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Market Operator (MO) charges will increase 6.6% for 2023/24, which is below current levels of inflation.
Our proposed 2023/24 budget for total expenditure and Market Operator (MO) charges is £12,150K.  

Q1 - Are you supportive of the overall level of MO charges proposed for 2023/24?
Page 2 - Question 1 | Overall MO charges

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
s

No

Yes No
0

20

40

60

80

100

17 (85%)1 Yes

3 (15%)2 No

20Answers



ANSWERS SUBMITTED ON FROM

We note that the MPF reform forecast is “highly dependent on the level of 
complexity” and would urge MOSL to ensure that the new MPF aligns with the 
principle of seeking simplicity over complexity.  

We agree with all that has been proposed in the report for the Strategic 
Metering Review. The way MOSL are proposing/developing the Non household 
metering road map through quick start projects for the more focussed code 
changes, the MIF and larger projects on meter reading responsibility, shows 
that the market is ready to move forward and improve the meter reading 
process.  

See below for comments surrounding the Modernisation of Market Systems.  

Reporting from CMOS  
Data is currently published from the Market Data Set (MDS), however not all 
data is obtainable from it. The absence of effective dates for changes and the 
absence of information about business transactions makes the data inherently 
limited to a current snapshot of data that reduces overall visibility on the 
history of information in CMOS that influences settlement. CMOS has reporting 
functionality through Jaspersoft, but the slow speeds and illegibility of the data 
makes it unfit for purpose. There could be a cost-saving exercise in shutting off 
this functionality.  

Trading Parties pay for all data pertaining to our customers and because of this, 
we should be able to access it as we require. This requirement has been raised 
previously with MOSL, but it does not appear to be in the current roadmap. 
MOSL should investigate the ability for all Trading Parties to access more data 
than just the MDS, additionally allowing the ability to download data from data 
warehouse to warehouse, which would be a vastly more efficient method to 
maintain data integrity. Improving access to market data will help occupancy 
mismatch work and identifying/resolving data mismatches between Trading 
Party systems and CMOS. Improved reporting should be a priority and 
delivered as quickly as possible. MOSL must already have a reporting function 
set up in order to publish the website dashboards, so this would seem to be 
able to be delivered relatively quickly without too much investment.  

CMOS LVI improvement  
Whilst improvements have been made to the LVI since market opening, the 
interface has not changed and sometimes feels slow to navigate and can still be 
a little confusing to use at times, with a lot of clicking to find the right data. 
There is understandably an increased focus currently on the quality of the data 
within CMOS, but improvements to the general layout would improve efficiency 
and users requiring less time on the site to obtain required data. We cannot see 
any mention of front-end improvements which should be a continuous 
improvement cycle delivered through tweaks to each release, is this on MOSL’s 
roadmap as  believes that this should be an area of focus?  

2023-01-25 11:10:05 General link



There doesn't appear to be a place for general comments therefore I have 
added this commentary here  

We make the following observations on the draft Business Plan  

Core Services   

We note that year on year software, hardware and communications has 
continued to increase by over 20% per year.   For 23-24 the forecast cost is now 
greater than the cost of market related change. Given the size of MOSL 
organisation this may be a place to monitor going forward.      

In the overall budget table on page 8, Funding for a BR-MEX pilot appears to sit 
outside both Core MOSL Services and also Improvement Programmes. We are 
unclear as to where this sits and how it will be managed and accounted for.      

MOSL dashboard suggests that 45% of vacant premises continue to record 
consumption. From a Market perspective one of the biggest challenges from a 
fair customer charging perspective, operational management including leakage 
management remains occupancy errors.  This is something that could be 
addressed by Trading Parties through a revised Vacancy Challenge Process.  
The current arrangements are onerous and unsuitable.   MOSL have previously 
included a review of the CVP in prior MPOPs however we have seen little 
progress. It appears to be absent in the 23-24 Business Plan.   

Improvement Programmes   
We note that the total costs associated to the MPF reform work is now 
envisaged to cost over £1m across the course of the programme. (22-25).  This 
excludes the costs of market changes which is included in the £0.5m  for 
market change .    Compared to the 22-23 Business Plan the costs have now 
increased by 300% in 23-24. This is a considerable investment and we would 
welcome further detail on the cost benefit analysis that demonstrates the value 
for money.   In any event, we suggest that it is appropriate for the MPF reform 
programme to be a self-funded area of work where Market Performance 
Penalties are utilised to enhance and improve the framework.   

Modernisation  
We remain supportive of the approach to modernise CMOS and note the 
proposed benefits that come with this approach along with the proposed 
financial savings of £100k per year.    

Strategic Metering Review   
We are unsure why the strategic metering review and metering roles and 
responsibilities are split out into different line items where both allude to 
metering role and responsibilities.    We would welcome clarification on this 
point and also the detailed progamme and associated forecast costs for 
individual elements of the programme.  

2023-01-25 18:30:27 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 10:13:11 General link

Broadly supportive of the proposed charges, however, we do remain concerned 
about continued inflationary increases in MO charges and urge MOSL to 
redouble efforts to bear down on costs and increase investment in business 
efficiencies.

2023-01-24 14:09:11 General link

We believe no increase in MO charges is warranted in current circumstances, 
and taking into account (i) MOSL’s performance to date; (ii) its ambitions to 
extend its activities into new areas; and (iii) limits on its authority effectively to 
follow up on certain proposed projects (see further below).   

Further, no convincing justification has been given for the proposed increase in 

2023-01-25 16:54:02 General link



charges and insufficient detail provided to support the £10.26m core services 
budget.  We understand that this core services budget has been developed 
‘bottom-up’, but in the presentation it appears to have been formed ‘top-down’ 
so as to deliver what MOSL describes as an acceptable, below inflation increase 
of 6% over the sum budgeted in 2022/23.  With some significant increases in 
costs such as software, CMOS, and professional services, it appears as if the 
increases in the other line items have been kept at a level to deliver this 6% 
overall increase.  Instead, we would like to see more detail on each of these 
individual line items and justification for the expenditure in total, rather than 
the focus on the amount by which each will increase.    

We also note some potential inconsistencies in the detail that is presented.  For 
example, on Page 9 it states: “CMOS maintenance costs are subject to (CPI) 
inflation linked contractual increases” but on Page 10 a larger increase of 14.3% 
is presented for ‘CMOS Maintenance’ with the explanation that this is “Driven by 
inflationary contractual increases, as fixed price contract period has ended, and 
a full year of Bilaterals hub support services”.   

Likewise, on Page 9 it states: “Other third-party costs, including professional 
services, are also expected to see inflationary increases of around 8% on 
average”, but on Page 10 a higher increase of 10.4% is presented for 
‘Professional Services’, with the explanation that “Driven by inflationary 
contractual increases, as fixed price contract period has ended, and a full year 
of Bilaterals hub support services”.  

Such apparent inconsistencies undermine confidence in the Business Plan and 
expose the need for additional ‘bottom-up’ supporting detail and justification 
that each planned activity is necessary, and that all resources are being used 
efficiently and effectively.   

We would like to see the R-MEX and BR-MEX Pilot schemes run by Ofwat under 
the price control framework of which they form part.  This is their ‘natural 
home’ and we suggest might help gain the necessary focus of all Trading 
Parties.  With R-MeX the participation levels and detail provided by retailers can 
be patchy.  There also remains an issue with consistency of scoring, which 
Ofwat might be better placed to address.  It is no answer that it has been run 
this way so far, or that it does not matter where the costs will fall.     

