment on 25 Nov 16 with 49% of
criteria being reported as ‘green’.
However, concerns were raised around
open decisions and additional
information required to achieve key
transition milestones in Q1 2017 e.g.
NED’s.

In total, 36 submissions were made by
Market Participants and Xoserve for
the G1 self-assessment on 25 Nov 16.
The main concerns highlighted were
consistent and revolved around iGT
data readiness and the finalisation of
the Low Level Transition Design and
associated artefacts. Remediation
activity is underway and being
managed via the TPG and DMG
accordingly.

An interim GONG self-assessment
submission on 27 Jan 16 is being
considered to allow Market
Participants an opportunity to provide
feedback on the mitigating actions
currently being carried out.
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Activity 03[10(17(24(31|07|14{21{2B|05|12/15 13|20127|06(13(20(27103/10(17|24|01|08]|15/22|2 19|26/03(10(17|24

Solution Delivery
5D1.1-5D1.1-Completed with one outstanding activity that
Xoserve Is engaging with Market Participants to understand

how thiscan best becarried out. A new activity may be added
E Fer)?rman:e Test Contingency b Bk b I

AL e T sting gt I ) ) 5D2.1- Completewith successfultest. Another cycleis
mﬂ W | GasDay Testing Contingency fietit it s Ty Ehr o s ete il
5D1.2 Gas Day Testing Complete resources and there is noimpact on other milestones.
Mote: This informsG3.0

SD1.0 Performance Testing

Performance Testing

Gas Day Testing

SD2.0 Future releases

502.2 —Issued toindustry on 13 Dec 16

Principles and Approachfor Relezses ‘ :
502.1 Near Term 5022 Mear Term Release
Release Principles  Approach and Sq:‘edule SD3.3- Release 12 to include:

[UELP IADB1220] Xos_CR_21 | Fileformat changes | Gas0wner Act-June 2016
[UKLP IADBI230] Xos CR_23 | Fileformat changes | EWS FILE TO EMWS

[UKLP IADBI252] ¥0&% CR_25 | Fileformat changes | Aug 16 Unique Sites [S00,/5HO)
[UKLP IADBI1B2] ¥o5 CR1/6 | Siteswith Daily Read or AMR Equipment [Classl)
[UELP IADBI176] Xo5 CR 182 | Deployed 04 Mov 16 | Readsfor Class 2,3,4 siteswith
AMR devices or corvertors

Note: MT2 4 is dependent onthis

5063.3 R12 Pre-MT Regression Test Release
503.2 —Milestone the markerfor solution agreed,

SD3.0 Functionality

503.1 R12 Pre-Regression Test ‘

Remaining SAP delivery Release —5IT Complete

BW ReportsR2 M5D3.2 BW Reporrs Release 2 | delivered and user acceptance testing complets
MNote: This informs501.2
Milestone RAG Key: On track but being Milestone at risk: Increased risk to Significant risk to Slip/expected
- . i i : Milestone: | diat
A Industry Industry Contingency 4\ Complete A onTrack 4" closely monitored manageable with 4, Milestone: Urgent g, Mijestone: Immediate delay of
Milestone Activity mitigation mitigation required mitigation required milestone

Source: PwC
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Market Trials

MTL.0 Market Trials

Market TrialsExecution <, MIT1.1 MT Execution Complete
Managed Market Trials Phase A\ MT1.2 Entry to Managed MT Phisse
1
1
Defect Fix Period Ammgie w | Defect Fix Contingency
MTL.3 MT Defects MTL.4 MT Final 1
Fix List Defect Position :
1
1
i
Market TrialsCompletion MTL.5 Market Trigis E‘orn,dere‘ . N Mu'rk{'r Trials Contingency
1
1
MT2.0 MT Regression '
1 MT2.4 —Code stability report provided by Baringa within
- I .
MT Regression Prep (Xoserve) _ thiz PN5G pack Please refer to those slidesfor further

detail.

MT2.1 MT Regression MT2.2 MT Regression Dymmy Data: Blote: Thic isde jent onMT1.4and 503.2

Approach Defined Preparationand Prwisicln
MT Regression Prep(Participants) ‘ MTZ.% StartMT Regr

MT2.5—Amber/green reflecting the completion of Market
Trials, continued monitoring of the remaining exception

1
Code Stability - Code Stabilin] tests andresolution of defects.
1 Note: Dependenton MT1.4, MTZ.4and MT2.2
1
MT Regression Execution MT2.5 Wﬁegress#:n Entry B W [ Regression Contingency
: MT2.6 Regression Compiete
1
1
I
Milestone RAG Key: On track but bei Milestone at risk: Increased risk to Significant risk to Slip/expected
n track but being . . . ilest - diat del f
A Industry Industry Contingenc Ac A y . manageable with 4 Milestone: Urgent 4 Milestone: Immediate elayo
L omplete L . e ) ]
Milestone Activity gency P On Track closely monitored mitigation mitigation required mitigation required milestone
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Data D1.1-Progressin thizarea informs
Contingency Checkpoint#2.
D1.0 Pre-IDR 2 Testing Mote: 024 dependent on this

US Bulk Load Testing ]
D1.1 Pre iDR2 U5 Data Lood Testing Compiete
D1.2 Pre iDRZ/GT Data Load
Testing Compiete

IGT Bulk Load Testing

1
01.3 Pre [DRZLFGDGW Load Testing Compiete

ﬂ
Dl 4 Pre IDRZ Delta Load Testing compiete
7 f D1.5 Pre (DR2 Inflight Transaction Tesrmg Compiete

LPG Bulk Load Testing

D1.2 -Test Qy-cle*i Durrple‘ha:l asscheduled (9 Dec 16).