There is no analytical support for the Panel and Committee costs being 
assumed the same as previously.  The Code Change Process proposals to date 
are poorly thought through and convoluted, and show no analysis of the case 
for specific changes or of comparisons with similar processes in other sectors.   

We continue to press the case for audit of the MPS, which we know is flawed - 
but not how fundamentally flawed, since MOSL rely on Trading Parties bringing 
specific failings to their attention piecemeal.  An audit may hold lessons for the 
new MPF.  The MPF is too important not to be independently audited, given 
that it determines charges to Trading Parties and performance league tables 
which can be reputationally damaging.  Assurance of outcomes is a necessity, 
yet the existing MPF calculation engine is deemed not to warrant an audit.  As 
such, we are left without the necessary confidence that it is accurate in its own 
terms, setting aside for the moment its overall fitness for purpose.  

More generally, we would note that MOSL could usefully adumbrate the cross-
impacts of the projects (beyond merely mentioning they exist) – for example, 
how the data cleanse project will interact with some of the activities and 
interventions being considered for the MPF reform.  One activity (not reviewed 
in full yet by the PAG) concerns wholesaler address data accuracy, yet there has 
so far been no reference to the data cleanse project in any of the PAG 
documentation.  If not now, we should be advised on a timely basis how MOSL 
sees it informing the MPF reform.  

Importantly, the MPF reform programme itself is protracted and sclerotic, and 
progress to date does not inspire confidence in “root and branch” reform.    



      
Although metering is not mentioned in these consultation questions, we are 
querulous about:  

• A review of roles and responsibilities.  This should focus on things over 
which MOSL has - and should exercise - authority (e.g. observance of the 
Codes) and not a national policy on meter ownership.   

• Moving to a business case for a data platform without assessment of need 
and options as to who should operate it.   

• Wholesalers inputting visual reads into CMOS: they generally have neither 
the requisite quality control nor quality assurance.   

• MOSL appearing to set itself up as a representative body for trading parties 
in relation to PR24.  

Yes. We are supportive of the proposed Market Operator (MO) charges of 
£12,150k for 2023/24.   

Whilst this presents a 6.6% increase in budget from 2022/23, we recognise the 
impact of inflationary pressures, specifically on staff and third party costs which 
are being felt across the industry and all other sectors. We note the continued 
focus by MOSL in respect of prioritisation and efficiency through technology 
which will in real terms maintain costs below inflation and continue the long 
term falling trend.   

Whilst keeping costs low it is essential that if we are to achieve a retail market 
that delivers for all business customers and trading parties that the budget for 
improvement programmes allows us to work towards realising our shared 
ambition.  We agree with MOSL that the proposed budget for this work and 
delivery of the four areas of focus (outside of the separately funded Central 
Data Cleanse) will allow and enable the market to achieve these aims.  

Further, we welcome the inclusion of 100k funding for the development of the 
BR-MeX pilot survey as referenced in Ofwat’s PR24 consultation. We are 
confident that BR-MeX will deliver market insights which will improve 
operational service and focus on quality and efficiency to the ultimate benefit of 
customers.  

2023-01-24 13:20:09 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 09:35:18 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 21:11:08 General link

N/A 2023-01-24 10:32:34 General link
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We are generally supportive, however, have the following comments:  
• We do not agree with the proposal to create separate funding structure for 
the central data cleanse service (see response to question 3b).    

• If we are of the belief that MOSL is the most efficient way of operating, 
monitoring and enhancing the market then it stands to reason that it should be 
well funded and that funding levels at least keep track with inflation.  This is not 
to say that MOSL should not find efficiencies, instead that these efficiencies 
create opportunities to fund other works (improvement programmes) which 
are continuously reinvested into projects which add value to the market.  This 
approach would deliver improved outcomes for customers and market 
participants sooner.  Thus, we would expect that MO charges increase by at 
least the relevant inflation measure.  MO charges should not fall in real terms  

• The delivery of core services is paramount for the stability and effective 
running of the market.  Efficiencies found in one part of the cost base should be 
utilised to improve the reliability of other services (whether that be through 
upskilling resource, adding resource, adding to the capabilities of your team or 
to provide your team with additional tools to strengthen core service delivery) 
rather than be offered as a saving to members.  In other words, ensuring the 
“security of supply” of MOSLs services to the industry.  After this, if savings to 
core service savings are still identified, that budget should be reallocated to 
improvement programmes (e.g. £293k on page 9).  

• The majority of MOSL’s costs are people related, how do you expect to 
retain the “right people with the right skills” if each year that people stay on you 
pay them less in real terms (page 9 refers to paying below inflation and industry 
benchmarks)?  Is this strategy not introducing risk and at odds with ensuring 
the “security of supply” of the core services for your members?  

• The exclusion of £550k central data cleanse costs from MOSL’s 2023/24 
budget results in a misleading headline figure.  If it is included, then MOSL 
budget increases by 11% from 2022/23 rather than the 6.6%.  And if your plans 
to ask wholesalers to fund the £550k in its entirety are accepted (we oppose) 
then the increase for individual wholesalers is circa 16%.  11% is close to 
inflation, why does MOSL find that message so unpalatable as to shift a 
proportion of the cost onto a category of members?  

2023-01-25 15:56:03 General link

Yes. However, as we are working hard to absorb inflationary pressures within 
our own business plan an increase of roughly 16% when factoring in the data 
cleanse improvement programme will directly impact on other activity within 
our market services function. We would expect to see MOSL continuing to push 
hard to identify efficiencies and ways to outperform this plan.

2023-01-25 13:24:30 General link

n/a 2023-01-25 16:58:41 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 23:42:41 General link

Yes, we feel an increase of 6.6% and below inflation, is acceptable. 2023-01-24 17:25:38 General link



We are neither supportive nor unsupportive of the charges which we accept 
have become an inevitable function of the market although we hope for a 
greater level of spending transparency and more tangible evaluation of value 
for money.  Ofwat and MOSL increasingly refer to whether we are ‘efficient 
retailers’ and therefore we think it is reasonable to look for robust evidence of 
efficiency at the market operation level also.   Since 2018, MOSL has cost 
trading parties £67 million which is £67 million of costs which did not exist 
previously. Notably, MOSL’s fees for 23/24 are just under a third of the entire 
cost of Ofwat.  Given that MOSL is not a regulator, we’d hope that the 
proportion of MOSL costs as compared to Ofwat does not increase beyond the 
current c.30% level.     

We note that you’ve provided a high-level summary of the breakdown of £12m. 
However, that chart does not give trading parties an especially informative 
picture of how MOSL spends money.  For example, how may people are on the 
employee payroll for that c£6million budget, how does that amount break 
down on a department/function level?  What’s the increase in payroll numbers 
and costs since market opening in 2017.  There’s also little transparency around 
tender processes and decisions.  For example, if the market is indefinitely tied 
into CGI, what protections have you considered to mitigate the cost risk of a 
single supplier? We’d ask all parties to be mindful of the additional costs in both 
resource time and money when external reports, and new initiatives are 
proposed and to consider ways in which a cost benefit analysis could be 
demonstrated.   

In terms of the numerous references to water demand in the plan, we think 
there's a lot being done by retailer quietly to help customers tackle usage and 
this could be better highlighted in the market.  We understand the need to 
support Defra's environmental targets but there's still no efficacy behind the 
numbers and how it will function in practice, nor is there a willingness from 
MOSL to acknowledge that a 9% reduction in a retailer’s revenue is material and 
may ultimately, add to the likelihood of an unplanned retailer exit which you’ve 
referred to in the plan.     

We should also like to address the statement in the plan referring to potential 
NEUBS Non-Essential Use Bans (NEUBs) which you say ‘would have economic 
impacts for the likes of swimming pools, hotels, and food establishments.   But 
we (MOSL) have neither the mechanisms in place nor the quality of data to 
support us in managing NEUBs should we be required to use them.’  Certainly, 
we are comfortable with our understanding of what the legislation means and 
how this may impact certain of our customer groups. We are also confident in 
how to manage the NEUB process with both our customers and wholesalers 
and we’d be happy to share our thoughts with you.  

2023-01-25 13:46:04 General link

Supportive of the percentile increase given current rates of inflation. Not 
supportive of overall level of MO charges due to inclusion of data cleanse 
consultation - per our previous consultation response, we don't feel satisfied 
our concerns have been addressed.

2023-01-24 11:19:06 General link

We support the proposed MO charges for core activities.  We recognise the 
work undertaken by MOSL to control costs and deliver a below inflation 
increase to their charges.  We are more concerned about the level of non-core 
activities and believe these are in part due to cost overruns on individual 
programmes of work from previous plans, negating much of the benefit to cost 
control highlighted above.

2023-01-24 15:33:12 General link



Yes, we are supportive of the overall level of MO charges proposed for 2023/24; 
however, we do have some comments for consideration:  

As in previous years, we consider it important for MOSL to be able to 
demonstrate value for money for the services it delivers. In practice, this means 
keeping its cost base as lean and efficient as possible, for both core service 
provision and improvement programmes.   

We note that data insights will become part of MOSL’s core service delivery 
moving forward. We remain of the view that MOSL needs to be careful that in 
developing its own analytical capability it doesn’t overstep the mark by 
impinging on the ability of retailers to compete for services such as water 
efficiency or bill reduction.  

We welcome the introduction of customer surveys to the existing R-MeX regime 
and BR-MeX becoming a performance measure in PR24, and we accept that 
MOSL has been requested by Ofwat to develop BR-MeX. What isn’t clear from 
the draft business plan is how MOSL’s BR-MeX costs will be funded after April 
2024 or the role MOSL will play in the new measure. If MOSL’s role will be 
extensive, for example, responsible for issuing the surveys to end customers 
and collating the responses, then further consideration will be required on who 
funds those costs.   

2023-01-25 10:55:22 General link

N/A 2023-01-24 13:46:29 General link



Having delivered the Ofwat-mandated programme of work in 2022/23, the next phase of the
programmes across 2023/24 aims to migrate the remaining lower priority processes into the Bilaterals
Hub, enabling wholesalers to decommission their legacy systems.  

Q2a - Are you supportive of the proposed new phase of the Bilateral Transactions Programme?
Page 3 - Question 1 | Proposed Improvement Programmes
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If no, please provide a reason for your response (if yes, please write N/A and respond to question Q2b):
Page 3 - Question 2 | Proposed Improvement Programmes
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ANSWERS SUBMITTED ON FROM

 agrees with the phased release as it allows us to realise benefits sooner 
on some key processes, not least allowance applications.   

 supports the proposal that all processes should be incorporated, and it 
would be useful to give better visibility of intentions around planned and 
unplanned events. We have seen a number of Wholesalers pause plans to 
improve their service in this area, as they are unsure what the Bilateral hub will 
deliver.   

 also supports the combining of low volume processes on to generic 
forms and the removal of redundant forms and processes where possible.  

2023-01-25 11:10:05 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 18:30:27 General link

We welcome the continuation of the bilaterals work and feel its important to 
ultimately ensure all processes are covered by this work

2023-01-25 10:13:11 General link

N/A 2023-01-24 14:09:11 General link



We are supportive, but with reservations.  

We have concerns over (i) the slow speed with which processes are being 
assimilated into the hub; and (ii) our having to put up with a ‘minimum viable’ 
(i.e. sub-optimal) product - this causes us wasteful expense and resource in 
operating multiple systems in order to operate it, and raises questions whether 
the project was underspecified and / or its cost misjudged.  

As this project has a major effect on market efficiency, MOSL should focus on 
getting the hub working fully as quickly as possible, and less on wider projects.   

With regard to advancing the timetable, we note that it has been suggested 
frequently at Pathfinders and OAG meetings that we should consider a more 
aggressive timetable.  We do not believe, however, that this question has been 
sufficiently considered by MOSL.  MOSL has asserted that this would not be a 
good idea, or that Trading Parties would not be willing to invest in such a 
programme.  But it has not been explained why a greater investment would be 
required in delivering to a more aggressive timetable, or indeed why this would 
not lower costs by reducing the amount of time that the programme overhead 
needed to be funded.  We therefore suggest that further consultation is 
required outside of the business planning process by those closer to the 
Bilateral Transactions Programme, but with sufficient provision made within 
the business plan to allow for a more aggressive timeline or different delivery 
profile (as we discuss in more detail in our answer to the next question).  

2023-01-25 16:54:02 General link

Yes. We have always been fully supportive of the Bilaterals programme and 
recognise the benefits not just to us in terms of simplification and functionality 
but also to the market as a whole.   

Continuing the great work already done (89% of processes by volume in the 
hub) this will ensure the hub becomes the complete operational system and 
will provide one version of the truth. By adding the remaining bilateral 
processes to the hub this will create further efficiency which MOSL calculate will 
save trading parties a further £1.1m per year (on top of the £2.1m already 
delivered). For us these efficiencies will be further realised through the 
decommissioning of our Retailer portals, standardisation, and improved 
performance data. It will also enable the market to continue improving 
outcomes for customers in the timeliness and efficiency of the service they 
receive. The latter point will be benefited by enhancing the reporting out of the 
Bilaterals hub and ensuring trading parties can access raw data as required so 
root cause and cause and effect studies can be undertaken.  

2023-01-24 13:20:09 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 09:35:18 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 21:11:08 General link

n/a 2023-01-24 10:32:34 General link

n/a 2023-01-24 11:20:05 General link

Yes, the initial phase of the programme worked well, unlocking huge benefits 
for members and customers.  Whilst there are diminishing returns from further 
work, we still think the economics stack up and therefor support the 
continuation of the programme.

2023-01-25 15:56:03 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 13:24:30 General link



Yes we are supportive of the proposed new phase, however we would highlight 
our key concerns when delivering the future of the programme, which are 
governance, communications and individual trading party requirements. These 
issues in more detail in our response to the post phase 6 feedback survey, 
which we submitted in December 2022  . We would expect MOSL to take into 
consideration wholesaler delivery costs for each phase to ensure that the more 
marginal areas of scope remain beneficial.  