Delta Load Testing

[¥1.5 — Interim update to be provided in January

Inflight Transaction Migration

1
D2.0Pre-IDR 2 Production Load : D2.2 —Started as planned
1

Legacy Bulk Load A A, 02.3 Buik Load 2 Complete

D2.1 Pre-Bulk 2 Test Cycle Complete D2.2Bulk Load 2 Start

Delta DataLoads ' A\ D2.410R2 Delta Preparation
1

D3.0Industry Data Compliance -
i

PR I
IGT Reconciliaion ‘ ‘ i ‘_ D3.3 —Amber and red risk T-rulesfor GT
D3.1 5 Data Reconoliation D3.2 J'GTDumRecmn'ﬂ'atkm: D3.4 15T Data Reconciliotion data hawve been communicated to
— Wayslof Working —Agreed Reconciliotion Mechanizm  — Actiwities Compieted to GONG Requirements participants. The plan will be ratified at

1 the next DMG on 15 Dec 16, placing it

T-Rules (GTand IGT data) &= A slightly behind schedule.

D3.3 T-Rule Non-Complignce D3.5 T-Rule Non-Compliance Pian Compiete [iGT dota) | MNote: D2.2 is dependent onthis
Plan Complete [GT ddta)
I
1
1
1
Milestone RAG Key: On track but being Milestone at risk: Increased risk to Significant risk to Slip/expected
i i [ [ : Milestone: Immediat
A In(.justry Indesjtry Contingency ACompIete A On Track 4 closely monitored manageable with 4 Ml_le.storle Urgept A "V'estone: Immediate de!ay of
Milestone Activity mitigation mitigation required mitigation required milestone
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2016 2017

was | bp oot oo b [ om Je |oos Lom | i | ooy | 0d) |
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Transition T1.4 - First workshop planned for 18 Jan
16. Reguest for volunteers due 20 Dec 16.

T1.0 Implementation Dress Rehearsals

1
1
I
IDR (Paper) TL.1IDR 0 Approach Agreed ‘_ ‘ B i T1.4 IDR 0 Complete

T1.3 /DR O Plan A ‘ 4
DR (System) e anAgredl P EE NN E—
T1.2 IDR 1 complete |IDR1 Contingency T1.5 IDR 2 Compiete T1.6 IDR 3 Complete

T2.0 TPG Products

Contingency Planning

_ T2.5 Flaybook Final

T2.1 Blaybook Post IDR1 Updote |
(]
1

Low Level Transition Design T2.2 Revised LL Transition Design Draft ‘_ T2.4 Revized LL Transition Design Final
1

Reporting and Steady State A TZ.SE.S‘ready State SLAs Re

T3.0 Cutover

T2.4 - The red status reflects the delay
MED in agreeing the number of NED and T3.1 Start of NED Period |/ T3.2 End of NED Period
WMNBD. A special TPG has been called
Go-Live for 16 Dec 16 and a decision will be T3.3 Project Nexus Implementation Date ‘
de at a special PNSG on 21 Dec 16,

Catch-Up Batch e
P This is the cause for the amber status
Completion of All Cutaver Activities on TL5, TL6, T3.1 and T3.2 T3.5 Cutover Plan Complete Ji

T3.4 Catch Up Batch Complete i

Service Operations

501.0 Xoserve Operati 15 rt A
it i e ! 502.1 — Complete. Market Participant

1

Xoserve Operational Support ‘. $01.1 Xoserve Support Model Approach Support Model Approach will be reflected in ‘ $01.2 Xoserve Support Model in Place

- . | the GONG submissions for each Market
502.0 Participant Operational Support ; Participant.
Label Mote: 502.2, G3.0, T1.4 is dependent on this
] s
2o . - 502.2 Market Participant

Participant Operational Support A scdl.i Market Participant Support Model Approach A Support Model i Place
Milestone RAG Key: On track but being Milestone at risk: Increased risk to Significant risk to Slip/expected
A ndustry Industry Contingency ACompIete A On Track y closely monitored manageable with 4 Milestone: Urgent 4 Milestone: Immediate delay of

Milestone Activity mitigation mitigation required mitigation required milestone
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Activitv 05|12|19(26|03|10|17 |24 |31|07 |14 |21 |28 |05|12|159(26|02|09(|16|23(30|06|13 |20 |27 (06|12 |20{27 (03 (10|17 |24 (01 (08)|15(22 (29|05 12|19 |26(03 |10|17 |24

GONG

GONG Assessments A A A A 66.0GONG Decision
G1.0 Detailed GONG Criteria Baselined GS.DAs#ess nt 1 Complete G4.0 Assessment 2 G5.0 Assessment 3
Complete Complete

G2.0 GONG Evidence Reguirements for Review

G3.0— First submission took place on 25 Mov 16 with results included
in the PNDG for 13 Dec 16 and discussions taking place with Xoserve
and Market Participants to build a common understanding and build
efficiencies into the process. Mext submission is due 16 Dec 16 to
inform this milestone.

Milestone RAG Key: ) Milestone at risk: Increased risk to Significant risk to Slip/expected
A Industry Industry On track but being manageable with 4. Milestone: Urgent 4 Milestone: Immediate delay of

Contingenc A | A f e .
Milestone Activity gency 4 Complete &% On Track closely monitored mitigation mitigation required mitigation required milestone

Source: PwC
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The MT Regression Entry portal submission on 09 Dec
16 included responses from 31 participants, which Participants confirmed intention to participate in MT
equates to 87% Annual Quantity (‘AQ’) and 94% of Regression
supply points.

5 participants did not provide portal submissions, Market Trials Regression @ Participants completed portal self assessment

however have expressed intention to participate in MT participant entry status:

Regression. e Participants have provided and MT Regression test
plan

Participant readiness for MT regression is on track with the exception of some dummy data issues

1. Participant organisation's 2. Participant resources are 3. Participants Awareness/ 4. Required dummy data defined
regression test plan is defined identified and available to support understanding of scope and provided for regression
MT Regression testing
A regression test plan has Resources are in place to support Scope and approach to regression Dummy data requirements have
been provided regression testing is fully understood been met
(32) (29) (30) (22)
.......... No data No data No data
O T I, A I @
Scope and

A regression plan
and has not been Resources are not regression not fully
provided yetin place understood

(4) & (1)

Dummy data
requirements have
not been met

approach to

Dummy data issues - The submission data highlights that dummy data requirements have not been met for a number of participants. This could result in a delay to
starting associated tests within MT Regression and have a knock on impact to completion of the phase. The nature of these issues are being further investigated with
Xoserve and participants.