2023-01-25 16:58:41 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 23:42:41 General link

N/A 2023-01-24 17:25:38 General link

Yes, we agree that the bilaterals programe needs to be properly completed and 
we have no strong opinion on the order of delivery. We’d ask MOSL to remain 
mindful of the need to demonstrate value in this and other programes and 
perhaps undertake a rear view analysis to consider whether there were any 
ways in which the project could have been better costed.  In general, we believe 
that the bilateral phases have been well delivered to date.

2023-01-25 13:46:04 General link

N/A 2023-01-24 11:19:06 General link

We fully support the requirement for the Bilateral Transactions Programme.  It 
is an essential requirement if we are to reduce transaction costs for all market 
participants.  We however view the delivery of the Programme to date with 
some concern.  An objective review of MOSL’s last three Business Plans will 
highlight significant variation to the original Programme, on both delivery 
timescales and cost.  Whilst the workstreams already  live in the hub have been 
warmly welcomed, the success of the project will be measured when all 
workstreams have been delivered.  In our view this is not a “new phase” and 
that this is a request to authorise additional costs to deliver the original scope 
of works.  

The Programme has not in our view assessed the impact on stakeholders.  
Whilst the CEO forum’s presentation did recognise that stakeholders are now 
having to support both the Bilateral Hub and legacy systems, no cost has been 
attributed in the Programme’s cost benefit analyses.  Project teams employed 
by stakeholders do not have a clear pathway to the Programmes completion 
and it is difficult to allocate appropriate resource and to budget for cost.  

2023-01-24 15:33:12 General link



Yes, we are generally supportive, however, we are firmly of the view that 
processes should only be brought into the hub where it is economical to do so. 
There will inevitably be a point of diminishing returns, beyond which the costs 
of the automation will outweigh the benefits. For these processes, the aim 
should be standardisation and optimisation, rather than automation.  

In terms of the proposed prioritisation, our preference would be for the 
escalations process to take priority over many of the remaining processes. The 
escalations process is an important, medium-volume process, that is crucial for 
delivering outcomes for customers and retailers. We have had to develop 
bespoke agreements outside contracts and the codes with each wholesaler 
despite this being a crucial bilateral interaction. This means that efficiency and 
cost benefits from having processes in the hub are being undermined when 
challenges are required and therefore to maximise the cost-benefit of the 
bilateral hub the escalation process should be high on the priority list.   

We also consider that the occupancy challenge process should be included in 
the bilateral hub. In 2021 a sub-group of the MPC was set up to look at the 
vacancy challenge process and agreed on an improved way of managing 
occupancy challenges, including those between retailers. This work was put on 
hold to investigate whether the bilateral hub could be used to process the 
challenges as a preferred option to CMOS, but this was never progressed 
further in either system.   

2023-01-25 10:55:22 General link

N/A 2023-01-24 13:46:29 General link



Q2b - If yes, do you support MOSL's plan to deliver the processes in nine groupings across the
next two years or would you prefer a different delivery profile? (if you are not supportive please
write n/a)
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ANSWERS SUBMITTED ON FROM

Yes,  supports MOSL’s plan. 2023-01-25 11:10:05 General link

From a wholesale perspective the benefits presented by MOSL have yet to be 
realised. Currently there are dual costs for example in preparing non central 
hub reporting processes.   This will continue while the central hub does not 
contain all processes.  On this basis we feel that the bilateral hub should 
continue to its full conclusion. We believe the lowest overall costs including 
Trading Party delivery would come with doing all processes in one year.    

2023-01-25 18:30:27 General link

Supportive 2023-01-25 10:13:11 General link

Two year delivery plan is sufficient and in line with expectations from 
wholesalers.  Monitoring of MOSL's performance has improved but it remains 
challenging to properly assess MOSL's performance outside of the business 
planning process.  

2023-01-24 14:09:11 General link

The answer to this question on sequencing will depend on the extent to which 
our ask under 2a can be met, i.e., to accelerate the overall delivery timetable 
and therefore reduce the two years elapsed time.   If the programme can be 
accelerated, then nine groupings would likely be best collapsed into a smaller 
number.    

Whatever the overall timeline, our ask is to deliver the processes as they 
become available in the minimum number of drops to be efficient and 
effective.  If MOSL determines it is nine groupings and that is agreed by the 
overall Bilateral Transactions Programme, then we would support that answer – 
subject to the comments and considerations below:  

• The answer should be informed by the associated delivery costs; would a 
different delivery profile be materially cheaper and, if so, those alternatives 
should be articulated.    

• If different delivery profiles are not materially cheaper, then we would 
question whether the sequencing of delivery is a valid question for this 
consultation.  It would seem to us to be a level of detail to be agreed as part of 
the Bilateral Transactions Programme and not via a consultation on the 
Business Plan.   Indeed, as the cost consequences are not detailed here, we are 
in not able to offer the informed choice necessary to answer this question.  

• If cost is not a material consideration to sequencing, our preference 
remains to deliver the benefits sooner by accelerating the programme delivery, 
and as new processes are developed to add these as we go in as many 
groupings as is sensible/necessary to deliver the benefits soonest.    

• In crude terms, with £1.1m of further savings estimated in total, if we could 
bring forward the programme into a one-year plan, that should unlock those 
savings sooner, which would offset much of the £880k of costs currently 
allocated to year 2.    

• For example, if by way of an illustrative example we assume that 50% of 
the further benefit is delivered each year and 30% of that is realised in the year 
in question, under the current two-year plan the industry would derive a 
further benefit of £165k in 2023/24, £715k in 2024/25, and £1,100k in 2025/26.   
However, by delivering the entire programme in just one year, we would deliver 
£330k in 2023/24, and £1,100k each year thereafter.  That would save the 
industry £550k or 62.5% of the £880k of year 2 costs.  There may be 
corresponding additional costs of such an approach, and more cost will need to 

2023-01-25 16:54:02 General link



be funded in the next year (maybe at the expense of other initiatives or a cut in 
the core service costs), but such costed options are not presented in the 
Business Plan.  This should be remedied.  

• We note that Trading Parties have not received any detail of additional 
process candidates, additional functionality, nor ‘general’ improvements that 
were frequently requested at the OAG and could have easily been candidates in 
replacement of other ‘little used if ever’ processes.   

• We further note that these ‘little used if ever’ bilateral processes could be 
bundled into a ‘miscellaneous and capture-all’ process.  Again, we do not feel 
that MOSL has adequately considered or consulted on such suggestions.   
Indeed, Trading Parties throughout the Bilateral Transactions Programme 
appear only to have received ‘good news’ stories from MOSL; surely, there are 
known issues or behaviours that require discussion?  

• For example, when considering the currently laborious and manual task of 
‘deferrals’, we have previously suggested at the OAG that ‘attachment 
templates’ are developed so that information that is not already in a data field 
is handed over uniformly across all parties.   

• Another new candidate process that we suggest will become more relevant 
is a ‘meter tampering notification’ process.  The installation of new smart 
metering at scale should, given their criticality to water efficiency initiatives, be 
a call to action for a new process as to how Trading Parties formally make each 
other aware of when these costly devices are being mishandled.  

• The Bilateral Transactions Programme needs to consider such additional 
processes and ideas, and be sufficiently agile and funded to deliver any 
changes agreed by Trading Parties, not just those advanced by MOSL.  

In conclusion,  supports the Bilateral Transactions Programme and 
the suggested sequencing, subject to having the necessary confidence in the 
overall timeline and a satisfactory answer as to why it could not be shortened 
or at least the key benefits materially advanced.   
   
Further, we suggest that MOSL must Include as part of their approach the 
ability to be agile on the plan and its delivery; for example, possibly to deviate 
from the process candidates/approach where Trading Parties determine it to 
be advantageous, or to allow consideration of any substitute bilateral 
processes, when the OAG gathers the detailed requirements.   

Yes. As with other deployments of processes and updates to functionality and 
system, it is important to move at a pace which is suitable for all trading parties. 
Part of this is to gather assurance that trading parties are ready and have time 
to participate in the testing of new hub capability. This is especially important 
as different trading parties use the hub either as LVI or HVI and testing the 
interfaces between trading parties will keep issues to a minimum thus 
mitigating any customer issues.  As members of the Pathfinder group, it has 
been refreshing to see the flexibility and collaboration around the Bilateral hub 
programme during which the delivery profile has worked well.

2023-01-24 13:20:09 General link



As highlighted in our response to the recent consultation on the Bilateral Hub 
programme, there is a significant resource burden on Trading Parties for the 
effective rollout of the deliveries within this Programme, with any delivery 
requiring a high level of testing capacity, followed by significant training effort 
and engagement with “business readiness” teams to ensure they are 
incorporated effectively into our business. As a result of this burden, we believe 
it is important that any upcoming Implementation Plan / Timetable considers 
two factors:  
- There must be a clear benefits case to any individual delivery cycle, 
ensuring that there is sufficient content or change within a rollout to justify the 
resources required by Trading Parties to engage. As the Programme has now 
covered the highest priority Bilateral processes and trends towards the lower 
priority changes, individual roll outs become less cost justifiable.  
- Trading Parties must have clear visibility and advance notice on when these 
delivery cycles are going to occur, with minimal change to these timelines once 
agreed.  

We believe there is opportunity for the Bilateral Transactions Programme to 
respond to both challenges by seeking to further align upcoming changes into a 
reduced number of deliveries.

2023-01-25 09:35:18 General link

Yes, we are supportive. The delivery approach would enable us to 
decommission our legacy portal as soon as possible and would also enable us 
to reduce our external development team as soon as possible (reducing costs   
significantly). Each HVI process requires approx. 30 – 50 days development 
time, depending on the complexity of the new process

2023-01-25 21:11:08 General link

Yes 2023-01-24 10:32:34 General link

Yes 2023-01-24 11:20:05 General link

Faster delivery would be preferable.  This ensures we move everything to a 
single portal sooner, ensuring a seamless and consistent approach across all 
forms, bringing forward future benefits and allowing the MOSL team to move 
onto the next challenge sooner.

2023-01-25 15:56:03 General link



No, we do not agree with the proposed approach to deliver nine releases over 
two years.  

Our experience of this approach has not been particularly positive through the 
first phases of the programme. The short timescales between requirements 
publication and adoption dates caused unnecessary pressure on delivery. 
Changes to requirements at a late stage and discrepancies between design 
documentation and the functionality delivered also added to delivery risk and 
the cost of abortive work. In summary due to the tight timescales between 
documentation & mandatory adoption date this heavily condensed the 
timescales in all areas of our project lifecycle from a design, development, and 
test through to deployment. The shortened release period results in sub-
optimal delivery as a whole as all areas had to deliver a MVP rather than the 
best possible service, which we aim to deliver.   

The suggested approach would mean that we are required to stand up an 
entire team for the full project duration. This would include Business Analysts, 
Project Manager, Architects, Developers and Testers. This would result in 
significantly higher costs above our suggested approach below.   

We would champion a new option which would decouple the MOSL and 
Trading Party delivery dates leaving a mandatory adoption date for trading 
parties as March 2025. This would allow us more time to deliver above MVP 
resulting in a better user experience and less rework in the future. We would 
also be afforded the freedom and flexibility to manage our resources in the 
most optimal way, standing up a team for a shorter period ultimately lowering 
cost.  

Based on our discussions with trading party colleagues the MOSL delivery costs 
could account for less than 25% of the overall industry delivery costs. We feel 
that the benefits of giving trading parties more freedom to optimise their 
delivery approach would outweigh the incremental benefit of adopting 
relatively low volume processes a few months earlier.  

The overall programme cost objective should be to minimise the overall 
delivery cost.    

To date we have currently spent  on bilaterals and if the proposed 
approach is adopted we anticipate that we will incur the same to deliver the 
remaining scope.   

The approach proposed in the Business Plan does not allow us reasonable time 
from the exit of the current phase, to agree budget, assign resource and to plan 
the next phase.  

Points to note  
• A waterfall approach is preferred - our project team is not set up to work in 
an agile way  
• We request that only high priority CMOS changes occur during the 
Bilaterals delivery period due to the same resource being fully utilised on 
Bilaterals or vice versa  
• Resource – A very small team manage both Bilaterals, CMOS and BAU.  
Integration dependant we may have to on-board resource, which can be a 
lengthy process to allocate and transfer knowledge.  
• Internal IT initiatives – upgrades and migrations may affect timings to the 
Bilaterals programme especially as it is the same resource.

2023-01-25 13:24:30 General link



We support the plan to deliver the remaining processes in groupings and the 
focus on prioritisation of those processes that have OPS charges associated to 
them. We would propose that there are less than nine groupings for the 
delivery of the remaining processes, and that MOSL review whether there are 
processes that could be batched together, for example disconnections and 
reconnections. This would reduce assumed project overheads and constrain 
the introduction of new workflow requirements, which have cost impacts to 
wholesalers. We would reiterate the importance of communication and 
individual trading party requirements, as we would need sufficient detail and 
scope before some of these processes are moved into the bilateral hub, as 
some of these bilateral processes are dealt with outside of our legacy system, 
for example the D and E processes. 

2023-01-25 16:58:41 General link

We are supportive of the overall plan to deliver the remaining processes, 
however we do envisage some challenges with doing so in nine groupings. We 
think that as this is more than the existing processes in the Bilateral Hub took 
to deliver, there are some questions around whether a lower intensity longer 
term project can deliver 50% more groupings. We're also not convinced that the 
project, even at the completed stage will allow wholesalers to decommission 
existing systems, although we agree that as an aspiration it sets the right 
objective.  
We feel the success of this phase of the project will be dependent on the 
continued hard work of not only MOSL, but also the work of the various 
industry groups, such as the OAG and CAG continuing. We also feel a very 
important part of this projects success is the roadmap of which processes will 
enter into the hub and when, this has been a very variable picture at various 
stages of the project so far which has made the work of ensuring our in-house 
systems are ready quite challenging at times.

2023-01-25 23:42:41 General link

We feel it is important for all operational processes set out in the Wholesale-
Retail Operational Code to be available in the bilaterals hub. We are concerned 
however that the timeline that has been suggested is tight for MOSL, Trading 
Parties and third parties, such as C and C Group, who provide bilateral 
solutions to some Trading Parties. It is also important that MOSL do not only 
create a hub to facilitate the submission of forms and report performance 
against OPS SLAs, but that hub must also be developed to beyond MVP so that 
Trading Parties can consider saving on their costs by eliminating any legacy 
systems.   