Source: Portal Submission 09 Dec 16
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MT Regression Readiness

v

. . . . Improving Deteriorating No
Based on information: As @ 15 Dec 16 *MMT test lines due to complete prior to MTR tConfidence ‘Confidence change
L3/4 Residual Testing @05 Dec 16 Xoserve ‘externally raised’” MT defect burn down Xoserve ‘internal’ MT defect burn down
Test lines  Deferred to (] i
Total Complete remaining Regression De-scoped 31 ' Defects raised since 11 Nov:
2 'l - 7 new defects raised and accepted
MMT TEST LINES 49 14 21 13 1 24
0 18
iGT RGMA 9 2 7 0 0 15
Defect 3 s _H
Re-Testing 23 10 10 3 0 _ TR SR
o 10 10 P .
Invoices 10 1 1 8 0 : 7
10 : . 9 9 A
AQ Validations s : .
(NRL) 4 1 1 4 i WA W06 21 Al ) -3
M V0 BAVNIE BAYHE ]
10018 18113018 231018 BAYDWE 10/11/2016 02/13/ bl f2018 1812/ 3016
CR176/ CR182 2 0 1 1 0 —8— Plan (asof 16/11)  --#--- Forecast (as of 16/11) *— hctual (05/12)
—&— Plan {as of 16/11) ---48--- Forecast (as of 16/11) #— Actual {05/12)
Unique Sites 1 0 1 0 0

Completion of
residual testing from
L3/4 MT

* Participant’s completion of residual L3/4 MT test lines.

external).

Code Stability
* Process for managing code stability once achieved.

Clear and baselined
MTR test scope. submission.
» Agreement of participant test plans with PwC w/c 12 Dec 16.

* Baseline MTR scope and review C1 / C2 coverage.

Participant readiness
to enter MTR

Establish MTR
Management
Framework

Xoserve and participants to establish the framework.

* Xoserve resolution of outstanding MT defects against fix plan (internal and

« Xoserve delivery of the elements required to achieve code stability.

* Participant define and submit test plans to PwC as part of 09 Dec 16 portal

* Participant MTR entry self assessment in portal 09 Dec 16 and 04 Jan 17.
* Preparation calls with each case manager and assigned participant

* Finalise the approach to management framework over MTR and work with

- 3
-

21 test lines out of 49 were still to be completed on 05 Dec 16 with a further 13
test lines deferred to regression. Xoserve defect resolution remained broadly on
track for ‘internal’ defects but has slipped behind plan for ‘externally raised’
defects.

See code stability update provided by Xoserve on the next page.

32 participants have provided MTR test plans to PwC and quality has been generally
good. Calls scheduled / held with 31 participants w/c 12 Dec 16 to agree test plans
to allow scope to be baselined.

See previous slide for update on participant readiness for MTR from the 09 Dec 16
portal submission. Participant readiness on track with the exception of some
dummy data issues.

A ‘managed’ approach to MTR has been agreed. The management framework has
been communicated to participants as part of MTR preparation WebExes.




¥ Baringa

Market Trials Code Stability
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Executive Summary ¥ Baringa

|

Since replanning to a June 2017 Go Live in September 2016, Project Nexus has identified achievement of Market Trials code stability as a key milestone

> The objectives of this milestone have been agreed through industry governance (PNSG — September 2016) and are specifically targeted at providing stakeholders
confidence in starting the MT Regression Test phase

> The definition of Market Trials ‘Code Stability’ was agreed as the following
v Provision of stable code to enable a ‘clean’ run during MT Regression Testing — Building stakeholder confidence in the solution
o No changes to code undergoing MT Regression testing (Or impacting Market Trials critical C1/2 processes)

> Achievement of MT Code Stability is based on the achievement of prior test phases, a contrelled closure plan for any defects outstanding, and confidence in
delivery of any Change Requests

Scope of Document

Baringa have been requested by Ofgem to provide an assurance point of view on the degree of confidence in achieving MT code stability, that answers:
1. Have Xoserve achieved a level of functional code stability that is sufficient for MT Regression to start?
2. Do Xoserve have adequate controls and processes in place to ensure the ongoing maintenance of functional code stability through MTR and go-live?

In addition, Baringa had an action from last PNSG to describe the scale of wider functional change that exists on the Programme, and articulate the level of risk to the
achievement of Market Trials code stability.

Our Approach

Baringa's approach to validating the MT Code Stability status has been broken into the following elements:

> Defect analysis — Leveraging Programme reporting, and performing comparisons against underlying HPQC (test management tool) data to ensure that all defects
are reported

> CR review — In depth review of the CR pipeline with the Programme change manager and Solution Architect
> Process review — Review of industry & internal processes supported by an enduring presence at Release Deployment Board (RDB) and in change governance.

Conclusions

> Baringa believe that Xoserve are on track to meet code stability criteria by the 9th Jan to a satisfactory level — Supporting a decision for the Programme to enter
Market Trials Regression Testing. This is based on comprehensive access to defect and CR data, and Baringa recognise the progress that Xoserve have made in the
clarity of status reporting over the course of Market Trials

> Whilst there are still gaps in the criteria assessed, Xoserve have an opportunity to resolve the majority of these ahead of MT Regression Test — Notably through
alignment of internal and external processes, and performance of a functional ‘smake / mini-regression’ test an the MT environment prior to MT Regression test
commencement

> With & months to go until Go Live, it is not unreasonable for there to still be functional change required — However governance processes must be used to

minimise the level of this change, and ensure that change is delivered in a controlled manner to the Industry.

Copyright © Baringa Partners LLP 2016. All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains confidential and proprietary information. 12



Question 1 — Xoserve achieved a level of functional code ¥ Baringa
stability that is sufficient for MT Regression to start?