We recognise that not every process can be delivered into the hub as they 
currently are, but we do have some concerns about processes being grouped 
together and feel MOSL must work to ensure that grouping processes together 
does not inadvertently mean Trading Parties take longer than previously to 
submit the required form due to the new grouped form being confusing and 
potentially having options open that are not applicable to the form being 
submitted. This could also lead to an increase in forms being rejected or 
deferred if information is completed in incorrect fields on grouped forms.

2023-01-24 17:25:38 General link

We have no strong opinion about the order of delivery. 2023-01-25 13:46:04 General link

 supportive of moving all existing processes into the hub. Continue 
engagement with trading parties through OAGs to design processes effectively. 
Any significant changes to processes should be pragmatic and benefit trading 
parties. Consideration of processes D and E (planned and unplanned) in the 
hub needs to be communicated and planned effectively for trading party 
system changes and allow maximum amount of time for readiness activities. 
Detailed feedback on 23/24 delivery options have been provided to the bilateral 
team in December. 

2023-01-24 11:19:06 General link



We would support the option that delivers the remaining Programme in the 
shortest time and least cost both for MOSL and stakeholders.  We are therefore 
open to both options outlined, a phased approach or larger end release.

2023-01-24 15:33:12 General link

As noted above, it may not be economically viable to automate all of the 
processes currently proposed.   

In terms of the prioritisation and sequencing of activities, for the reasons given 
above, our preference would be for a different delivery profile. At the Bilateral 
Transaction Programme Planning Update in November 2022, three delivery 
options were presented for consideration. Our preference remains option B – 
to reduce the groups to include new processes which for  
would mean the escalation process and the occupancy challenge process.     

2023-01-25 10:55:22 General link

It would be good if this could be delivered quicker that way everything is going 
via one platform and no confusion.

2023-01-24 13:46:29 General link



Work to define a data cleanse service proposal, including the data assessment proof of concept, has
identified the now urgent need to tackle the root causes of poor data quality in the market. Our Central
Data Cleanse improvement programme is highly focused in year one – targeting eligibility and
wholesaler-owned customer address data.  

Q3a - Are you supportive of the proposed Central Data Cleanse service to improve wholesaler-
owned data in CMOS?
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If no, please provide a reason for your response (if yes, please write N/A):
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ANSWERS SUBMITTED ON FROM

However careful considerations need to be made regarding the volume and 
flow of data transactions being handed to Retailers at any one time. Currently 
vacant premises will not cause issues as there will not be any billing 
implications, or customer impact, however premises occupied by customers 
will require verification prior to updating. This verification will take time and 
resource from Retailers, to limit potential customer harm. In addition, if the 
volume of data items is not controlled, this will lead to data mismatches 
between the CMOS and Retailer systems.

2023-01-25 11:10:05 General link

We continue to have reservations about the value of the as proposed services.  
We believe that the proposition is one that is available to most Wholesalers 
already. This is evidenced by the improvement of UPRN & VOA in a 12 month 
period (Market rate up by  with our own moving from  during the 
same period).   We believe Wholesalers have and should continue to address 
their any data obligations in the most effective manner. Any central data 
cleanse should be on an opt in basis where the proposition is desirable to 
deliver obligations.    

To allow full benefit of the revised approach to be realised,  we would request 
that the timescale on the indicative plan for trading parties review of 100 
records is completed over Q2 rather than Q2-3 as this will provide results to 
feed into the gated approach.   

We would also request that as much advance notice of the actual dates for 
required activities (such as the review of 100 records) is provided, to allow 
Trading Parties to allocate appropriate resource to the tasks. 

2023-01-25 18:30:27 General link

Yes in the main but we are still concerned around workloads and timescales for 
wholesalers and making sure that the validation is carried out effectively as to 
not create unnecessary false positive type work in the way we have seen from 
retailer data cleanse activities.

2023-01-25 10:13:11 General link

N/A 2023-01-24 14:09:11 General link

We support this in principle, but have concerns over MOSL’s added value, as 
the project is currently specified.   
   
Our reasoning is: (i) given the resources that retailers are having to devote to 
data correction, the projected cost of this item looks small by comparison, 
raising questions as to whether its scope over-promises, and over its likely 
effectiveness; (ii) participation will likely stretch those resources further; and (iii) 
more fundamentally, it relies on a pious hope that wholesalers will be 
prompted to progress the necessary cleansing.  

Given wholesalers’ frequent disregard for their obligations or urgency in putting 
right the issues already being brought to their attention on a daily basis, the 
lack of any further enforcement or other imperative seem unlikely to bring 
about a sea-change in either the resources they devote to this area, or their 
behaviour.  To rely on the revised MPF to assist is too speculative and the 
timelines appear incompatible.   

In addition, the precedent of Project Looking Glass is not encouraging: that told 
us nothing that we dd not already know about the incidence and causes of long 
unread meters.  

2023-01-25 16:54:02 General link



Yes. We agree that accurate and reliable data is critical to the effective 
operation of the non-household (NHH) market and is key to operational 
efficiency and positive customer and environmental outcomes. Further, we 
welcome the recent response to member feedback recognising concerns on the 
approach and costing and the re-prioritisation and focus of the improvement 
program in year 1. 

2023-01-24 13:20:09 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 09:35:18 General link

In terms of the intent of the proposal, we agree benefits could be realised. Our 
concerns are outlined within our response to question 3b. However, we note 
that the overall message within the Business Plan in relation to Data Cleanse, is 
somewhat contradictory in that the funding mechanism is wholly targeted at 
Wholesalers. Following feedback from TP’s, the revised proposal is to proceed 
with Phase1, which is less clear within the overall plan.  

We understand that the funding doesn't necessarily mean 100% accuracy of 
cleansed data, therefore additional effort will be required at additional cost by 
the wholesalers. Its not clear from the plan how wholesalers are going to be 
held accountable for the updating of the data into the market. This gives 
concern over the potential resource impact and potential 'distraction' from 
other data cleansing activities that we already have underway.

2023-01-25 21:11:08 General link

We don't believe that we have seen sufficient evidence to agree or disagree 
with the material benefits identified. We believe more information is needed on 
the proposal and the expected output and what follow up actions will be 
required by Wholesalers, i.e. the resources to review and verify the third party 
output 

2023-01-24 10:32:34 General link

n/a 2023-01-24 11:20:05 General link

Supportive of the idea that a central data cleanse service might deliver 
efficiencies with respect to highlighting data issues but not for all and not in all 
cases.  Supportive of the introduction of a ”stage gate” approach to assess the 
value of the analysis before moving on.  However, any work in this space does 
need to complement trading party efforts.  Perhaps if further detail from the 
pilot, specific to the individual wholesalers, were shared with wholesalers then 
they could each make a proper assessment of whether they think it represents 
value.  An approach whereby wholesalers can voluntarily opt into the central 
service (similar to the “user pays” model of the unplanned settlement runs) 
might then provide feedback to MOSL regarding what works, what does not 
work and the potential future direction the service could push in.  It is possible 
that the timing of a centralised service does not work for some when balancing 
against other priorities and cleanse activity they are undertaking 
independently. 

2023-01-25 15:56:03 General link



We fully support any activity to improve market data quality and have made 
significant progress individually since market opening. In the last 12 months 
alone we have:  

• Significantly improved our UPRN and VOA population   
• Reviewed VOA change reasons and eligibility criteria leading to the de-
registration of circa   
• Commenced address updates with new UPRN addresses   
• Improvement in GIS data moving from   
• These improvements have helped  progress from  on the holistic 
reporting to  

We are keen to see whether further information provided by the Central Data 
Cleanse service will supplement what we already know about our UPRNs and 
VOAs. We support the proposed collaborative and “gated” approach which is 
now being proposed, as this will give us chance to input and influence at 
various stages of the data journey.   