> Summat;'\_.r findings documented below are based on data extracted from Xoserve's source systems on 14"
December

» The forecast RAG articulates a predicted status as of 9" January, assuming that recommendations are
implemented

Current Findings Recommendation

summary Findings

= Have all the items on the dashboard been Dashboard item closure planned by 9t Jan = Establish a clear ‘'line in the sand’ for target defect
closed down? 3 defects confirmed as not being fixed prior to MT fixes — A prioritised list of those defects being,
Regression Test. Xoserve also currently consider these fixed / worked-around / deferred
to not be essential for June 1% Go-Live. » Take the 3 known defects through the MT
Dashboard included in Appendix A - MT Code 27 defects (3 P2s, 23 P3s, 1 P4) do not yet have a workaround process
Stability - Confidence Check Points confirmed deployment date and hence represent a » Complete impact assessments for the residual 27
risk to code stability. defects to understand any risk to MT Processes /
code stability.
= If they have not, are there mitigation steps Mitigation steps are in place +» Fix & test teams to provide realistic deployment
in place? Prioritisation and tracking of fix plans are being dates for ‘TBC' defects.
actively managed
» Do these mitigation steps place functional The mitigation steps themselves do not risk code » Carry out process/code impact analysis of defects
code stability at risk? stability without a fix date to determine criticality of fix —
There is an inherent risk that any defects yet to be de-prioritise non-MT impacting ones.

impact assessed might contain unexpected MT Reg
test process impacts

= Is the extent and quality of regression Dedicated regression activities are performed for CR = Execution of comprehensive smoke/regression
testing performed by Xoserve when deployments test prior to commencemeant of MT regression
functional items are delivered sufficient to Each defect is tested through its own system and UAT test
ensure any new defects are identified and test cycles however limited regression testing is +» Definition of a standard regression pack for use
fixed prior to MT Regression? performed on individual defect deployments ahead of each code release

+ Inclusion of all functional changes in release notes
not just MT raised.

Copyright © Baringa Partners LLP 2016. All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains confidential and proprietary information. 13



Detailed Findings: MT Code Stability Status % Baringa

Whilst a number of confidence points have been completed or tracking green, a number of areas still pose risk to the code stability milestone:
. Back Billing UAT closure — If defects are idemtified late in the test oycle there is a risk that they may not be fixed and internally proven/regression testad in time
= Analysis and External Comms of defects without a proposed full fix — 3 defects exist and need to be brought into the industry workaround process, initially agreeing if a fix is required

A plan to deliver the current set of functional defects ahead of MT Regression Test exists, but if additional defects are raised this would add strain to this plan.

Cunﬁdence Points Current Actual Position m-

Execution E2E Execution: N/A
*  Execution complete. A small number of invoice defects still outstanding, but 100%, MT Closure
all have been confirmed to have fixes available confirmed
UAT E2E and MT Defects — 3 defects have been confirmed as not deliverable for MT Regression N/A Internal analysis of identified defects needs to
1 Execution 1111 Test. be completed
Complete * Re-Rec defects have a partial fix (3 fields on the AML file remain incorrect) Clarity required on partial/workaround fix b
* Return of Class 3 Smart reads defects process, including industry agreement AR
*  UMR Class 1&2 AQ Tolerance checks Feed impacted defects into the industry
These are to be discussed with participants in the coming weeks workaround process
DM Sales *  Proposed solution option reviewed and accepted internally — centred NfA N/& - manual workaround (no code change)
2 Analysis N/A around manual workaround with no design/code change impact greed
Completed
* Bulk of scenarios have proceeded to billing/invoicing Execution: 60% Dedicated fix team focus on BB related defects
Back Billing UAT * Delayed close-out of some blocker defects as well as execution delays have Defe_c.ts crpen:_23 to speed-up turnaround times
3 I 24/12 held up progress in past weeks - (1 critical, 8 major, Furth er classification and |A.Df Du1.3tand'|ng Amber
* Some late design and build changes for Back Billing processes have put UAT 18 moderate} scenarios — to ensure focus is on high
completion at risk criticality processes
- * Phase 1 execution completed with minimal functional fallout GOT Phase 1 Maonitor phase 2 GDT to ensure functional,
Completion of 5 i _ ¥
4  GasDayTesting 23/12 *  Batch schedule c':u_p:ng with Day 1 volu.mes Cumple‘c—e code impacting defects are qptured st
L . SECCIT:Id cycle required to corf’lpleh: residual GD'_T & PT _tesls Phase 2 in Plan Assessn_'lent of rec_nmmendabon:_. tc:- ]
*  PT exit report recommendations assessment still required determine necessity and/or stability impacts
* CRdeliveries on track: CR176 and 182 deployed to MT (albeit Xo testing of CR220, 230 8. 252 — Close last defect open related to CR230
5 MT Critical CRs 06/01 remaining regression scenarios continues as dictated by process timelines) Completed BAT Progress CRs 220, 230 and 252 through RDB to P
Deployed * CR 220, 230and 252 have completed assurance ahead of schedule and CR1768182— full deployment
awaiting linked defect closures prior to deployment Deployed
= |nternal review and prioritisation of remaining UAT/MT Internal defects MT Defacts: 40 As per defect deployment risks and
completed (19 External, 21 mitigations on slide 6
= Agreed Defects 06/01 *  Despite room in the fix plan, there is a risk that more new defects (through Internal, raised Green [
List Deployed BB or MT External testing) will add strain to this plan prior to 11/11) Amber
* Concerns regarding opportunity to fully regression test fixes prior to
deployment given already heavy workload
Copyright © Baringa Partners LLP 2016. All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains confidential and proprietary information. 14



Question 1 Conclusions ¥ Baringa

»  Baringa believe that Xoserve are on track to meet code stability criteria by the 9t Jan to a satisfactory level —Supporting
a decision for the Programme to enter Market Trials Regression Testing

»  Baringa’s review has been based on comprehensive access to defect and CR data, and Baringa recognise the progress
that Xoserve have made in the clarity of status reporting over the course of Market Trials

»  Whilst there are still gaps in the criteria assessed, Xoserve have an opportunity to resolve the majority of these ahead of
MT Regression Test — Notably through alignment of internal and external processes, and performance of a functional
‘smoke / mini-regression’ test on the MT environment prior to MT Regression test commencement

»  When considering if the risk profile associated with these outstanding gaps is high enou%h to warrant a ‘No-go’ decision
for MIT Regression test, it is important to consider the alternative options that are available:

e I

Start MT Regression Test but = Reduces the value gained from Regression = Baringa would support this option in order to preserve the critical
allow incremental code drops testing path for the overall Programme

+ Creates additional complexity within Regression = Any incremental code drops must clearly identify impacted scenarios

Test plans to aide retesting.