The impact on retailers of the cleanse activity needs to be understood, 
especially as we step into resolving aged splits and merges. Retailer capacity is 
already impacting on us and the speed with which we can progress with our 
remedial action (we have c3k SPIDs we would like to de-register but need to 
wait on retailer resource availability to close their corresponding customer 
accounts). 

2023-01-25 13:24:30 General link

We are supportive of the proposal for a centralised data improvement service, 
as we consider there are a range of benefits from data improvement insight 
being carried out and coordinated centrally. However, we still believe that the 
central data cleanse should be carried out with the support and funding of all 
trading parties, rather than wholesalers only. 

2023-01-25 16:58:41 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 23:42:41 General link

We are not supportive of the proposed Central Data Cleanse service. For the 
vast majority of trading parties, the introduction of the holistic league tables 
has been a sufficient incentive for them to already be working on improving 
their data in the areas mentioned in this Consultation. This has resulted in a lot 
of Trading Parties seeking assistance from Third Parties and paying for any 
assistance Third Parties can provide and it therefore seems unfair to expect 
Wholesalers to pay (for something they have probably already paid a Third 
Party for) again. We feel perhaps adding extra incentives to the holistic league 
tables (rewards and penalties) would be enough to encourage trading parties to 
improve in the highlighted areas. This was sufficient to improve performance in 
MPS and OPS.  

It should also be noted that a lot of Wholesalers have already worked through 
the ‘easier’ data cleansing areas that are highlighted in the holistic league tables 
and are now left with the harder ones that are more time consuming to work 
through and we would therefore require any central solution to be able to 
provide assistance with the more complex cleansing issues.   

We also wonder how much benefit this data cleanse activity actually is for 
retailers. The majority of supply points in the market are being billed by 
retailers and retailers are receiving payment for those bills, therefore how 
much benefit is it to them having a UPRN and VOA BA? Are retailers reporting, 
or being surveyed upon, any tangible benefits from the significant number of 
UPRNs and VOA BA references that have been placed in the market?  

Are MOSL considering amending the unplanned settlement run rules or costs? 
We are concerned that removing ineligible premises on mass will prompt a 
significant number of unplanned RF’s. Whilst we do not anticipate this being a 
significant issue with our SPIDs, it may be for others.  

2023-01-24 17:25:38 General link



We would like to remind MOSL that the UPRN and VOA BA were not mandatory 
data items when our data was initially uploaded to CMOS. The options were to 
either enter a value or enter a reason code. Whilst we can understand the 
benefits for having a UPRN and VOA BA, particularly for premises where 
retailers are struggling to register the occupant, MOSL should understand that 
as this was optional during initial upload, some Wholesalers will be obtaining 
this data for the first time, and it will therefore be a time-consuming exercise. 
CSD 0101 continues to state that either the UPRN or a Reason Code, or the VOA 
or a Reason Code, must be provided.   

It is imperative that any data obtained through a centralized solution such as 
this must be accurate, and the users of this data must have high confidence in 
the accuracy of this data. As previously mentioned, we have engaged with a 
Third Party and after quality checking the results, we were provided we had to 
request further revisions of the data set 3 times. It should also be noted that we 
initially engaged with the Ordnance Survey to assist with UPRN matching and 
whilst their initial results from a sample of data appeared to have a high match 
rate, when quality checking the results the match rate was actually far lower. It 
was also the first time Ordnance Survey had undertaken a project of this 
nature. In our opinion, there is minimal value in providing data dumps that 
have not been quality checked and are therefore potentially of poor quality.   
It would be helpful to understand why MOSL feel introducing a centralised 
solution at this stage would be more beneficial that trading parties undertaking 
the work themselves. Perhaps the centralised solution should be an opt-in 
service that only trading parties who opt-in pay for?   

We have some concerns around resourcing appropriately to work through any 
data provided by MOSL through any centralised solution. Our assumption is 
that MOSL will provide data and set an expectation of when trading parties 
should have made any updates in CMOS. This is likely to mean having to 
increase resource on our Wholesale Service Desk which will be costly to the 
business, potentially in excess of £60k per annum.   

MOSL should consider an alternative way of assuring any data. The current 
assurance templates mean trading parties have to amalgamate information 
that they could be receiving from multiple internal departments and external 
third parties on to a spreadsheet. Simply having a ‘data assured’ tick button 
within CMOS on these data items would be far more effective.  

n/a 2023-01-25 13:46:04 General link

Disagree on value for money terms - new area for the market operator and 
there is no clear incentive for the data services they procure to be cost efficient 
as the costs are passed onto wholesalers who have no say in what is being 
procured.   Wholesalers not mandated to do anything with the data so could be 
wasted investment.    Deals with symptom rather than cause, so data could 
degrade again in future and another data cleanse would be needed.

2023-01-24 11:19:06 General link

We fully support the need for market data to be complete and accurate.  We 
remain to be convinced of the need for the Central Data Cleanse or any long-
term transference of responsibility away from stakeholders to MOSL.  The 
quality of our market data is not an issue prominent in our regular discussions 
with Retailers.  We are open to pilot studies and an approach based on 
evidenced based outcomes and full consideration of the resource implications 
for participants.

2023-01-24 15:33:12 General link



The proposed central data cleanse service will be a radical but welcome and 
necessary intervention that will result in a step change in data quality and 
improved customer outcomes.  

We appreciate that due to trading party feedback, MOSL has proposed stages 
or “gates” and a more sequential approach. However, a proposed timescale of 
six months for wholesalers to review and cleanse a sample of only 100 records 
seems too long and the sample size too low. We appreciate this is an indicative 
plan and that wholesalers need to establish working practices etc. but given 
there are over five months between now and July 2023 for wholesalers to plan 
and ready themselves, we would like to see the pilot phase reduced in duration 
and the sample size increased. This would then bring forward the start date for 
the review and cleanse of the remaining unmatched addresses and UPRN and 
VOA references.   

2023-01-25 10:55:22 General link

Overall yes we are as per our data cleanse consultaion response. 2023-01-24 13:46:29 General link



Q3b – The Central Data Cleanse proposal includes a new funding mechanism whereby the cost of
the service is funded by additional ringfenced MO charges levied on wholesalers only. Are you
supportive of this funding mechanism?
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If no, please provide a reason for your response (if yes, please write N/A):
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ANSWERS SUBMITTED ON FROM

N/A 2023-01-25 11:10:05 General link

We recognise the changes to the proposal include opportunities to evidence 
the value of the data assessment findings and would reiterate that the benefits 
case needs to provide more detail, with evidence of the value the improvement 
to customers and the wider market. 