Delay start of MT regression + Extension of MT Regression test + This is now considered less feasible due to the volume/duration of
test, utilising the back-end = Test lifecycle needs consideration i.e. Is a day-by- testing requested by participants within their submitted test plans
contingency in the Regression day slip is possible versus impacting whole » Baringa recommend commencing MT Regression Test on plan and
Test plans invoicing months. utilising contingency based on test performance.

+ Back-loads risks into Programme delivery plans

Delay start of MT regression +  Go-live delay from June to July 2017 = Mot preferable given recent positive progress of the Programme and

test and call off of Go Live the contingency remaining in the downstream plans

contingency = Baringa do not consider this as an effective mitigant to the
outstanding risks, given the cost to industry of a Programme
extension.

»  With 6 months to go until Go Live, it is not unreasonable for there to still be functional change required — However governance
pr{?cesses must be used to minimise the level of this change, and ensure that change is delivered in a controlled manner to the
Industry.

Copyright © Baringa Partners LLP 2016. All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains confidential and proprietary information. 15



Question 2 — Do Xoserve have adequate controls and * Baringa
processes in place to ensure the ongoing maintenance of
functional code stability through MTR and go-live?

»  Summary findings documented below are based on data extracted from source systems on 14" December

»  The forecast RAG articulates a predicted status as of 9t January, assuming that recommendations are implemented

RAG | Current Findings Recommendation
wiz

Summary Findings

= Do the processes integrate with the The strategy to date has been to fix all defects » Establish individual accountabilities and triggers to
industry-wide processes developed by ahead of MT regression test — Hence there has link external ‘post-MT Reg. test start’ code
MTWG? been limited requirement for integration of management processes and Xoserve release
processes. Clear process hand-offs require deployment processes
clarification. + Prove process integration by taking the 3 defects

known to not be deliverable for MT Regression Test
through the process

= Are sufficient controls in place to ensure Governance is in place through RDB = Demonstration of manual code control processes to
that changes to code, that could impact Manual code management processes have not provide confidence to Xoserve stakeholders
functional code stability, are properly yielded significant issues to date + Define the route to implementation of the full
identified and managed? SclMan CHARM solution to provide Production code

control

= s there appropriate governance of changes Baringa consider there to be appropriate » Establishment of a dedicated group of resources to
which do not impact functional code governance, albeit with the need to set up a flash provide assessment of defects and changes against
stability? impact assessment group the MT Code stability criteria

Copyright © Baringa Partners LLP 2016. All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains confidential and proprietary information. 16



Assessment Findings

1. Process for Achieving code stability

=] =
- e 2 I
- o e T
- ==
= -5 I = & e
= - I =
- S P BN S =
- =
» Jwam

The process has been defined for achieving code stability
ina controlled manner

Lack of prioritisation across the full defect list has meant
that this has not been widely utilised yet

Discussions are in flight for the known defacts confirmed
as not going to be fixed ahead of MT Regression Test
There is a risk that not having more widely enacted this
process will lead to late notice of manual workarounds
Release notes continue to be published to industry
notifying of the scope of changes — Action has been
taken to improve the quality/detail within these in line
with MT lessons learned

Publication of the release & forward fix plan only covers
MT external raised defects rather than full functional

2. Achieving a baseline code position for MT
Regression Test

= Currently the Programme is striving to fix as many
defects as possible before MT regression test

= New defects continue to be raised — Drawing a ‘line
in the sand’ across all sources has been a challenge

= Afirm view is required of which defects are to be
fixed / manually worked around / deferred to Post
Go Live

¥ Established governance structuras axist in the form
of the Release Deployment Board

¥" All changes deployed are taken through this forum
(Defects and CRs, Functional and Non functional)

% The numbers of functional defects have precluded
individual defect level manual workaround /
prioritisation discussions taking place with MTWG to
date

= Regression testing of defects is limited — This has
been partially mitigated whilst MT & UAT were in
progress, however the risk increases while thera is
no other functional testing is being performed. This
is however a key aim of MT regression test itself.

Detailed Findings: Code Control & Governance < Baringa

. Onward Code Control (MT Regression Test to Go-Live)

el -]
-
- - - - -— -
= ol
= =] ]
= e

Industry Processes have been definad for managing
code changes post entry to MT Regression Test

Use of the SAP Solution Manager CHARM code
management functionality has not been implemented
to date

A manual Code control and configuration management
is being carried out — This has not yet been
demonstrated to the Programme to provide
confidence

Whilst this increases future risk there have been very
few mis-deployments, with no material impacts to
delivery plans

Regular code comparisons have been exacuted across
the environments to ensure alignment, with Baringa
having had validated the outputs

Recommendations

So@oE e

Establish a clear ‘line in the sand’ for target defect fixes — A clear cut off point and prioritised list of those defects being, fixed / worked-around / deferred
Formalisation is required in order to link external ‘post-MT Reg. test start’ code management processes and Xoserve release deployment board processes
Definition of a standard regression pack is needed to be executed ahead of each code release
Demonstration of manual code control processes to provide confidence to Xoserve stakeholders

Define the route to implementation of the full SolMan CHARM solution to provide Production code control
Inclusion of all functional changes in release notes not just MT raised defects

Establishment of a dedicated group of Xoserve resources to provide assessment of defects and changes against the MT Code stability criteria

Copyright © Baringa Partners LLP 2016. All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains confidential and proprietary information.
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Conclusions 3% Baringa

»  Good groundwork has been performed in establishing processes both within the Xoserve central programme and
within industry forums

»  These processes are yet to be ‘used in anger’ due to Xoserve's strategy of planning on fixing all functional defects -
The risk of late identification of required workarounds should be mitigated through a clear review of the remaining
defects and confirmation of those that require workarounds

»  Further assessment of required manual code management control points will be carried out once the processes
have been demonstrated to the Programme — However, Baringa are comfortable that the Release Deployment
Board (RDB) acts as a reasonable safeguard, and should not prevent entry to MT Regression test

»  These control points must however have been validated ahead of Go-Live, along side a clear plan on how Xoserve
intend to implement the enduring code management solution.