2023-01-25 18:30:27 General link

I am unclear why this is seen as solely a wholesaler issue 2023-01-25 10:13:11 General link

It is noted that MOSL has taken on board feedback from wholesalers and this is 
welcomed.   The data cleanse project requires further scope and 
implementation plan and we are pleased to see the active engagement with 
wholesalers on this as presented at the CEO forum. We would recommend the 
methodology and good working practices shown in the bilateral delivery 
program and an outstanding template for data cleanse and other market 
improvement programs. We note the continued expansion of data services at 
MOSL and we are supportive of these efforts for as long as they are directed at 
improving the services offered to trading parties by the market operator and 
not expanding into the competitive arena  

2023-01-24 14:09:11 General link

Yes, subject to the reservations in our answer to Question 3a above. 2023-01-25 16:54:02 General link

Yes, we recognise that on this occasion as the data items in question are 
Wholesaler owned, and where incorrect have likely been so since market 
opening, the obligation to fund the initial central data cleanse should be 
charged to Wholesalers.  

Whilst we are supportive of separate Wholesaler funding on this occasion, we 
welcome the assurance from both MOSL and Ofwat that this will not set a 
market precedent.  

2023-01-24 13:20:09 General link

N/A 2023-01-25 09:35:18 General link

The proposal states that the Phases 1-3 are Wholesaler funded, but it is felt that 
this is a shared responsibility as the lifecycle of SPIDs develop. Retailers are 
closer to customers who will advise of discrepancies in address data when 
receiving bills/correspondence. Moreover, what governance is being considered 
to ensure that address data provided by the wholesaler is being replicated in 
retailers billing systems?  

Wholesalers have already invested significant funding in attempts to improve 
the data (some more successful than others), it feels more appropriate that this 
should be provided as a “Pay-as-you-go” service and not mandate the funding 
by each phase.  

As a Wholesaler, we feel that the proposal is an attempt to redirect focus to an 
area that has many challenges, and not all of those challenges can be met by 
automation. Considerable manual intervention will be required and the 
proposal does not indicate how this manual intervention will be resourced.

2023-01-25 21:11:08 General link

We believe the cost of providing additional information now (that wasn't 
mandatory at market opening) that will benefit the market should be shared 
between Wholesalers and Retailers. 

2023-01-24 10:32:34 General link



N/A 2023-01-24 11:20:05 General link

Not supportive.  We have a problem with this principle on the basis that it 
opens the door for endless creativity and disagreement about which trading 
parties should be paying for what.  There are already mechanisms within the 
current market operator funding and governance structure which deal with this 
sufficiently.  The market operator charges and market improvement funds are 
for the benefit all customers and members, so if the scope of this project does 
not do something for all (over a period of time) then the issue is with the scope 
of the project, not the funding mechanism.   If we already know that all 
members are expected to pay for it (given current code structure), then the 
views of all members must be considered and balanced.  The scope must 
therefore either be extended or adjusted so that all members benefit from this 
project or can clearly see benefit flowing from a future project.   Arguably the 
Bilaterals solution was largely to benefit retailers rather than wholesalers, as 
wholesalers had already invested in other systems, yet all members recognised 
(possibly some begrudgingly) that this was the best course of action to drive 
value for the market and as such would be funded by all.  

2023-01-25 15:56:03 General link

In principle yes, as the primary focus is on improving the accuracy of address 
and premises data, which are wholesaler owned items. Ideally we would like to 
see a sample of the data to be provided to understand whether the data is 
going to be of any significant value to us. We welcome the staged approach and 
understand that the commitment at this stage is for 2023/24 only and will be 
reviewed before any further commitment is considered in 2024/25.

2023-01-25 13:24:30 General link

We agree that additional funding is needed to support the initial phase of the 
data cleanse consultation and MOSL’s rationale for applying these charges to 
wholesalers only. However, this funding mechanism should not set a precedent 
to further the future funding of work through MOSL’s business plan, as per the 
reassurances in the letter we received in December 2022 from Sarah McMath 
and David Black. We have discussed our concerns further in our response to 
the consultation on CPM050. 

2023-01-25 16:58:41 General link

As we have previously expressed our concerns, this funding mechanism 
effectively looks to fund a market improvement program that will benefit all 
trading parties, but which is paid for by only one group. Whilst we agree that 
data improvement is critical to the success of the market, Wholesalers have, as 
a group and individually, worked hard to improve data quality and availability, 
especially in more recent months. Including as a result of the focus that Holistic 
reporting has placed upon it.  
While we have seen the reassurance that this is a single case for this type of 
funding, we do think that this runs against the principles of the market in terms 
of equitable division of costs.

2023-01-25 23:42:41 General link

We are not supportive of this funding mechanism and have responded to 
CPM050 with further detail, but in brief, we feel the costs of the Central Data 
Cleanse should form part of the Market Operator Charges and should be split 
50/50 between Wholesalers and Retailers as it will be Retailers who mainly 
benefit from the data suggested being obtained. 

2023-01-24 17:25:38 General link

We note that 2/5th of the questions on MOSL’s business plan relate to the data 
cleanse which we have already responded to in your recent Data Cleanse 
Funding consultation which closed on 25 January. 

2023-01-25 13:46:04 General link



Costs being charged to only one type of Trading Party are discriminatory which 
contravenes Market principle and sets a precedent for more costs to be 
charged to only one type of Trading Party.   MPF should be the place where 
incentives are created to drive TP performance and MOSL should offer opt in 
data improvement services rather than mandated.

2023-01-24 11:19:06 General link

We do not support the total ringfencing of Market Operator charges on 
Wholesalers.  Retailers have had primacy for most customer interactions since 
market opening and there are mechanisms in place that enable retailers to ask 
wholesalers to validate property and meter data.  We do agree that there may 
be facets of the exercise which could be charged just to Wholesalers, for 
example work associated with identifying gap sites and change of use.  We 
would therefore advocate a more bespoke approach to charging if the project 
has approval.

2023-01-24 15:33:12 General link

Yes, for the following reasons:  

• Much of the data to be included in the central data cleanse was uploaded 
by water companies ahead of market opening. At that time water companies 
had a condition imposed in their Instrument of Appointment to take the 
necessary steps to ensure readiness for the opening of the NHH market. This 
included the separation of domestic and non-domestic properties based on 
eligibility guidance provided by Ofwat, as well as the provision of fit-for-purpose 
data of appropriate quality.  

 
 
 
 

 
  it is apparent that 

eligibility was not correctly assessed in all cases before data upload and the 
quality of the address data didn’t reach the standard required. It is therefore 
appropriate for wholesalers to address these deficiencies now, including 
eligibility, through the proposed central cleanse.  

• While the VOA and UPRN data fields were not mandatory before market 
opening, it was expected that they would be completed soon thereafter. Nearly 
six years later, as evidenced by the holistic reporting, many wholesalers still 
have limited completion rates and Project TIDE indicates that a very high 
percentage of the UPRN and VOA values in CMOS may be incorrect.   

Therefore, we consider it appropriate that wholesalers fund the proposed 
central data cleanse.  

2023-01-25 10:55:22 General link

I have put no as per our data cleanse consultation response -   

This seems to be more of a desk-top exercise than a ‘boots on the ground’ 
project. Our concerns is that we will be given the data with an expectation on 
the wholesaler under a performance measure to cleanse this data and update 
into the central market system in a particular timeframe.   
We would appreciate more insight into the data that Sagacity supplied to MOSL 
in order to understand what input will be required from us. We have carried 
out our own ‘boots on the ground’ project and feel we may end up with a data 
set that we have already investigated. We would like to understand more of the 
cost benefit analysis undertaken for this project.  

2023-01-24 13:46:29 General link