Copyright © Baringa Partners LLP 2016. All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains confidential and proprietary information. 18



¥ Baringa

Appendix A - MT Code Stability -
Confidence Check Points

Copyright © Baringa Partners LLP 2016. All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains confidential and proprietary information. 19



MT Code Stability - Confidence Check Points .
(Against June 2017 = Plan v3.7.3 - DaEiveutmct 14/12/16) * Ba rlnga

3 months & months 3 months

CR delivery and
test
{220,230,252)

CR 220 - File Format Changes — GAS ACT DWNER —
AWAITING DE

CR 230 - File Format Changes — EWS FILE TO NG EMWS —
AWAITING DEPLOYMENT

CR 252 - US FF Changes — AWAITING DEPLOYMENT

Conftidence

Data Code
Stability:
Production
Readiness

{ ] = # Defects reported last period (06/12)

Copyright © Baringa Partners LLP 2016. All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains confidential and proprietary information. 20



% Baringa

Holistic Defect & Change Landscape

Baringa’s assessment of wider sources of change on the UK Link
Programme

Client:  Project Nexus
Date: 14/12/2016
Version: V1.4

Reputation built on results

Copyright € Baringa Partners LLP 2016 All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains cenfidential and proprietary infermation.
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Assessing wider Programme sources of change ¥ Baringa

* At PNSG onthe 215 November, Baringa highlighted that there is a wider landscape of functional change that contains some risk to the achievement of Market Trials
code stability. Baringa were asked to provide a summary report of the scale of this change.

Risks Risks

* A number of defects (27) still require full analysis to determine a fix and + There is a risk that new code stability impacting CRs might be raised
deployment date + Detailed IAs of existing CRs might identify unforeseen code stability impacts

* Any additional defects raised (through Back Billing and residual MT testing) (albeit that initial assessments have not raised concerns)

will add strain to an already full fix pipeline and may lead to unfixed defects
CR Classification

Defect Burndown Graph 5 =
o M Code Stability
: 30
1450 T -3
120 B Functional (Not MT Process Impacting)
. 20 10
B0 B Reporting
o 10
1o M Data Code
20 11
= 0
W No System Impacts
> B In Impact Asssessment
Mitigations Mitigations
* Fix & test teams to provide realistic deployment dates for TBC' defects * CRIA process to continue to rigorously test the necessity of each CR and identify
* Carry out process/code impact analysis of defects without a fix date to workarounds wherever possible
determine criticality of ﬂ'x—de—prinri'fise non-MT impacting ones * Heighten regression test requirements —in particular for any functional CRs
* Agree any defects to be de-scoped with a workaround * Ensure regression test needs are comprehensively assessed as part of an 1A and
* Continue to track progress against burndown plan on a regular basis validated within Business Acceptance Testing

+ 144 functional defects exist across all sources, with 27 currently being awaiting fix date confirmation. There is a risk that delays to this delivery plan impacts Xoserve's
achievement of code stability criteria. There is also limited capacity in deployment plans to cater for new defects, should they be raised.

*  Having reviewed the wider set of CRs, Baringa are comfortable that there is no functional risk from those where an IA has been conducted to understand scope. Where
this has not yet happened (11) there remains an element of risk, but initial evaluations suggests that this is very low.

Copyright © Baringa Partners LLP 2016. All rights reserved. This document is subject to contract and contains confidential and proprietary information. 22



Delta summary position

=  Delta is the key component of assessing whether to retain a June implementation date, or utilise contingency and
consequently move to a July implementation

. Delta solution health is being regularly monitored to support contingency decisions

= Based on the TC3 Delta testing to the end of November the current measurement of the Delta
solution indicates that additional contingency that would result in a July implementation is not
required.

All 73 known open Delta defects were fixed in Delta TC3 and TC3a
The defect fix rate within TC3 and TC3a continue to be in line or better than our planned levels

We were hopeful that newly identified defects would be low following the trend we had witnessed, however, a late
spike in proactive validation during TC3 fell outside of our planned levels

Delta TC4 is continuing on track with ETL plan with completion on 20" Dec. Validation commences on 19 Dec 16 and
is due to finish on 23 Dec 16.

Auto validation phase 2 may identify more defects, so we remain cautiously optimistic of the Delta solution’s stability
at this stage

Defect materiality (e.g. business impact and volume of MPRN'’s affected) is to be more understood late-Dec
TC5 in January will utilise two agile stages to increase likelihood of meeting acceptance criteria

The above factors lead us to conclude February contingency is not required; we continue to monitor
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Delta Data Defect Update (Post TC3)

Our Delta defect forecasting trend moved into the pessimistic profile following the completion of Delta TC3.

following the downward Defect Detection Rate witnessed from TC2, IDR1 Delta Prep and IDR1.
Delta TC3a achieved better than expected results for all three variable forecast factors.

New Delta Defect Detection Rate Profiles

Delta Defect Fix Success Rate Profiles

Delta Defect Target Fix Rate Profiles

Delta TC3 achieved it’s forecasted Defect Fix Success Rate and Target Fix Rate, however 30x new delta data defects were identified which wasn’t envisaged

160% 10 13
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Aggregate Delta Defect Forecasted Profile Comparison
10 e ssimistic Moderate [/ Likely
120 m— Optimistic —rtunls

120
100
. on 23 December
[-1']
40

n

o
End of Delts TC2 Validation

End of IDRL Delta Prep End of Detta TC3 Validation End of Delta TC3n End of Delta TCS Validstion  End of Contingency Delta 1 End of Contingency Delta 2
[21st Aug 'L6) [18th Sept 18] (18h Oct"16) [L1th Nav "16] Validation (25¢th Dec *16) Validation Validaticn
[25th Mo 15 (23 Dec ‘16) [23th Jan *17) [3rd Mar'17)

End of IDA1 Validation

Delta TC4 is now underway with fixed defects being proven within this cycle (Results of Validation will be available on 23™ of Dec)

To return into moderate/likely profile trend, Delta TC4 has to follow Delta TC3a in achieving better than expected results for all
three variables and a new defect count as expected.

Auto Validation is required for all delta data attributes to determine severity/priority (true impact) of each defect.

Delta Contingency Cycle 1 to run as 2 Agile ETL sub cycles to achieve greater confidence on defects that may likely remain open
from TC4

osition to be communicated

xoserve

.@' —
BB

rasiERGL ." Tl el A Lara e el



Delta Plan (Revised)

- October ‘16 November ‘16 December ‘16 January ‘17 I‘:f;’
17 24 31 07 14 21 28 05 12 19 26 02 09 16 23 30 06

Delta TC3 > Delta TC4 > Contingency Test Cycle 1 >
1c c 2 ¢ 1. e
P P P P e
5 19h 2571 23h 27 -
5 1 1 2 1

MCOD ‘
Restore k 1
n 8
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IGT & Unique Sites summary position

iGT update :
. iGT solution health is being regularly monitored to support IDR2 readiness

=  The current measurement of the iGT solution indicates that previously published plan still holds (2 iGT data cycles
+ 1 contingency cycle) with the contingency cycle within iGT (early February) likely to be invoked for achieving
solution stability and clearing down defects.

= iGT Test Cycle 4 completed within published plan timescales but did not meet the NED window expectations
(transformation and load took longer) that are needed within IDR2/3/Go Live

= We remain in discussions with Transition and Industry on what this means for the NED window.
= The defect fix rate within iGT TC4 is tracking to slightly below moderate/likely forecast levels

= The Forecast Model predicted a lesser “new” defect detection rate, however, a higher than forecast rate has been
witnessed in this cycle that is currently being evaluated and root cause analysis is being performed with a view to fix
these for TC5

= Auto validation phase 2 may identify more defects, so we remain cautiously optimistic of the iGT solution’s stability at
this stage

= Next planned iGT cycle (TC5) is due to start early Jan ‘17.
Unique Sites update :
. Unique Sites solution remains key for achieving IDR2 readiness

=  The current measurement of the Unique Sites solution indicates good performance & confidence in timings as
witnessed in IDR1. A number of ‘Open’ defects are being worked through with the intent to test the fixes in a
planned cycle late January ‘17 in order to achieve clear down of known defects pre start of IDR2
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iGT Data Defect Update — 13'" Dec midday

Excluding iGT/DM CSEP defects current with Industry or Xoserve for cleanse, we are currently tracking slightly within the
pessimistic forecast trend.

iGT TC4 saw 22x new defects identified and these are being evaluated for root cause.
iGT TC4 yielded a defect fix success rate of 66%.

New iGT Defect Detection Rate Profiles iGT Defect Fix Success Rate Profiles iGT Defect Target Fix Rate Profiles
120% 120% 120%
—— Fesimitic
e oprimistic
100% Mode rate/Likety 00 1oo%
------ g
—— Actual
20% 0% 0%
60 e 6%
e Tk e@=Dlessimistic
s ptimistic
am ams am%
Mode ratefLikely
s —a—nctuals
20% 20 20
0% 0% 0%
it i i it End of IDR1 GTTCA IGTTCS iGTTCE IGTTC?
E;;‘:;"::::‘ ek terac yIs teRRe Migration Endof IDRL i6TTCA iGTTCS iGTTCE iGTTC?

Migration

Aggregate iGT Defect Forecasted Profile Comparison

50 B Pessimistic

45

Maoderate / Likely
a0

m Optimistic
35 — A rtuals
30
25
20
15
10

5

o

End of IDRL Validation End of i5T TC4 End of iGT TCS End of #5T Cont TCL End of IDA2 End of IDA3

What next?

To return to a moderate/likely profile trend, RCA is required upon all open iGT/DM CSEP data defects particularly those newly discovered in
iGT TC4 in order to improve the fix rates for iGT TC5 and stem the flow of further new/regression defects.
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The information is based on self assessment information provided on the Nexus Assurance Portal on 25 Nov 16 and follow up activity
conducted directly with Market Participants between 28 Nov 16 and 12 Dec 16.

Market Participants provided a portal submission on
25 Nov 16.

Market Participants did not make a portal submission
on 25 Nov 16.

Market Participants made an incomplete submission
for G1.

Market Participants did not provide a projected status
for G2 and G3.

Market Participants (of the 36 submissions) provided
or indicated they will provide evidence for G1.

W = (=] =) W

Market Coverage:

* The G1 self-assessment submission on 25 Nov 16 received responses from 36 of 43 Market
Participants. This equates to 97% Annual Quantity (‘AQ’) and 98% of supply points coverage.

08 %

Market AQ % Market Supply Point %

G1

G1 RAG status G2 RAG status

Market Participant self-assessed overall RAG status projections

GONG criteria G1 self-assessment commentary:

* 7 Market Participants who failed to make a self
assessment have been escalated to Ofgem.

* The number of Market Participants self assessing their
overall RAG status as ‘Green’ increases from 18 at G1
(40% AQ) to 25 (79% AQ) by G3. This suggests that
Market Participants believe that the current mitigating
actions are likely to be feasible and practical to address
issues prior to go-live.

G3

* 16 Market Participants self assessed their overall RAG
status Amber for G1. Areas that require mitigating

G3 RAG status

B Attained or on track to attain
Mitigating actions to bring back on track by next
assessment

bring back on track

B Will not be attained and no mitigation plan to

Data missing — partial submission made

actions relate to known Transition and Data
workstreams.

[ No Submission

Source: PwC
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-

G1 Assessment Milestone

v

Based on data received through the self assessment submission on 25 Nov 16 and follow up activity performed directly with Market
Participants the G1 Assessment milestone is tracking to complete to plan with the noted actions below required prior to G2.

Success Factor

Self Assessment (25 Nov-12 Dec)

Observations

Actions

Solution
meets
industry
requirements

Finalisation of key transition deliverables is at risk due
to outstanding decisions and information (e.g. NED’s).

There is insufficient visibility of Market wide data

All activity reported as on track in this area.

---------------------------------- readiness-specificatly relating-to-iGT-data: - - ------ - - - - - - - market statusomrdata-readiness: - - - -----------

Closely monitor progress of the known decisions
required to achieve transition milestones.

Develop data questionnaire to establish detailed

Continue to monitor GONG criteria at subsequent
submissions.

Low level transition design (LLTD) documents which
are not final impact participants’ ability to develop

Inflight and iGT data migration testing is not complete
and is required to be proven prior to IDR2.

Make LLTD documents available sooner to
expedite the review process and support

Continue to monitor GONG criteria at subsequent
submissions.

Solution is MP I
stable

Xoserve
Solutl.on is MP I
Sustainable
Enables mp .
positive
consumer

experience*

*Only 1 criteria has a G1 threshold.

Cutover governance, hypercare and post go-live
release/change management processes need to be

All activity reported as on track in this area.

Develop a single source document to align
transition artefacts and support participant

Continue to monitor GONG criteria at subsequent
submissions.

Degree of organisational change required varies and

All activity reported as on track in this area

Continue to monitor GONG criteria at subsequent

Continue to monitor GONG criteria at subsequent
submissions.

B Attained or on track to
attain

Mitigating actions to bring back on

track by next assessment

B Wil not be attained and no
mitigation plan to bring back on track

Data missing — partial submission [ No Submission

made

Source: PwC
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ofgem e Next Steps

S

Transition Wm Appendix

Overview W

Evaluate self-assessment submissions received from the 16 Dec 16 portal submission and make required
amendments to the G1 Assessment summary in advance of the PNSG on 9 Jan 17.

Review and approve completion status of G1 milestones at PNSG on 09 Jan 17.

Identify the common blocking issues across the market and work with the appropriate governance body or cross
programme workstreams (TPG and DMG) to monitor progress.

Implement an interim GONG assessment on 27 Jan 17.

Review supporting evidence uploaded for the G1 assessment point threshold and identify gaps to be addressed
with Market Participants prior to the G2 assessment.

Source: PwC
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Action # Action Progress Owner Status Due Forum
This work is ongoing and will be shared with the 26 Sep 16
industry by 30 Nov 16. The due date has been updated —
to reflect this. 28 Sep 16
—
05 Oct 16
—
A138 Xoserve 14 Oct 16 MTWG
—
26 Oct 16
—
30 Nov 16
—
16 Dec 16
Xoserve and iGTs had a call on 21 Oct 16 to discuss
hether it would be possible to stop and start IDL
generation during Market Trials to ensure the manual
orkaround enacted by the Market Trials following iGT
request team could be duplicated. Xoserve has confirmed 04 Nov 16
Al146 hat it would not be possible to do this again during market|  Xoserve — PNDG
rials, but they have agreed to explore whether the IDL 23 Dec 16
approach can be duplicated in production post go live in
he event of suspended operation e.g. following an
incident.
R has now been initiated and is pending an update.
24 Nov 16
A181 Xoserve — PNDG
15 Dec 16
Reports have been provided to PNDG indicating the
total number of test lines and a breakdown of what 01 Dec 16
A183 they relate to. With each participant involved PwC has PWC N PNSG
been involved in detailed discussions on outstanding 15 Dec 16
items. PROPOSE TO CLOSE
12 Dec 16
A186 Xoserve — PNDG
15 Dec 16
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Governance Meeting Schedule
Key Short Term Activity

Disclaimer

34
35

Source: PwC



Overview Prc.uect Ma'rket Data Transition GONG Appendix
Delivery Trials

ofgem s Governance: Meetings

v '
RIAG Meeting Focus

15 Dec 16 19 Jan 17 02 Feb 17 16 Feb 17 02 Mar 17

Environment * CMA * Risk log refresh with * Disengaged Market * Assumptions check in
initial discussion * Inflight transactions input from working Participants and new * Project Nexus in wider
. Code Stability group discussions market entrants industry
dashboard (conducted ahead of framework
. Assumptions initial time)

review * Assumptions deep dive

PNDG Meeting Focus

13 Dec 16 17 Jan 17 31Jan 17 14 Feb 17 14 Mar 17

* Programme Update * Programme Update * Programme Update Programme Update * Programme Update
* Workstream Update * Workstream Update * Workstream Update * Workstream Update * Workstream Update
e Code Stability * Proposed Face to Face

session

PNSG Meeting Focus

19 Dec 16 09 Jan 17 1 Feb 17 (TBC) 20 Feb 17 29 Mar 17 (TBC)

* Programme Update * INTERIM * Programme Update * Programme Update * Programme Update
* Workstream Update * GONG Assessment 1 * Workstream Update * Workstream Update * Workstream Update
* Contingency Checkpoint ¢ Contingency Checkpoint * GONG Assessment 2

2 3

PNSF Meeting Focus

Jan 17 (TBC) Apr 17 (TBC)

* Contingency Checkpoint ¢ Programme Update
3 * Workstream Update

Source: PwC
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ofgem s Key activities ahead of Interim PNSG

Activity

Market Trials Entry

| A ConlLFirmation of MMT Testing iCompIeted

Code Stability Report A A CocIe Stability miIIestone
A MT Regres:sion Entry

Communi:cation recei\.-:ed
A from Xosérve whether)
contingeticy is required

: I

Contingency Checkpoint 2 i i
Contingenq{ i
Checkpoint 2 !
I

. A

i

I
I
|
I
I
I
i
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
A

GONG2 A | |
] 1 1
Gj_ Assessment : !
Governance ! ! i A Ofgem |ndicative decision (Entry Regression Issue)
1 i 1 1 1 1
i i I A Interi:m PNSG slida:s issued I
! ! ! A Interim PNSG !
15. Dec 2016
° 22 Dec 16 - GONG G1 Assessment ° No later than 03 Jan 17 - Code stability report from Baringa
° 23 Dec 16 - Contingency checkpoint 2 milestone. Note: information for ° W/C 03 Jan 17 - Ofgem indicative decision (entry reg) issued
the 4 criteria from Xoserve will be shared with Ofgem and PwC in the ° 05 Jan 17 - Interim PNSG slides issued including MT Regression entry
first week of January ahead of an indicative decision being made by assessment and confirmation of MMT testing completion status
Ofgem ° 09 Jan 17 - Interim PNSG held to speak to G1 assessment, Contingency
Checkpoint 2 and start of Regression
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